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"Wood" is an old namefor forest. In the wood there are paths,
mostly overgrown, that come to an abrupt stop wherethe wood is
untrodden.

They are caled Holzwege.

Each goesits separate way, though within the same forest. It often
appearsasif oneisidentical to another. But it only appears so.
Woodcutters and forest keepers know these paths. They know what
it meansto be on a Holzweg.
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Translators' preface

Holzwege — here trandated as Off the Bedten Tiuck - is the title Heidegger
gaveto thiscollection of six essaysand lectures which wasfirst publishedin
1950. The essaysand lectures themselvesspan alittle more than a decade,
from 1935 t01946. T he text used for thistranslationistaken from the sev-
enth edition of Holzwege, which isitself based on volume V of the Gesamst-
augabe. The notes at the foot of the page are Heidegger's own, generally
marginaliaor other notesin hisworking copiesof thetexts(seethe"Editor's
epilogue,” translated below, for further bibliographical information).
Where these notesrefer toworksthat havebeen translated into English, ref-
erencestotheoriginal textshave been replaced by referencesto these trans-
lations. Whereno such translations exist, referencesto the German textsre-
main. T henotesat theend of thevolumearethetranslators and arelimited
toidentifying thesources of quotationsand otherwise providing aminimum
of information that seems helpful to readers of Heidegger in English.

In entitling his work Holzwege, literally, " Timber Tracks,” or "Forest
Paths," Heidegger choseaterm that carefully balancespositiveand negative
implications. On the one hand, a Ho/zweg is atimber track that leadsto a
clearingin theforest wheretimber iscut. Ontheother, itisatrack that used
tolead to such a place but isnow overgrown and leads nowhere. Hence, in
apopular German idiom, to be " on a Holzweg" is to be on the wrong track
or in acul-de-sac. A trangdlation of Heidegger'snote on the title appears at
the beginning of the book, where it is found in most German editions. It
isin order to capture something of Heidegger's dual meaning that we have
adopted thetitle " Off the Beaten Track."

Each tranglator bears primary responsibility for three of the six essays.
Julian Young trandated " The Origin of the Work of Art," " The Age of the
World Picture,”" and " Anaximander's Saying"; Kenneth Haynes translated
the others. Each read the other's work closely, and translated in awareness
of the other; nonetheless, in our collaboration we did not aim to eliminate
all differencesin style.
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to which nothing real any longer corresponds. It may serve as a collective
notion under which we bring what alone of art is real: works and artists.
Even if the word art is to signify more than a collective notion, what is
meant by the word could only be based on the reality of works and artists.
Or are matters the other way round?Do work and artist exist only insofar?
asart exigts, exists, indeed, as their origin?

Whatever we decide, the question of the origin of the artwork turnsinto
the question of the natureof art. But sinceit must remain open whether and
how thereis art at al, we will attempt to discover the nature of art where
there is no doubt that art genuinely prevails. Art presencesin the art-work
[Kunst-werk]. But what and how isawork of art?

What art is we should be able to gather from the work. What the work
is we can only find out from the nature of art. It is easy to see that we
are moving in a circle. The usua understanding demands that this cir-
cle be avoided as an offense against logic. It is said that what art is may
be gathered from a comparative study of available artworks. But how can
we be certain that such astudy is really based on artworks unlesswe know
beforehand what art is? Ye the nature of art can aslittle be derived from
higher conceptsas from acollection of characteristicsof existing artworks.
For such a derivation, too, aready hasin view just those determinations
which are sufficient to ensure that what we are offering as works of art
arewhat we aready take to be such. The collecting of characteristicsfrom
what exists, however, and the derivation from fundamental principlesare
impossiblein exactly the sameway and, where practiced, are aself-delusion.

Sowemust movein acircle. Thisis neither ad hoc nor deficient. To enter
upon this path is the strength, and to remain on it the feast of thought -
assuming that thinking is a craft. Not only is the main step from work to
art, likethe step from art towork, acircle, but every individual step that we
attempt circleswithin thiscircle.

I'n order to discover the nature of art that really holds sway in the work
let us approach the actual work and ask it what and how it is.

Everyoneis familiar with artworks. One findsworks of architecture and
sculpture erected in public places, in churches, and in private homes. Art-
works from the most diverse ages and peoples are housed in collections
and exhibitions. If we regard works in their pristine reality and do not
deceive oursalves, the following becomes evident: works are as naturally
present as things. The picture hangs on the wal like a hunting weapon or

@ Reclam edition, 1960. It givesart [Esde Kunst gibt].
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ahat. A painting - for example van Gogh's portrayal of a pair of peasant
shoes - travelsfrom one exhibition to another. Works are shipped like coa
from the Ruhr or logs from the Black Forest. During the war Holderlin's
hymns were packed in the soldier's knapsack along with cleaning equip-
ment. Beethoven'squartets lie in the publisher's storeroom like potatoesin
acdlar.

Every work has this thingly character. What would they be without it?
But perhaps we find this very crude and external approach to the work
offensive. It may be the conception of the artwork with which the freight-
handler or the museum charlady operates, but we are required to takethe
works as they are encountered by those who experience and enjoy them.
Yet even thismuch-vaunted " aesthetic experience” cannot evade the thing-
liness of the artwork. The stony isin the work of architecture, the wooden
in the woodcarving, the colored in the painting, the voca in the linguis-
tic work, the sounding in the work of music. The thingly is so salient in
the artwork that we ought rather to say the opposite: the architectural
work is in the stone, the woodcarving in the wood, the painting in the
color, the linguistic work in the sound, the work of music in the note.
"Obvioudy," it will be replied. What, however, is this obvious thingliness
in the artwork?

Given that the artwork is something over and aboveits thingliness, this
inquiry will probably be found unnecessary and disconcerting. This some-
thing elsein the work constitutesits artistic nature. T he artwork isindeed
athing that ismade, but it says something other than the mere thing itself
iS, &Aho &yopevel. The work makes publicly known something other than
itself, it manifests something other: it is an adlegory. In the artwork some-
thing other is brought into conjunction with the thing that is made. The
Greek for "to bring into conjunction with" is cuppdirew. The work is a
symbol.

Allegory and symbol provide the conceptual framework from within
whose perspective the artwork has long been characterized. Y this one
element that makes another manifest is the thingly element in the artwork.
It seemsalmost as though the thinglinessin the artwork is the substructure
into and upon which the other, authentic, element isbuilt. Andisit not this
thingly element which is actually produced by the artist's craft?

We wish to hit upon the immediate and complete reality of the artwork,
for only then will we discover the real art within it. So what we must do,
first of dl, is to bring the thingliness of the work into view. For this we
need to know, with sufficient clarity, what a thing is. Only then will we be
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able to say whether or not an artwork is a thing - albeit a thing to which
something else adheres. Only then will we be able to decide whether the
work is something fundamentally different and not athing at all.

THE THING AND THE WORK

What, in truth, isathing insofar asitisathing?When we ask this question
wewish to know the thing-being (the thingliness) of thething. The pointis
tolearn thethinglinessof thething. To thisend we must become acquainted
with the sphere within which areto befound all those beingswhich we have
long called things.

The stone on the path isathing, asisthe clod of earthin thefield. The
jugisathing, and the well beside the path. But what should we say about
the milk in the jug and the water in the well? These, too, are things, if
the cloud in the sky and the thistle in the field, if the leaf on the autumn
wind and the hawk over the wood are properly called things. All these must
indeed be called things, even though we also apply the term to that which,
unlike the above, failsto show itself, failsto appear. One such thing which
doesnot, itself, appear — a"thinginitself' in other words—-is, accordingto
Kant, theworld asatotality. Another such exampleis God himself. Things
in themselves and things that appear, every being that in any way exids,
count, in the language of philosophy, as"'things."

Thesedays, airplanesand radios belong among the thingsthat are closest
tous. When, however,werefer to"last things,” we think of something quite
different. Death and judgment, these arethelast things. In general, "thing"
applies to anything that is not simply nothing. In this signification, the
artwork counts as athing, assumingit to be some kind of abeing. Yet this
conception of thething, in thefirstinstance at least, does not help usin our
project of distinguishing between beingswhich have the being of thingsand
beings which have the being of works. And besides, we hesitate to repeat
the designation of God asa"thing." We are similarly reluctant to take the
farmer in thefield, the stoker before the boiler, the teacher in the school to
bea"thing." A human beingisnot athing. True, wesay of ayoung girl who
hasatask to performthat is beyond her that sheis"tooyoung athing.” But
thisisonly because, in a certain sense, we find human being to be missing
here and think we have to do, rather, with what constitutes the thingliness
of the thing. We are reluctant to call even the deer in the forest clearing,
the beetle in the grass, or the blade of grass"things." Rather, the hammer,
theshoe, the ax, and the clock are things. Even they, however, are not mere
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things. Only the stone, the clod of earth, or a piece of wood count as that:
what islifelessin nature and in human usage. It is the things of nature and
usagethat are normally called things.

We thus see ourselvesreturned from the broadest domain in which ev-
erything is a thing (thing=res = ens=a being) - including even the "first
and last things" - to the narrow region of the mere thing. "Mere," here,
means, first of al, the pure thing which issimply athing and nothing more.
But thenitalsomeans' nothing but athing," in an almost disparaging sense.
I tisthemerething - acategorywhich excludeseven thethingsthat we use -
which countsastheactual thing. I nwhat, now, doesthethingliness of things
such as this consist? It isin reference to these that it must be possible to
determine the thingliness of the thing. Such a determination puts usin a
position to characterize thingliness as such. Thus equipped, we will be able
toindicate that almost tangible reality of thework in which something other
inheres.

Now it isawell-knownfact that, since antiquity, as soon as the question
was raised as to what beings as such are, it was the thing in its thingness
which thrust itself forward as the paradigmatic being. |t followsthat we are
bound to encounter the delineation of the thingness of the thing aready
presentinthetraditional interpretationof thebeing. Thusall weneed to do,
in order to berelieved of the tedious effort of making our owninquiry into
the thingliness of the thing, isto grasp explicitly this traditional knowledge
of the thing. So commonplace, in away, are the answersto the question of
what athingisthat one can nolonger sense anythingworthy of questioning
lying behind them.

Theinterpretations of the thingness of the thing which predominatein
the history of Western thought have long been self-evident and are now in
everyday use. They may be reduced to three.

A merethingis, to takean example, thisblock of granite. Itishard, heavy,
extended, massive, unformed, rough, colored, partly dull, partly shiny. We
can noticeal these featuresin thestone. We take note of its characteristics.
Yet such characteristics represent something proper to the stone. They are
itsproperties. Thething hasthem. T hething?W hat arewe thinking of if we
now call the thing to mind? Obviously the thing is not merely a collection
of characteristics, and neither isit the aggregate of those propertiesthrough
which the collection arises. The thing, as everyone thinks he knows, isthat
around which the properties have gathered. One spesks, then, of the core
of thething. The Greeks, weare told, called it o Umrokeipevov. This core of
the thing was its ground and was dways there. But the characteristics are
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caled t& ocuppeBnroTa: that which aways appears and comes forth along
with the core.

These designations are by no meansarbitrary. Within them speakssome-
thing which lies beyond the scope of this essay: the Greeks' fundamental
experience of the being of beingsin the sense of presence. It is through
these determinations, however, that the interpretation of the thingness
of the thing is grounded that will henceforth become standard and the
Western interpretation of the being of beings established. T he process be-
ginswith the appropriation of the Greek words by Roman-Latin thought;
Utrokeipevov becomes subiecturm, tméoraois substantia, and cupRePnxds acci-
dens This trandation of Greek namesinto Latin is by no means without
conseguences - as, even now, it isstill held to be. Rather, what is concealed
within the apparently literal, and hence faithful, trandation is a trandation
(Ubersetzen) of Greek experienceinto adifferent mode of thinlung. Roman
thinking tekes over the Gresk words without the corresponding and equiprimor-
dial experience ¢ what they say, without the Greek word. T he rootlessness of
Western thinking beginswith this trandation.

It is generaly held that the definition of the thingness of the thing in
terms of substance and accidents appears to capture our natural view of
things. N o wonder, then, that the way we comport ourselvesto things - the
way we address ourselvesto, and talk about, them — hasaccommodated itself
to this commonplace outlook on things. The simple declarative sentence
consistsof asubject — the Latin translation, and that means transformation,
of Umokelpevov — and predicate, which expresses the thing's characteristics.
Who would dare to threaten this simple and fundamental relationship be-
tween thing and sentence, between the structure of the sentence and the
structure of the thing? Nonetheless, we must ask: is the structure of the
simple declarative sentence (the nexus of subject and predicate) the mirror
image of the structure of the thing (the union of substance and accidents)?
Orisit merely that, so represented, thestructureof thethingisaprojection
of the structure of the sentence?

What could be more obviousthan that man transposes the way he com-
prehends thingsin statementsinto the structure of the thing itself? Yet this
view, apparently critical but in reality overly hasty, hasfirst to explain how
the transposition of the sentence structure into the thing could be possible
without the thing first becoming visible. The issue as to what comes first
and providesthestandard, thestructure of the sentenceor that of the thing,
remains, to this day, undecided. It may even be doubted whether, in this
form, it is capableof adecision.

THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART

Infact,itisthecaseneither that sentential structure providesthestandard
for projectingthestructureof thethingnor that thelatter issimply mirrored
in the former. The structure of both sentence and thing derive, in their
natures and the possibility of their mutual relatedness, from acommon and
more primordial source. In any case, thisfirst of our interpretations of the
thingness of the thing - thing as bearer of characteristics - is, in spite of its
currency, not as natural asit seems. What presents itself to us as natural,
one may suspect, ismerely the familiarity of along-established habit which
hasforgotten the unfamiliarity fromwhichit arose. And yet this unfamiliar
source once struck man as strange and caused him to think and wonder.

The reliance on the customary interpretation of the thing is only ap-
parently well founded. Moreover, this conception of the thing (the bearer
of characteristics) is applied not only to the mere, the actual, thing but to
any being whatever. It can never help us, therefore, to distinguish beings
which are thingsfrom those which are not. But prior to dl reflection, to be
attentively present in the domain of things tells usthat this concept of the
thing isinadequate toits thingliness, its self-sustaining and self-containing
nature. From time to time one has the feeling that violence haslong been
doneto the thingliness of the thing and that thinking has had something to
dowithit. Instead of taking thetrouble to make thinking more thoughtful,
this hasled to the rejection of thinlung. But when it comes to adefinition
of the thing, what is the use of afeeling, no matter how certain, if the word
belongs to thought alone? Yet perhaps what, here and in similar cases, we
call feeling or mood is more rational — more perceptive, that is — than we
think; morerational, becausemore open to being than that "' reason” which,
having meanwhile become ratio, is misdescribed as rational. The furtive
craving for the ir-rational — that abortive offspring of arationality that has
not been thought through - renders a strange service. To be sure, the fa-
miliar concept of the thing fitsevery thing. But it does not comprehend the
essence of the thing; rather, it attacksit.

Can such an assault be avoided?How?0nly if we grant tothething, soto
speak, afree fieldinwhich to displayitsthingness quite directly. Everything
that, by way of conception and statement, might interpose itself between
us and the thing mugt, first of dl, be set aside. Only then do we allow
ourselvesthe undistorted presence of the thing. But this allowing ourselves
animmediate encounter with the thing is something we do not need either
to demand or to arrange. It happens slowly.. In what the senses of sight,
hearing, and touch bringto us, in the sensations of color, sound, roughness,
and hardness, things moveus bodily, in aquiteliteral sense. Thethingisthe
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aioctnTév, that which, in the senses belonging to sensibility, is perceptible
by means of sensations. Hence, the concept later became commonplace
accordingtowhich the thing is nothing but the unity of asensory manifold.
Whether thisunity isconceived assum, totality, or asform changes nothing
with respect to the standard-setting character of this concept of the thing.

Now thisinterpretation of thethingnessof thethingisevery bit ascorrect
and verifiable asits predecessor. Thisis aready sufficient to cast doubt on
itstruth. If wethink through that for which we are searching, the thingness
of the thing, then this concept of the thing again leaves us at aloss. In
immediate perception, we never redly perceiveathrong of sensations, e.g.
tones and noises. Rather, we hear the storm whistling in the chimney, the
three-motored plane, the Mercedeswhichisimmediately different from the
Adler.” Much closer to usthan any sensation are the things themselves. In
the housewe hear the door Slam - never acousti csensationsor mere noises.
To hear a bare sound we must listen awvay from the things, direct our ears
from them, listen abstractly.

The concept of the thing under consideration represents, not so much
an assault on the thing as an extravagant attempt to bring the thing to usin
the greatest possibleimmediacy. But this can never be achieved aslong as
we takewhat is received by the sensesto constitute its thingness. Whereas
the first interpretation of the thing holdsit, asit were, too far awvay from
the body, the second bringsit too close. In both interpretations the thing
disappears.We must, therefore, avoid the exaggerationsof both. Thething
must be dlowed to remain unmolested in its resting-within-itself itself. It
must be accepted in its own steadfastness. This seems to be what the third
interpretation does, an interpretation which is just as old as the first two.

That which gives to things their constancy and pith but is aso, at the
same time, the source of their mode of sensory pressure — color, sound,
hardness, massiveness - is the materiality of the thing. I n this definition of
the thing as matter (UAn), form (uop¢) is posited at the same time. The
permanence of athing, itsconstancy, consistsin matter remaining together
with form. The thing is formed matter. This interpretation of the thing
invokes the immediate sight with which the thing concernsus through its
appearance (150s). With this synthesis of matter and form we have finaly
found the concept of the thing which equally well fits the things of nature
and the things of use.

This concept of the thing puts usin a position to answer the question
of the thingly in the artwork. What is thingly in the work is obvioudly the
matter of which it consists. The matter is the substructure and the field
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for artistic formation. But we could have proposed this plausible and well-
known conclusion at the very beginning. Why did we make the detour
through the other concepts of the thing? Because we also mistrust this
concept of the thing, the representation of the thing as formed matter.

But isit not precisely this pair of concepts, matter and form, that are
generally employed in the domain in which we are supposed to be moving?
Of course. T he distinction between matter and form is the conceptual scheme
deployed in the greatest variety of ways by all art theoy and aesthetics. Thisin-
disputablefact, however, proves neither that the matter—form distinction
is adequately grounded, nor that it belongs, originally, to the sphere of art
and the artwork. Moreover, the range of applicationof thisconceptual pair-
ing haslong extended far beyond the field of aesthetics. Form and content
are the commonplace concepts under which anything and everything can
be subsumed. If one correlatesform with the rational and matter with the
ir-rational, if, moreover, one takes the rational to be the logical and the
irrational theillogical, and if, finaly, one couples the conceptual duality
between form and matter into the subject—aobject relation, then one has at
one's disposal a conceptual mechanismthat nothing can resist.

If thisis how it is, however, with the matter—form distinction, how can
it help us comprehend the special region of the mere thing as distinct from
other beings?But perhapsthis characterizationin termsof matter and form
canregainits power of definitionif we just reversethe processof the broad-
ening and emptying of these concepts. Ye this, of course, presupposes that
we know in which region of beings they exercise their real power of def-
inition. That this might be the region of mere things is, so far, merely
an assumption. Taking into account the extensive use of this conceptual
framework in aestheticsmight rather suggest that matter and form are de-
terminations which have their origin in the nature of the artwork and have
been transported from there back to the thing. Where does the origin of
the matter—form schema haveits origin; in the thingness of the thing or in
the work-character of the artwork?

The granite block, resting in itself, is something material possessing a
definite, if unstructured, form. "Form," here, means the distribution and
arrangement of material partsin aspatial location which resultsin a partic-
ular contour, that of a block. But the jug, the ax, the shoes are also matter
occurringin aform. Here, form ascontour isnot the result of adistribution
of matter. On the contrary, the form determines the arrangement of the
matter. And not just that; the form prescribes, in each case, the kind and
selection of the matter — impermeability for the jug, adequate hardnessfor
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the ax, toughness combined with flexibility for the shoes. Moreover, thein-
termingling of form and matter that isoperative in these casesis controlled
beforehand by the purposes jug, ax, and shoes are to serve. Such service-
abilityisnever assigned and added on afterwardsto beings of this kind. But
neither isit something which, asan end, hovers above them.

Serviceability is the basic trait from out of which these kinds of beings
look at us - that is, flash at us and thereby presence and so be the beings
they are. Both the design and the choice of material predetermined by
that design - and, therefore, the dominance of the matter—form structure -
are grounded in such serviceability. A being that fallsunder serviceabilityis
alwaysthe product of aprocessof making. Itismade as apieceof equipment
for something. Accordingly, matter and form are determinations of beings
whichfind their true home in the essential nature of equipment. Thisname
designates what is manufactured expresdy for use and usage. Matter and
form arein no way original determinations belonging to the thingness of
the mere thing.

A pieceof equipment, for example, the shoe-equipment, when finished,
restsinitself likethe mere thing. Unlike the granite block, however, it lacks
the character of having taken shape by itself. On the other hand, it displays
an affinity with the artwork in that it is something brought forth by the
human hand. The artwork, however, through its self-sufficient presence,
resembles, rather, the mere thing which has taken shape by itself and is
never forced into being. Nonethel ess, we do not count such worksas mere
things. T he nearest and authentic things areawaysthethings of usethat are
all around us. Sothe pieceof equipment ishalf thingsinceitischaracterized
by thingliness. Yet it ismore, since, at the sametime, it is haf artwork. On
the other hand, it isless, since it lacks the self-sufficiency of the artwork.
Equipment occupies a curious position intermediate between thing and
work — if we may be permitted such acalculated ordering.

T he matter—form structure, however, by which the being of a piece of
equipment is first determined, readily presents itself as the immediately
comprehensible constitution of every being because, here, productive hu-
manity isitself involvedin theway inwhich apieceof equipment comesinto
being.* Because equi pment occupiesanintermediate position between mere
thing and work, the suggestion arisesof using equipment (the matter—form
structure) asthekey to understanding non-equipmental beings- thingsand
works, and, ultimately, every kind of being.

 Reclam edition, 1960. (Toits) into its presence.
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Theinclination to take the matter—form structure to be the constitution
of every being receives, however, particular encouragement from the fact
that, on the basisof religious- biblical —faith, thetotality of beingsisrepre-
sented, in advance, assomething created. And here, that means"made.” The
philosophy of thisfaith can, of course, assure us that God's creativework is
to be thought of as different from the action of a craftsman. But when, at
the same time or even beforehand, in accordance with a predetermination,
taken on faith, of Thomistic philosophy for biblical interpretation, the ens
ereatum iS thought out of the unity of #zzateria and forma, then faith isinter-
preted by aphilosophy whosetruth isbased on an unconceal ment of beings
that is of another land than the world believed in by faith.?

Now it isindeed possible that the idea of creation which is grounded
in faith can lose its power to guide our knowledge of beings as a whole.
Y¢, oncein place, the theological interpretation of everything that is, the
viewing of the world in terms of matter and form that was borrowed from
an alien philosophy, can remain in force. This is what happened in the
transition from the Middle Agesto the modern period. T he metaphysicsof
modernity is based, too, on the matter—form structure, a structure devised
in the Middle Ages but which itself, in its own words, merely recalls the
buried essence of €isos and UAn. Thus the interpretation of the thing in
terms of matter and form, whether it remains medieval or has become
Kantian-transcendental, has become commonplace and self-evident. But
for that reason, no less than the other interpretations of the thingness of
the thing we have discussed, it represents an assault on the thing-being of
the thing.

Thesituation revealsitself assoon aswe call actual things " mere things."
The"mere," after all, means the removal of the character of serviceability
and of being made. The mere thing is a kind of equipment that has been
denuded of its equipmental being. Its thing-being consistsin what is then
left over. But the kind of being possessed by this remainder is not actually
determined. It remains questionable whether the process of stripping avay
everything egquipmental will ever disclosethe thingness of the thing. Thus
thethird interpretation of the thing, that which basesitself on the matter—
form structure, also turns out to be an assault on the thing.

Thethree modes of defining the thing we have here discussed conceive
it as, respectively, the bearer of traits, the unity of asensory manifold, and as

* First edition, 1950. (1) The biblical faith in creation; (z) the causal-ontic explanation of
Thomism; (3) the original, Aristotelian interpretation of the &v.
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formed matter. I n the course of the history of the truth about beings these
interpretations have also combined with each other — amatter we may now
passover. This combination hasintensifiedtheir tendency to expandin such
away as to apply in the same way to thing, equipment, and work. I n this
way they generate the mode of thinking according to which we think, not
about thing, equipment, and work, in particular, but universaly, about al
beings. Thislong-familiar mode of thinking preconceivesal our immediate
experienceof beings. The preconception shackles reflection on the being
of particular beings. Thus it happens that the prevailing concepts of the
thing block the way to the thingness of the thing, the equipmentality of
equipment, and al the more to the workly character of the work.

Thisis the reason it is necessary to know about these concepts of the
thing, in order, thereby, to pay heed to their limitless presumption as well
astheir semblanceof self-evidence. Thisknowledgeisall themore necessary
when we venture the attempt to bring into view and to put into words the
thingness of the thing, the equipmentality of equipment, and the workly
character of thework. For this, however, just one condition is necessary: by
keeping at a distance the preconceptions and assaults of the above modes
of thinking, to dlow, for example, the thing in its thing-being, to rest in
itself. What could be easier than alowing a beingto be just what it is?Or
isit rather that thistask brings us to what is the most difficult, particularly
when such an intention - to adlow abeing to be asit is - isthe opposite of
that indifferencewhich turnsits back on beingsin favour of an unexamined
concept of being?We must return to the being and think about it itselfin
its being. At the same time, however, we must alow it to rest in its own
nature.

This effort of thought seems to meet with its greatest resistancein at-
tempting to define the thingness of the thing, for what else could be the
reasonfor thefailure of the aboveattempts?T heinconspicuousthing with-
drawsitself from thought in the most stubborn of ways. Or isit rather that
this self-refusal of the mere thing, this self-contained refusal to be pushed
around, belongs precisely to the essential nature of the thing? Must not,
then, this disconcerting and uncommunicative element in the essence of
the thing becomeintimately familiar to a thinking which triesto think the
thing?1f so, we should not force our way into the thing's thingness.

Thehistory of itsinterpretationsoutlined above, indicatesbeyond doubt
that the thingness of the thing is particularly difficult and rarely capable
of expression. This history coincides with the destiny in accordance with
which Western thought has hitherto thought the being of beings. This,
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however, is not al we ascertain, for in this history we discover, at the same
time, aclue. Isit mere chance that, in the interpretation of the thing, the
interpretation which is carved out in terms of matter and form achieved
a particular dominance? This definition of the thing is derived from an
interpretation of the equipmentality of equipment. This being, the piece
of equipment, is, in an especia way, close to human representation, since
it achieves being through our own manufacture. This being, the piece of
equipment, with whose being we are familiar, occupiesa particular position
intermediate betweenthingand work. L et usfollowthisclueand search, first
of al, for the equipmentality of equipment. Perhaps wewill learn from this
something about the thinglinessof the thing and theworkly character of the
work. We must, however, be careful to avoid turning thing and work into a
subspeciesof equipment. Wewill, on the other hand, ignore the possibility
that, in the way that equipment is, historically essentia distinctions are
present.

But what is the path to the equipmentality of equipment? How are we
to learn what equipment in truth is?Obvioudy the procedure we now need
must keepitself apart from any attempt which carrieswithinit the assaultwe
haveseento berepresented by the usud interpretations. The best guarantee
of that is simply to describe a piece of equipment quite apart from any
philosophical theory.

We will take as an example an everyday piece of equipment, a pair of
peasant shoes. We do not need to exhibit actual examples of this sort of
useful articlein order to describeit. But since what concerns us here is
direct description, it may be helpful to facilitate their visua realization.
To this end, a pictoria presentation suffices. We will take a well-known
painting by van Gogh, who painted such shoes severa times. But is there
alot to be seen here? Everyone knows what shoes are like. If they are not
wooden or bast shoes, there will be leather soles and uppers held together
by stitching and nails. Equipment of thiskind serves as footwear. Whether
itisfor work in the field or for dancing, material and form vary according
touse

Correct statements such as these only tell us what we aready know: the
equipmentality of equipment consistsinitsutility. Butwhat about thisutility
itsedf? In understanding it do we already understand the equipmentality of
equipment? | n order for this to be so, must we not look out for the useful
piece of equipment in its use?The peasanr woman wears her shoesin the
field. Only then do they become what they are. They are dl the more
genuinely so the less the peasant woman thinks of her shoes while she is
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working, or even looks at them, or is aware of themin any way at dl. This
is how the shoes actually serve. It must bein this process of usagethat the
equipmentality of the equipment actually confronts us.

But on the contrary, aslong asweonly imagine apair of shoesin general,
or merely look at the shoes as they stand there in the picture, empty and
unused, we will never learn what the equipmental being of equipment in
truth is. From van Gogh’s painting we cannot even tell where these shoes
are." Thereis nothing surrounding this pair of peasant shoes to which and
within which they could belong; only an undefined space. Not even clods
of earth fromthe field or from the country path stick to them, which could
at least point toward their use. A pair of peasant shoes and nothing more.
And yet.

From out of thedark opening of thewell-worninsidesof theshoesthetoil
of theworker's tread staresforth. I n the crudely solid heavinessof the shoes
accumul atesthe tenacity of the slow trudge through the far-stretching and
ever-uniform furrows of thefield swept by araw wind. On the leather lies
the dampnessand richness of the soil. Under the solesdides theloneliness
of the field-path as evening fals. The shoes vibrate with the silent call of
the earth, itssilent gift of the ripening grain, its unexplained self-refusal in
thewintry field. This equipment is pervaded by uncomplainingworry asto
the certainty of bread, wordless joy at having once more withstood want,
trembling before the impending birth, and shivering at the surrounding
menace of death. This equipment belongs to the earth and finds protection
in the world of the peasant woman. From out of this protected belonging
the equipment itself risesto its resting-within-itself.

But perhapsitisonly inthe picture that we noticeall thisabout the shoes.
The peasant woman, by contrast, merely wears them. If only this simple
wearing were that simple. Whenever in the late evening she takes off the
shoes, in deep but healthy tiredness, and in the still dark dawn reaches for
them onceagain, or passesthem by on the holiday,sheknowsall thiswithout
observation or reflection. T he equipmentality of equipment consistsindeed
inits usefulness. But thisitself restsin the fullness of an essentia being of
the equipment. Wecal thisreliability.l nvirtueof thisreliability the peasant
womanisadmitted into thesilent call of the earth; in virtue of the reliability
of the equipment sheis certain of her world. World and earth exist for her
and those who share her mode of being only here” - i nthe equipment. We

@ Reclam edition, 1960. Or to whom they belong.
b Keclamedition, 1960. "Exist...here" =present.
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say "only" but thisisamistake; for itisthereliability of the equipment which
first givesthesimpleworld its security and assuresthe earth the freedom of
its steady pressure.

The equipmental being of the equipment, its reliability, keepsal things
gathered within itself, each in its own manner and to its own extent. The
usefulnessof the equipment is, however, only the necessary consequence of
reliability. T heformer vibratesin thelatter and would be nothingwithout it.
Theindividua pieceof equipment becomesworn out and used up. But also,
customary usageitself falsinto disuse, becomes ground down and merely
habitual. In this way equipmental being withers away, sinksto the level of
mere equipment. Such dwindling of equipmental beingisthe disappearance
of its reliability. Such dwindling, however, which gives things of use that
boringly oppressive usualness, is only one more testament to the original
nature of equipmental being. The worn-out usualness of the equipment
then obtrudes asthe sole kind of being that is (it seems) exclusivelyits own.
Now nothing but sheer utility remainsvisible. I t creates the appearance that
the origin of equipment liesin amerefabrication which givesform to some
bit of matter. In fact, however, equipment acquires its equipmental being
from a more distant source. Matter and form and the difference between
them have a deeper origin.

Therepose of equipment resting initself consistsin reliability. Itishere
that we first catch sight of what equipment, in truth, is. Yet we still know
nothing of that for which we were originally looking: the thingness of the
thing. And of that for which we are actually and solely looking - the workly
character of thework in the sense of artwork - we know absol utely nothing.

Or havewe now, rather, unexpectedly and, asit were, in passing, |earnt
something about the work-being of the work?

The equipmental being of equipment was discovered. But how? Not
through the description and explanation of a pair of shoes actually present.
Not through areport on the process of shoemaking. And not through the
observation of theactual use of shoesasit occurshereand there. Rather, the
equipmental being of equipment was only discovered by bringing ourselves
before the van Gogh painting. It is this that spoke. In proximity to the
work we were suddenly somewhere other than we are usually accustomed
to be.

The artwork let us know what the shoes, in truth, are. To suppose that
our description, asasubjectiveaction, had first depicted everything thusand
then projected into the painting would be the worst kind of self-delusion.
If thereisanything questionable hereitisonly this: thatin the proximity of
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the work we have experienced too little, and what we have experienced has
been described too crudely and hagtily. Above all, however, the work did
not serve, as might at first seem, merely to makeit easier to visualize what
apiece of equipment is. Rather, what comesto explicit appearancefirst and
only through the work is the equipmental being of the equipment.

What is happening here? What is at work in the work? Van Gogh’s
painting is the disclosureof what the equipment, the pair of peasant shoes,
in truth is This being steps forward into the unconcealment of its being.
The unconcealment of beingsis what the Greeks cdled &reic. We say
"truth" and think little enough in using the word. I n the work, when there
is adisclosure of the being as what and how it is, there is a happening o
truth at work.

In the work of art, the truth of the being has set itself to work. " Set"
means here: to bring to stand. I n the work, a being, a pair of peasant shoes,
comesto stand in the light of its being. The being of the being comesinto
the constancy of its shining.

The essential nature of art would then be this: the setting-itself-to-work
of the truth of beings. Yet until now art has had to dowith the beautiful and
with beauty - not with truth. Those arts which bring such worksforth are
called the beautiful or fine arts[dieschonen Kiinste] in contrast to the craftsor
industrial arts [den Handwerklichen Kzinsten] which manufacture equi pment.
In thefinearts, the artisnot itself beautiful, but is, rather, called so because
it bringsforth the beautiful. Truth, by contrast, belongstologic. But beauty
isthe preserve of aesthetics.

Ye perhapsthe statement that art is truth's setting-itself-to-work seeks
to revivethe view, now fortunately abandoned, that artisthe imitation and
depictionof reality?T herepetition of what ispresent at hand requires, to be
sure, correspondence to beings, appropriatenessto them: the Middle Ages
spoke of adaequatio, Aristotle already spoke of spoiwsis. Correspondence to
beings haslong been taken to be the essence of truth. But do we then mean
that this pai nting by van Gogh depictsapair of peasantshoesthat are actually
present and count, therefore, as awork becauseit does so successfully?Do
we think that the painting takes a likeness from the real and transposesit
into an artistic... production?By no means.

The work, then, is not concerned with the reproduction of a particular
being that has at some time been actually present. Rather, it is concerned
to reproduce the general essence of things. But where, then, is this gen-
era essence and how should it be for the artwork to correspond to or
agree with it? With what essence of what thing should the Greek temple
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agree? Could anyone maintain the impossible position that the Idea of
Templeis represented in the temple? And yet in thiswork, if it isawork,
truth sets itself to work. Or take Holderlins hymn "The Rhine." What
is given beforehand to the poet, and how is it given, so that it can be
given once again in the poem? It may be that in the case of this hymn
and similar poems, the idea of a copy-relation between a beautiful reality
and the artwork clearly fails; yet the idea that the work is a copy seems to
be confirmedin the best possibleway by C. E Meyer’s* poem " The Roman
Fountain™

The Roman fountain
The jet ascends, and fallingfills
The marble basin round.
Veilingitself, this over-flows
Into asecond basin'sground.
The second gives, it becomestoo rich,
To athird its bubbling flood,
And each at once receivesand gives
And streams and rests.

Der rimische Brunnen
Aufsteigtder Strahl und fallend giefit
Er voll der Marmorschale Rund
Die, sich verschleiernd, iiberfliefit
In einer zweiten Schale Grund;

Der dritten wallend ihre Flut,
Und jede nimmt und gibt mgleich
Und stromt und ruht.

This, however, is neither a poetic depiction of an actual fountain nor
the reproduction of the general essence of a Roman fountain. Yet truth is
set into the work. What is the truth that happensin the work? Can truth
happen at dl and be, therefore, historical ?Ye truth, itissaid, issomething
timeless and supratemporal.

We seek the reality of the artwork in order redlly to find, there, the
art prevailing within it. The thingly substructure is what proved to be the
most evident reality in the work. To grasp this thingly element the tra-
ditional concepts of the thing are inadequate; for these themselvesfail to
grasp the essence of the thingly. The dominant concept, thing as formed
matter, is taken not from the essence of the thing but from the essence of
equipment. What has also become clear is that for along time the being
of equipment hascommanded a peculiar preeminencein the interpretation
of beings. This - the not explicitly thought out preeminence of the being
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of equipment - indicated the need to pose the question of equipmentality
anew while avoiding the familiar interpretations.

We dlow awork to tell uswhat equipment is. By thismeans, it cameto
light what is at work in the work: the opening up of beingsin their being,
the happening of truth. If, however, the reality of the work is determined
by nothing other than what is at work in the work, how do things stand
with regard to our project of searching out the real artwork in its reality?
Aslong as we supposed the reality of the work tolie primarily initsthingly
substructure, we went astray. We now confront a remarkable result of our
considerations-if "result" iswhat it can be called. Two points become clear.

First, the prevailing conceptsof the thing represent an inadequate means
of grasping the thingly element in the work.

Second, the thingly substructure, which we wanted to treat as the most
evident reality of the work does not, in that way, belong to the work at all.

Assoon as we become fixated on finding such an el ement in the work we
have unwittingly taken the work as equipment to which we then ascribe a
superstructure supposed to contain what is artistic about it. But thework is
not a piece of equipment that isfitted out in addition with aesthetic worth
adhering to it. The work is no more that than the mere thing is a piece of
equipment minus the marks of authentic equipmentality - usefulness and
being made.

Our posing the question of the work has been disturbed by the fact
that we asked, not about the work but, rather, haf about athing and half
about equipment. That, however, was not a way of raising the question
first developed by us. Thisway of raising the question belongs, rather, to
aesthetics. The way in which aestheticsis disposed, in advance, to view
the artwork standswithin the dominion of the traditional interpretation of
beingsin general. But to disturb this familiar mode of questioning is not
what is essential. What really matters is that we open our eyesto the fact
that the workliness of the work, the equipmentality of equipment, and the
thinglinessof the thing come nearer to us only when we think the being of
beings. A condition of thisis that the limitsimposed by self-evidencefirst
fall avay and that current pseudo-conceptsbe set aside. Thisiswhy we had
to takearoundabout route. But it bringsus directly onto the path that may
lead to a determination of the thingly aspect of the work. The thingly in
thework should not be denied out of existence; rather, given that it belongs
already to thework-being of the work, it must be thought out of that work-
being. If thisis so, then the path to the determination of the thingly reality
of the work runs not from thing to work but from work to thing.
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Theartwork opensup, initsown way, the being of beings. This opening
up, i.e., unconcealing, i.e., the truth of beings, happensin the work. In the
artwork, the truth of beings has set itself to the work. Art is the setting-
itself-to-work of truth. What is truth itself, that it happens,® at times, &
art?What is this setting-itself-to-work?

THE WORK AND TRUTH

The origin of the artwork is art. But what isart?Art isreal in the artwork.
That is the reason we look, first of all, for the reality of the work. In what
doesit consist? Thingliness is exhibited by artworks universaly, albeit in
very different ways The attempt to comprehend the thingly-character of
thework via the usual conceptsof the thingfailed. It failed not only because
these concepts of the thing failed to grasp the thingly, but aso because, by
asking about the work's thingly substructure, we forced it into a precon-
celved framework which obstructs access to the work-being of the work.
Nothing can be discovered about the thingly aspect of the work until the
pure standing-in-itself of the work has clearly shownitself.

But is the work in itsalf ever accessible?In order for this to happen it
would be necessary to removethe work from al relation to anything other
thanitself in order toletit stand onits own and for itself alone. But that is
areadytheinnermostintention of theartist. Through him, thework is to be
released intoits purest standing-in-itself. Preciselyin great art (whichisal
weareconcerned with here) theartist remainssomethinginconsequential in
comparisonwith the work — almost like a passageway which, in the creative
process, destroysitself for the sake of the coming forth of the work.

WEell, then, the worksthemselvesare located and hangin collectionsand
exhibitions. But are they themselves, in this context, are they the works
they are, or are they, rather, objects of the art business? The works are
made availablefor the publicand private enjoyment of art. Official agencies
assume responsibility for the care and maintenance of the works. Art con-
noisseursand critics busy themselveswith them. The art dealer looks after
the market. The art-historical researcher turns the worksinto the objects
of ascience. But in dl this many-sided activity do we ever encounter the
work itself?

The "Aegind" sculptures in the Munich collection and Sophocles’
Antigone in the best critical edition are, as the works they are, torn out of

* Reclam edition, 1960. Truthfrom out of the Event.
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their own essential space. However high their status and power toimpress,
however well-preserved and however certain their interpretation, their re-
location in acollection haswithdrawn them from their world. Y et evenwhen
we try to cancel or avoid such displacement of the work - by, for example,
visitingthetempleat itssitein Paestum or Bamberg cathedral initssguare -
theworld of the work that stands there has disintegrated.

World-withdrawal and world-decay can never be reversed. The works
are no longer what they were. Theworksthemselves, itistrue, are what we
encounter; yet they themselves are what has been. As what has been they
confront us within the realm of tradition and conservation. Henceforth,
they remain nothing but objects of thiskind. That they stand there before
usisindeed till aconsequence of their former standing-in-themselves. But
itisnolonger the same as that. Their former self-sufficiency has deserted
them. The whole of the art industry, even if taken to extremes and with
everything carried out for the sake of the works themselves, reaches only
asfar as the object-being of the works. This, however, does not constitute
their work-being.

But does the work remain a work when it stands outside all relations?
Does it not belong to the work to stand in relations? Of course - except
that it remains to be asked in which relations it stands.

Where does a work belong? As awork, it belongs uniquely within the
region it itself opens up. For the work-being of the work presencesin and
only in such opening up. We said that in the work, the happening of truth
is at work. The reference to van Gogh’s picture tried to point to such a
happening. The question arose, in this connection, asto what truth might
be and how truth could happen.

We pose now the question about truth with the work in view. In order,
however, to become more aware of what the question involves, it will be
necessary to make the happening of truth in the work visible anew. For
this attempt, let us choose a work that cannot be regarded as a work of
representational art.

A building, a Greek temple, portrays nothing. It simply stands therein
the middle of the rocky, fissured valey. The building encloses the figure
of agod and within this concealment, alowsit to stand forth through the
columned hall within the holy precinct. Through the temple, the god is
present in the temple. This presence of the god is, in itself, the extension
and delimitation of the precinct as something holy. The temple and its
precinct do not, however, float off into the indefinite. 1t isthe templework
that first structures and simultaneously gathers around itself the unity of
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those paths and relationsin which birth and death, disaster and blessing,
victory and disgrace, endurance and decline acquire for the human being
the shape of itsdestiny. T he all-governing expanse of these open relationsis
theworld of thishistorical people. From and within this expanse the people
first returnsto itself for the completion of itsvocation.

Standing there, the building rests on the rocky ground. This resting of
thework drawsout of therock the darkness of its unstructured yet unforced
support. Standing there, the building holdsits placeagainst thestormraging
aboveit and so first makes the storm visibleinitsviolence. The gleam and
luster of the stone, though apparently there only by the grace of thesun, in
fact first brings forth the light of day, the breadth of the sky, the darkness
of night. The templé€'s firm towering makes visible the invisible space of
the air. T he steadfastness of the work stands out against the surge of the
tide and, in its own repose, brings out the raging of the surf. Tree, grass,
eagle and bull, snake and cricket first enter their distinctive shapes and
thus come to appearance as what they are. Early on, the Greeks called this
comingforthand rising upinitself and in all things ®ucis. Atthesametime
$uois lights up that on which man baseshis dwelling. We call thisthe earth.
W hat thisword meanshereisfar removed from theidea of amassof matter
and from the merely astronomical idea of a planet. Earth is that in which
the arising of everything that arisesis brought back - as, indeed, the very
thing that it is - and sheltered. I n the things that arise the earth presences
as the protecting one.

Standing there, the temple work opens up aworld while, at the same
time, setting thisworld back onto the earth which itself first comesforth as
homeland [heimatliche Grund]. But men and animals, plants and things, are
never present and familiar as unalterable things fortuitously constituting
a suitable environment for the temple that, one day, is added to what is
aready present. We will get closer to what is if we think everything in
reverse®~ assuming, of course, that we have, in advance, an eye for how
differently everything then facesus. A mere reversal, madefor its own sake,
reveals nothing.

Standing there, the temple first gives to things their look, and to men
their outlook on themselves. This view remains open as long as the work
is awork, as long as the god has not fled from it. So it is, too, with the
sculpture of the god which the victor of the athletic games dedicates to
him. The work is not a portrait intended to make it easier to recognize

2 Reclam edition, 1960. Reversing —where to?
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what thegod lookslike. I tis, rather, awork which alowsthe god himself to
presenceand is, therefore, the god himself. Thesameistrue of thelinguistic
work. In the tragedy, nothing isstaged or displayedtheatrically. Rather, the
battle of the new gods against the old is being fought. I n that the linguistic
work arisesfrom the speech of the people, it does not talk about this battle.
Rather, it transforms that speech so that now every essential word fights
the battle and puts up for decision what is holy and what unholy, what is
great and what small, what is brave and what cowardly, what is noble and
what fugitive, what is master and what dave (cf. Heraclitus, Fragment 53in
Didls, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker3).

Inwhat, then, doesthework-being of thework consist?K eepingin steady
view what has just been - roughly enough - outlined, two essential features
of the work may have become immediately clearer. With these we depart
from thelong-familiar foreground of thework'swork-being, itsthingliness,
which underpins our usua relationship to the work.

When a work is brought into a collection or placed in an exhibition,
we aso say that it is"set up,” but this setting up is essentially different
from the construction of a building, the raising of a statue, the presen-
tation of a tragedy in the holy festival. The setting up we refer to is an
erectingin the sense of dedication and praise. Here, " setting up” no longer
means merely putting in place. To dedicate means to consecrate [heiligen],
in the sense that, in the workly construction, the holy [Heligg] is opened
up asthe holy and the god is called forth into the openness of its presence.
Prai se belongs to dedication as doing honor to the dignity and splendor of
the god. Dignity and splendor are not properties beside and behind which
there stands, additionally, the god. Rather, it isin the dignity, in the splen-
dor, that the god comes to presence. In the reflected glory of this splen-
dor there glows, i.e., illuminates itself, what we called "world." To erect
[Er-richten] means. to open up theright in the sense of the measure which
guides us aong, in which form that which is essential gives its guidance.
Why, however, is the setting up of the work an erecting that consecrates
and praises? Becausg, in its work-being, the work demands it. How does
the work come to demand such a setting up? Becauseit itself, in its own
work-being, issomething that setsup. What isit that thework, aswork, sets
up?Rising-up-within-itself thework opens up aworldand keepsit abidingly
inforce.

To be awork means:. to set up aworld. But what is this item, aworld?
We gave some intimation of an answer in talking about the temple. On the
path we must here follow, the nature of world can only be indicated. Even
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thisindication is confined to warding off that which might initially distort
our view into the essence of things.

Worldisnotamere collection of the things- countable and uncountable,
known and unknown - that are present at hand. Neither isworld amerely
imaginary framework added by our representation to the sum of things that
are present. World worlds, and is more fully in being than al those tangible
and perceptible thingsin themidst of which wetake oursel vesto beat home.
Worldisnever an object that stands before usand can belooked at. World is
that always-nonobjectual to whichwearesubject aslong asthe pathsof birth
and death, blessing and curse, keep us transported into being.* Wherever
the essential decisionsof our history are made, wherever we take them over
or abandon them, wherever they go unrecognized or are brought once more
into question, there the world worlds. The stone is world-less. Similarly,
plantsand animalshave noworld; they belong, rather, to the hidden throng
of an environment into which they have been put. The peasant woman,
by contrast, possesses a world, since she staysin the openness of beings.
Initsreliability, equipment imparts to thisworld a necessity and proximity
of its own. By the opening of aworld, adl things gain their lingering and
hastening, their distance and proximity, their breadth and their limits. In
worlding there gathers that spaciousnessfrom out of which the protective
grace of the godsis gifted or is refused. Even the doom of the absence of
the god isaway in which world worlds.

A work, by being awork, allows aspacefor that spaciousness."To dlow
aspace' here means, in particular: to make free the free of the open and to
install thisfree placein itsstructure. Thisin-stalling [Ein-richten] presences
as the erection [Er-richten] mentioned earlier. As awork, the work holds
open the open of aworld. Ye the setting up of aworld is only the first of
the essential traits of the work-being of the work that we need to discuss
here. Thesecond essential trait which belongstoit weshall attempt to make
visible by starting, in the same manner as before, from the foreground of
thework.

When awork is brought forth out of this or that work-material - stone,
wood, metal, color, language, tone - we say that it is made, set forth
[hergestellt] out of it. But just as the work required a setting up, in the
sense of consecrating-praising erection (since the work-being of the work
consisted in a setting up of world), so a setting forth [Hergtellung] is also
necessary, since the work-being of the work has itself the character of a

 Reclam edition, 1960. Being-there[Da-sesn]. Third impression 1957: the Event.
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setting forth. It belongs to the essence of awork, asawork, that it makes,
setsforth. But what isit that thework setsforth?Wewill only discover this
by investigating what, in a superficial and everyday sense, is referred to as
the making or production of works.

To the work-being belongs the setting up of a world. Thinking of it
from within this perspective, what is the nature of that which one usualy
calsthe"work-material" ?Becauseit is determined through usefulnessand
serviceability, equipment takes that of which it consistsinto its service. In
the manufacture of equipment - for example, an ax - the stoneis used and
used up. It disappearsinto usefulness. Thelessresistance the materia puts
up to beingsubmerged in the equipmental being of the equipment the more
suitable and the better it is. On the other hand, the templework, in setting
up aworld, does not let the material disappear; rather, it allowsit to come
forthfor thevery first time, to comeforth, that is, into the open of theworld
of thework. The rock comesto bear and to rest and so first becomes rock;
the metal comesto glitter and shimmer, the colors to shine, the sounds to
ring, the word to speak.* All this comesforth asthework setsitself back into
the massivenessand heavinessof the stone, into the firmness and flexibility
of thewood, into the hardness and gleam of the ore, into thelightening and
darkening of color, into the ringing of sound, and the naming power of the
word.

That into which the work sets itself back, and thereby alows to come
forth, iswhat we called "the earth.” Earth is the coming-forth-concealing
[Heworkommend-Bergende]. Earthisthat which cannot beforced, that which
is effortless and untiring. On and in the earth, historical man founds his
dwellingin theworld. I n setting up aworld, the work setsforth the earth.
" Setting forth [Herstellen] " is to be thought, here, in the strict sense of the
word.” The work moves the earth into the open of aworld and holds it
there. Thework letsCthe earth ean earth.d

Why, however, must this setting forth of earth happen in such a way
that the work setsitself back into it?What is the earth, that it reaches the
unconcealed in just this manner?T he stone presses downwards and mani-
festsits heaviness. But while this heavinessweighsdown on us, at the same
time, it denies usany penetrationintoit. If we attempt such penetration by

* Reclam edition, 1960. Saying something [ver/auten], speaking.

k Reclam edition, 1960. Inadequate.

¢ Reclam edition, 196o. This means?Compare " The Thing": the fourfold [Ge-vierz].
d Reclam edition, 1960. The Event.
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smashing the rock, then it shows us its pieces but never anything inward,
anything that has been opened up. Thestone hasinstantly withdrawn again
into the same dull weight and mass of its fragments. If we try to grasp the
stone's heavinessin another way, by placing it on a pair of scales, then we
bring its heavinessinto the calculable form of weight. This perhaps very
precise determination of the stone is a number, but the heaviness of the
weight has escaped us. Color shines and wants only to shine. If wetry to
make it comprehensible by analyzing it into numbers of oscillationsit is
gone. It shows itself only when it remains undisclosed and unexplained.
Earth shatters every attempt to penetrate it. It turns every merely calcula-
tional intrusion into an act of destruction. Though such destruction may
be accompanied by the appearance of mastery and progress in the form of
the technol ogi cal -scientific objectification of nature, this mastery remains,
nonetheless, an impotence of the will. The earth is openly illuminated as
itself only where it is apprehended and preserved as the essentially undis-
closable, as that which withdraws from every disclosure, in other words,
keepsitself constantly closed up. All the things of the earth, the earth itself
in its entirety, flow together in reciprocal harmony. But this confluenceis
no blurring of outlines. What flows here is the self-sustaining stream of
boundary-setting, astream which bounds everything that presencesintoits
presence. So in every self-secluding thing there is the same not-knowing-
one-another. The earth is the essentialy self-secluding. To set forth the
earth means: to bring it into the open as the self-secluding.

Thissetting forth of the earth iswhat the work achievesby setting itself
back into the earth. The self-seclusion of the earth is, however, no uni-
form, inflexible staying-in-the-dark [Verbangenbleiben], but unfolds, rather,
into an inexhaustible richness of simple modes and shapes. To be sure,
the sculptor uses stone just as, in his own way, the mason uses it. But
he does not use it up. That can be, in a certain sense, said of the work
only when it fails. To be sure, the painter, too, makes use of pigment; he
usesit, however, in such away that the colors are not used up but begin,
rather, for the first time, to shine. To be sure, the poet, too, uses words,
not, however, likeordinary speakersand writers who must use them up, but
rather in such away that only now doestheword become and remain truly
aword.

Nowherein awork isthere any trace of work-material. Itiseven doubt-
ful whether, in the essential determination®of equipment, that in which it
consistsis encountered in its equipmental essence when it is described as
matter.
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Thesetting up of aworld and the setting forth of earth are two essential
traits belonging to the work-being of the work. Within the unity of that
work-being, however, they belong together.® This unity is what we seek
when we reflect on the self-sufficiency of the work and try to expressin
words the closed, unitary repose of this resting-in-itself.

But, in theessential traits just mentioned, if our account isanywhere near
the mark, what we have madevisiblein thework is by no means arepose but
rather a happening: for what is rest if not the opposite of movement?Itis,
at any rate, not an opposite which excludes, but rather one which includes
movement. Only what movescanrest. Themodeof restisdetermined by the
mode of movement. In motion that is the mere change of place of a body,
rest is, admittedly, only the limiting case of motion. When rest includes
motion, there can be arest whichisan inner collection of motion. Such rest
is, therefore, a state of extreme agitation — presupposing that the kind of
motion in question requiressuch rest. The repose of the work that restsin
itself is, however, of this sort. We will come, therefore, into the proximity
of this repose if we can manage to grasp the movement of the happening
in the work-being of the work as a unity. We ask: what relationship do the
setting up of aworld and the setting forth of the earth exhibit in the work
itself?

The world is the self-opening openness of the broad paths of simple
and essential decisionsin the destiny of a historical people. The earth is
the unforced coming forth of the continually self-closing, and in that way,
self-sheltering. World and earth are essentially different and yet never sep-
arated from one another. World is grounded on earth, and earth rises up
through world. But the relation between world and earth never atrophies
into theempty unity of opposites unconcerned with oneanother. I nitsrest-
ing upon earth the world strivesto surmount it. Asthe self-opening it will
tolerate nothing closed. As the sheltering and concealing, however, earth
tends dwaysto draw the world intoitself and to keep it there.

The opposition of world and earth is strife. We would, to be sure, al
too easly fasfy the essence of the strife were we to conflate that essence
with discord and dispute, and to know it, therefore, only as disruption and
destruction. I n essential strife, however, the opponents raiseeach other into
the self-assertion [ Selbstbehauptung]of their essences. Thi's self-assertion of
essenceis, however, never arigid fixation on some condition that happens
to be the case, but rather a surrendering into the hidden originality of the

1 Fifthedition, 1957. Only here?Or here, rather, only in the mode of construction?
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source of one'sown being. I n the struggle, each opponent carriesthe other
beyond itself. As a consequence, the strife becomes ever more intense as
striving, and ever more authentically what it is. The more intransigently
thestrife outdoesitself onits own part, the more uncompromisingly do the
opponents admit themselvesinto the intimacy of their simple belongingto
one another. The earth cannot do without the openness of world if it is
to appear in the liberating surge of its self-closedness.World, on the other
hand, cannot float away from theearthif, asthe prevailing breadth and path
of dl essential destiny, itisto ground itself on something decisive.

In setting up world and setting forth earth the work instigates this
strife. But this does not happen so that the work can simultaneously ter-
minate and settle the conflict in an insipid agreement, but rather so that
the strife remains a strife. By setting up a world and setting forth the
earth, the work accomplishesthis strife. The work-being of the work con-
sstsin fighting the fight between world and earth. It is because the strife
reaches its peak in the simplicity of intimacy that the unity of the work
happens in the fighting of the fight. The fighting of the fight is the con-
tinually self-surpassing gathering of the agitation of the work. The repose
of the work that rests in itself thus has its essence in the intimacy of the
struggle.

Itisfrom out of thisrepose of thework that we arefirst able to seewhat
is at work in the work. Until now the assertion that truth is set to work
in the artwork has remained a merely provisiona one. In what way does
truth happenin the artwork, i.e., now, in what way doestruth happenin the
fighting of the fight between world and earth?What is truth?

How meager and truncated is our knowledge of the essence of truthis
shown by the thoughtlessness with which we use this fundamental word.
Mostly, we use "truth" to mean this or that particular truth. It means, in
other words, something that istrue. A piece of knowledge, articulated in a
statement is an example of this kind of thing. It is not merely statements,
however, but aso things that we call "true" - true as opposed to fake gold.
"True," here, isequivaent to"genuine” or "real" gold. What doesthistalk
of "reality” mean?Tousit meansthat which, in truth, is. That whichistrue
iswhat corresponds to reality, and reality is that which, in truth, is. Once
again the circle has closed.

What does"intruth” mean?Truthistheessenceof whatistrue. Whatisit
wearethinking of in speaking of " essence" ?Usually, it isthat common thing
in which everything that istrue agrees. An essenceis discoveredin generic
and universal concepts which represent the one that holds indifferently for
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the many. Thisin-different essence (essentidity in the sense of essenria) is,
however, only the inessential essence. I n what does the essential essence of
something consist?Presumably it liesin that which abeing, intruth, is. The
true essence of something is determined by its true being, by the truth of
each being. At the moment, however, what we are looking for is not the
truth of essence but rather the essence of truth. A curious entanglement
reveasitself here. Isit amere curiosity,isit the vacuous hair-splitting of a
playingwith concepts, or isit — an abyss?

Truth means the essence of what istrue. Wewill think it from out of the
memory of theword used by the Greeks.’ AA18e1ac meansthe unconceal ment
of beings. But is that really a definition of the essence of truth? Arewe not
passingoff amere change of words — " unconcealment" instead of "truth" —as
acharacterization of the fact of the matter?Certainly we do not get beyond
achange of namesso long aswefail to experiencewhat must happen for us
to be compelled to speak the essace of truth in theword "unconceal ment.™

Does this require a revival of Greek philosophy? Not at dl. A revival,
even were such animpossibility possible, would not help us. For the hidden
history of Greek philosophy consistsfrom its beginningin this: that it does
not measure up to the essence of truth that lit up in the word &anbeis, and
so, of necessity, has misdirected its knowing and saying about the essence
of truth more and more into the discussion of the derivative essence of
truth. In the thought of the Greeks and al the more completely so in
the philosophy that followed, the essence of truth as &Arbeiar remained
unthought. Unconcealment is, for thought, what ismost concealedin Greek
existence. At the same time, however, it isthat which, from early times, has
determined the presence of everything present.

But why can we not be satisfied with the essence of truth that has, by
now, been familiar to usfor centuries?Truth means, today, asit hasdonefor
along time, agreement of knowledge with the facts. In order, however, for
knowledge, and for the sentence that forms and expressesit, to correspond
to the factsit is necessary, first of al, that the fact which is to be binding
on the sentence show itself to be such. And how isit to show itself if it is
unable to stand out of conceal ment, unable to stand in the unconcealed? A
statement is true by conforming to the unconcealed, i.e., to that which is
true. T hetruth of statementsisaways, and isnothing but, such correctness.
Thecritical concepts of truth which, since Descartes start out from truth as
certainty, are merevariations on the definition of truth ascorrectness. This
familiar essence of truth, truth as the correctness of representation, stands
and falswith truth as the unconcealment of beings.
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When, here and elsewhere, we conceive of truth as unconceal ment, we
are not merely taking refuge in a more literal formulation of the Greek
word. We are reflecting upon that which, unexperienced and unthought,
underlies our familiar and therefore worn out essenceof truth in the sense
of correctness. From time to time we bring ourselvesto concede that, of
course, in order to verify and grasp the correctness (truth) of an assertion
we must return to something that is already manifest. This presupposi-
tion, we concede, is unavoidable. But as long as we talk and think in this
way, we understand truth merely as correctness. This requires, of course,
a dtill further presupposition, one that we just make, heaven knows how
or why.

Butitisnot wewho presuppose the unconceal ment of beings. Rather, the
unconcealment of beings (being®) puts usinto such an essencethat dl our
representing remains setinto, and in accordance with, unconcealment. Itis
not only the case that that in conformity with which acognition orders itself
must aready be somehow unconceaed. Rather, the whole region in which
this "conformity with something" occurs must already have happened as
a whole within the undisclosed; and this holds equally of that for which
aparticular correspondence of a statement to the facts becomes manifest.
Withal our correct representationswe would be nothing — we could never
make the presupposition of there being something manifest to which we
conform ourselves - if the unconceal ment of beings had not already set us
forth into that illuminated realm® in which every being stands for us and
from which it withdraws.

But how does this happen?How does truth happen as this unconceal -
ment? First, however, we must make it clearer what this unconcea ment
itself is.

Thingsare, and human beings, gifts, and sacrificesare, animalsand plants
are, equipment and work are. The being stands in being. Through being
passes a covert fate ordained between the godly and what goes against the
godly. Thereis much in beings man cannot master. But little comesto be
known. The known remains an approximation, what is mastered insecure.
Never is a being - as it might, al too easly, appear - something of our
making or merely our representation. When we contemplate this whole
in its unity we grasp, it seems, al that is - though we grasp it crudely
enough.

2 Reclam edition, 1960: i.e., the Event.
b Reclam edition, 1960. If the clearing were not to happen, i.e., the appropriating [Er-eignen).
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And yet: beyond beings - though before rather than apart from them -
thereisstill something other that happens.” I n the midst of beingsasawhole
an open placecomesto presence. Thereisaclearing. Thought from out of
beings,itismorein being than isthe being. Thisopen center is, therefore,
not surrounded by beings. Rather, this illuminating center itself encircles
al beings - like the nothing that we scarcely know.

The being can only be, as a being, if it stands within, and stands out
within, what isilluminated in this clearing. Only this clearing grants us hu-
man beings accessto those beings that we ourselvesare not and admittance
tothebeingthat weourselvesare. Thanksto thisclearing, beingsare uncon-
cededin certain and changing degrees. But even to be concealed is something
the being can only dowithin the scopeof theilluminated. Each beingwhich
we encounter and which encounters us maintains this strange opposition of
presence in that at the same time it always holds itself back in a conceal-
ment. Concealment, however, reigns in the midst of beings, in a twofold
manner.

Beings refuse themselves to us down to that one and seemingly most
trivial feature which we meet most immediately when al we can say of
a being is that it is. Concealment as refusal is not primarily or only the
limit of knowledge in each particular case; it is, rather, the beginning of
the clearing of what is illuminated. But concealment, though of course of
another sort, also occurs within theilluminated. Beingspush themselvesin
front of others, the one hides the other, this casts that into shadow, a few
obstruct many, on occasion one deniesall. Concealment, here, isnot simple
refusal. Rather, a being indeed appears but presents itself as other than
itis.

Thisconcealment isan obstructing [Verstellen]. If beingsdid not obstruct
one another we could not err in seeing and doing, we could not go astray
and transgress, and, in particular, could not overreach ourselves. That, as
appearance, the being can deceive usis the condition of the possibility of
our deceiving ourselvesrather than the other way round.

Concealment can be either arefusal or merely an obstructing. We are
never really certainwhether itistheoneor theother. Conceal ment conceals
and obstructsitself. This means. the open placein the midst of beings, the
clearing, is never afixed stage with a permanently raised curtain on which
the play of beings enacts itself. Rather, the clearing happens only as this
twofold concealment. The unconcealment of beings - thisis never a state

* Third edition, 1957. The Event.
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that is merely present but rather a happening?® Unconcealment (truth) isa
property neither of thefacts, in the sense of beings, nor of statements.

Intheimmediatecircleof beingswe believeourselvesto beat home. The
being is familiar, reliable, ordinary. Nonetheless, the clearing is pervaded
by a constant concealment in the twofold form of refusal and obstructing.
Fundamentally, the ordinary is not ordinary; it is extra-ordinary, uncanny
[un-geheuev]. T he essenceof truth, i.e., unconcealment, isruled throughout
by adenial. Thisdenial is, however, neither a defect nor afault - asif truth
were a pure unconcealment that has rid itself of everything conceaed. If
truth could accomplish this it would no longer be itself. Denid, ty way ¢
the twofold concedling, bdongsto theessanoe d  truth as unconcedment. Truth, in
its essence, is un-truth. We put it this way emphatically to indicate, with
a perhaps off-putting directness, that refusal in the mode of concealing is
intrinsic to unconcealment as clearing. On the other hand, the sentence
"the essence of truth is un-truth” should not be taken to claim that truth,
fundamentally, is falsehood. Equally little does it mean that truth is never
itself but, dialectically represented, is dwaysits opposite aswell.

Truth presences asitself only because the concealing denial, as refusdl,
isthe continuing origin of all clearing but yet, as obstructing, metes out to
all clearing the rigorous severity of error. *Concealing denial” isintended
to denote that opposition which existswithin the essence of truth between
clearing and concealment. It isthe conflict of the primal strife. T he essence
of truthisin itself the ur-strife [Urstreit]® in which is won that open cen-
ter within which beings stand, and from out of which they withdraw into
themselves.

This open happensin the midst of beings. It displays an essential trait
we have already mentioned. To the open belongsaworld and the earth. But
world isnot simply the open which corresponds to the clearing, earthis not
simply the closed that corresponds to concealment. World, rather, is the
clearing of the paths of the essential directives with which every decision
complies. Every decision, however, is grounded in something that cannot
be mastered, something concealed, something disconcerting. Otherwiseit
would never be a decision. Earth is not smply the closed but that which
rises up as self-closing. World and earth are essentially in conflict, intrin-
sicaly belligerent. Only as such do they enter the strife of clearing and
concealing.

* First edition, 1950. The Event.
b Reclam edition, 1960. The Event.
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Earth rises up throughworld and world groundsitself on the earth only
insofar astruth happensasthe ur-strife between clearing and conceal ment.
But how does truth happen?We answer: it happensin afew essential ways.?
One of these waysin which truth happens is the work-being of the work.
Setting up aworld and setting forth the earth, the work is the fighting of
that fight in which the disclosure of beingsas awhole - truth - iswon.

Truth happens in the templ€'s standing there. This does not mean that
something is correctly portrayed and reproduced here but rather that that
whichisasawholeisbrought into unconcealment and held there. " Tohold"
originally means"towatch over [biiren].” Truth happensin van Gogh’s paint-
ing. That does not mean that something present is correctly portrayed; it
means, rather, that in the manifestation of the equipmental being of the
shoe-equipment, that which is as awhole - world and earth in their coun-
terplay - achieves unconceal ment.

In the work truthisat work - not, that is to say, merely something that
istrue. T he picture which shows the peasant shoes, the poem that saysthe
Roman fountain, does not merely show what these isolated beings as such
are-if, indeed, they show anything at all. Rather, they allow unconceal ment
with regard to beingsasawholeto happen.” Themoresimply and essentially
the shoe-equipment is absorbed in its essence, the more plainly and purely
the fountain is absorbed in essence, the moreimmediately and engagingly
do al beings become, along with them, more in being. In this way self-
concealing being becomes illuminated. Light of this kind sets its shining
into thework. Theshining that is set into the work is the beautiful. Beauty
isane way in which truth as unconceal ment comes to presence.

In certain respects, we have, now, certainly grasped the essence of truth
more clearly. What is at work in the work may, therefore, have become
clearer. Yet the work-being of the work that has now become visible still
tells us nothing at al about the most immediate and salient reality of the
work, its thingliness. It even seems &s if, in pursuing the all-consuming
aim of comprehending the self-subsistence of the work itself as purely as
possible, we have completely overlooked one crucial point: awork isaways
awork, which is to say, something worked or produced [einGewirktes] .If
anything distinguishes the work as a work it is the fact that it has been
created. Since the work is created, and since creation requires a medium

* Reclam edition, 1960. Not an answer since the question remains: what is it which happens
i n these ways?
I Reclam edition, 1960.The Event.
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out of and inwhich thework is created, thingliness, too, must be part of the
work. So much isindisputable. The question remains, however: how does
being created belong to the work?This issue can only be elucidated when
two points have been clarified:

(1) What is meant, here, by being-created and by creation as distinct
from making and being-made?

(2) What istheinnermost essence of the work itself, from which it can
be gauged to what extent being created belongs to it, and to what
degree being-created determines the work-being of the work?

Creation, here, is dways thought with reference to the work. To the
essence of the work there belongs the happening of truth. The nature of
creation we definein advancein terms of itsrelation to the essence of truth
as the unconcealment of beings. The belonging of being-created to the
work can only cometo light through astill more primordial clarification of
the essenceof truth. The question of truth and its essencereturns.

If thestatement that truthisat workin theworkisto be something more
than a mere assertion, we must raise this question once again.

First of al, we must now ask, in a more essential way: to what extent
is an impulse to something like a work contained in the essence of truth?
What is the essence of truth, that it can be setinto thework - even, under
certain conditions, must be setinto thework — in order to haveits being as
truth?T he setting-of -truth-into-the-work is, however, how we defined the
essence of art. Hence, the question just posed becomes:

What istruth, that it can happen asart, or even must so happen?To what
extent isthere [gibr e such a thing as art?

TRUTH AND ART

Artisthe origin of both the artwork and the artist. An originisthe source
of the essencein which the being of a being presences. What is art? We
seek to discover its essential nature in the actual work. The redlity of the
work was defined in terms of what is at work in the work, in terms, that is,
of the happening of truth. This happening we think of as the contesting of
the strife between world and earth. In the intense agitation of this conflict
presences repose [Rube]. It is here that the self-subsistence, the resting-in-
itself [insichruben) Of the work findsits ground:

I n thework, the happening of truthisat work. But what isthusat work is
at work in thework. Thismeansthat the actual work is al ready presupposed,
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here, asthe bearer of this happening. Straight away we confront again the
question concerning the thingliness of the work before us. One thing thus
finally becomesclear: however diligently weinguireintotheself-subsistence
of the work, we will fail to discover its actua redlity aslong as we fail to
understand that the work is to be taken as something worked. To take it
thus rests on what is closest at hand; for in the word "work [Werk]” we
hear "worked [Gewirkte]." The workly character of the work consistsin its
being created by the artist. It may appear strange that thismost obviousand
all-clarifjmg determination of the work is mentioned for thefirst time only
now.

Thework's createdness, however, can obviously be grasped only in terms
of the process of creation. Hence, we are constrained by the facts to agree
toinvestigate the activity of the artist in order to discover the origin of the
artwork. The project of determining the work-being® of the work purely
from the work itself proves to be incapable of completion.

Turningawaynow from thework toinvestigateinstead thenature of the
creative process, it will be as well, nonetheless, to keep in mind what was
said initially about the peasant shoes and the Greek temple.

Wethink of creation as abringing forth. But the making of equipment,
too, is a bringing forth. Admittedly, handicraft [Handwerk] — a significant
turn of phrase - creates no work [Wed], even when we contrast the hand-
made with the factory product. But what is it that distinguishes bringing
forth as creation from bringing forth in the mode of making? It is as easy
to make averbal distinction between the creation of works and the making
of equipment asit is difficult to track down the essential traits of the two
modes of bringing forth. Going by first appearances, wefind the same kind
of behaviour in the activity of the potter, the sculptor, the carpenter, and
the painter. T he creation of worksreguires the activity of handicraft. Great
artists prize craftsmanly ability above al else. Before everything else they
demand itscareful cultivation based on complete command. M orethan any-
oneelsethey areat painsconstantly to renew their grounding in athorough
craftsmanship. It has often enough been pointed out that the Greeks (who
understood athing or two about works of art) used the same word, téxvn,
for both handicraft and art, and used the same term, Texvitns, to refer to
both the craftsman and the artist.

It seemsadvisable, therefore, to determine thenatureof creationinterms
of its aspect as craft. The reference, however, to the linguistic usage of the

* Reclam edition, 1960. What does" work-being" mean? Ambiguous.
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Greeks — which indicates their experience of the facts - must give pause
for thought. Thus, however usual and plausiblethe reference to the Greek
practice of using the same word, téyvn, to designate both craft and art may
be, it remains, nonetheless, off-target and superficia;for téyxvn means nei-
ther craft nor art, and absolutely not the technical in the modern sense. It
never means any kind of practical accomplishment.

Rather, téxvn designates away of knowing. "Knowing" means. having
seen, in the broad sense of seeing which means the apprehension of some-
thing present as something present. For Greek thought, the essence of
knowing is based on &AnBsic, ON, that is, the unconcealment of beings.
Unconcealment supports and guides all comportment toward beings. As
knowledge experienced in the Greek manner, Téyvn isa bringing forth of
beingsin that it brings forzh what is present, as such, out ¢ concealment,
specificallyinto the unconcealment of their appearance. téxvn never desig-
nates the activity of making.

The artist is not a texvitns because he is aso a craftsman but rather
becauseboth thesetting-forth [Her-gelen] of worksand the setting-forth of
equipment happen in that bringing forth which alows beings, by assuming
an appearance, to comeforthinto their presence. All this happens, however,
inthe midst of beingswhich ariseof their own accord, in themidst of ¢pUors.
Thedesignation of art as téyvn does not at dl mean that the activity of the
artist can be discovered viahandicraft. What lookslike craft in the creation
of the work is a different kind of thing. Such activity is determined and
pervaded by the essential nature of creation, and remains, aswell, contained
within it.

If not handicraft, what isto guide our thinking about the essential nature
of creation?How could it be anything other than havingin view the to-be-
created, thework?Though the work first becomesan actual thing through
the completion of creative activity and is, therefore, dependent on such
activity for its reality, the essence of creation is determined by the essence
of the work. And now it can no longer seem strange that, first of al and
for along time, we spoke only about thework and brought its createdness
into view only at the end. If its being-created is as essential to the work
as the word "work" makesit sound, then we must try to understand till
more essentially what up to now has been identified as the work-being of
the work.

Inthelight of the delineation of the essence of thework we have reached,
according to which the happening of truth is at work in the work, we can
characterize creation astheallowing of somethingto comeforthinwhat has
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been brought forth. Thework's becomingawork isamodeof the becoming
and happening of truth. Everything depends on the essenceof truth. What,
however, is truth for it to be the case that it has to happen in something
like acreation? To what extent does truth, on the basis of its essence, have
an impulse towards the work? Can we understand this from the essence of
truth asit has been clarified to date?

Truth is un-truth in that there belongs to it the originating region
[Herkunfisbereich] of the not-yet- (the un-)disclosed in the sense of con-
cealment. I n un-concealment astruthis present, too, the other "un-" of the
twofold refusal. Truth assuch is present in the opposition between clearing
and the twofold concealment. Truthisthe ur-strifeinwhich, awaysin some
particular way, the open iswon; that open within which everything stands
and out of which everything withholds itself — everything which, asabeing,
both shows and withdrawsitself. Whenever and however the strife breaks
out and happens, it is through it that the contesting parties, clearing and
concealing, separate from one another. In thisway the open of the field of
combat iswon. The openness of this open, i.e., truth, can only be what it
is, namely thisopen, when and aslong asit establishesitself in itsopen. In
this open, therefore, there must be a beingin which the openness takesits
stand and achieves constancy. I n taking possession of the open, the open-
ness holds it open and supports it. Setting and taking possession [Setzen
und Besetzen| are here dwaysthought in the sense of the Greek 6¢o1s, which
means asetting up in the unconceal ed.

With reference to the self-establishment of opennessin the open,* our
thinking touches on an area which cannot here be elucidated. Only this
should be noted; that if, in some manner, the essence of unconceal ment
belongsto beingitself (compare Beingand Time, section 44), thenitisbeing
which, invirtue of its essence, dlowsthe freeplay of openness (the clearing
of the"there™) to happen, and introducesit asaplaced thesortinwhich, in
its own manner, each being arises.

Truth happens only by establishing itself in the strife and spaceit itself
opens up. Since truth is the opposition of clearing and concealment, there
belongs to it what may here be called "establishment.” But truth is not
present in itself beforehand, somewhere among the stars, so as then, later
on, to find accommodation among beings. Thisisimpossiblesinceitisthe
openness of beings which first affords the possibility of a somewhere and

@ Reclam edition, 1960. In this connection, the"ontological difference”;see Identityand Dif-
ference, trans. J. Sambaugh (NewYork: Harper and Row, 1969), pp. 471f.
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a place filled by the things that presence. Clearing of the openness and
establishment in the open belong together. They are the same thing, an
essence of the happening of truth. This happening is, in many different
ways, historical.

One essential way in which truth establishesitself in the beingsit has
opened up is its setting-itself-into-the-work. Another way in which truth
comes to presence is through the act which founds a state. Again, another
way in which truth comes to shine is the proximity of that which is not
simply a being but rather the being which is most in being. Y& another
way in which truth grounds itself is the essential sacrifice. A still further
way in which truth comesto beisin the thinker's questioning, which, asthe
thinking of being, names beingin its question-worthiness [Frug-wiirdigkeit).
Science, by contrast, is not an original happening of truth but always the
cultivation of adomain of truth that has already been opened. It does this
through the apprehension and confirmation of that which shows itself to
be possible and necessarily correct within this sphere. If, and to the extent
that, asciencetranscends correctness and arrivesat atruth -i.e., an essentia
disclosure of beings assuch - it is philosophy.

Sinceit belongs to the essence of truth to establishitself within beings
in order first to become truth, an impulse to the work belongs to the essence
of truth as one of truth's distinctive possibilitiesfor achieving being in the
midst of beings.

The establishment of truth in the work is the bringing forth of a being
of a kind which never was before and never will be again. The bringing
forth placesthis beingin the openin such away that what isto be brought
forth first clears the openness of the openintowhichit comesforth. When
this bringing forth brings with it specifically the openness of beings, that
is, truth, that which is brought forth, isawork. Bringing forth of this kind
iscreation. Assuch abringingitis, better expressed, areceiving and taking
over that occurs within the pull [Bezug] toward unconcealment. In what,
then, does createdness consist? It may be elucidated through two essential
determinations.

Truth establishesitself in the work. Truth is present only as the strife
between clearing and concealingin the opposition betweenworld and earth.
As this strife of world and earth, truth willsits establishment in the work.
The gtrife is not resolved in something brought forth specificallyfor that
purpose, but neither isit merely housed there. T hesdtrifeis, rather, opened
up by thework. Thisbeingmust, therefore, containwithinitself theessential
traits of the strife. In the strife the unity of world and earth iswon. As a
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world opensitself up, it puts up for decision, by a historical humanity, the
question of victory or defeat, blessingand curse, lordship and davery. The
dawningworld brings to the fore that which is still undecided and without
measure and decisiveness.

Asaworld opensitself up, however, the earth rises up. It showsitself as
that which bears all, as that which is secure in its law and which constantly
closes itself up. World demands its decisiveness and measure and alows
beingsto attain to the openness of its paths. Earth, bearing and rising up,
strivesto preserve its closedness and to entrust everything to itslaw. The
strifeisnot rift [Risg),in the sense of atearing open of a mere cleft; rather, it
istheintimacy of the mutual dependence of the contestants. T herift carries
the contestants into the source of their unity, their common ground. It is
the fundamental design [Grundriss]. It is the outline sketch [Auf-riss] that
marksout thefundamental features of therising up of theclearing of beings.
This design [Ris§ does not alow the contestants to break apart. It brings
the contest between measure and limit into ashared outline [Umrisg].

Truth establishesitself as strife in a being that is to be brought forth
only in such away that the strife opens up in this being; the being itself,
in other words, is brought into the rift-design [Risg. T herift-design isthe
drawing together into aunity of sketch and fundamental design ruptureand
outline. Truth establishesitself in a being in such away, indeed, that this
being itself occupiesthe open of truth. This occupying, however, can only
happen in such away that what isto be brought forth, therift, entrustsitself
totheself-closingthat risesupin the open. Therift must set itself back into
the pull of the weight of the stone, into the dumb hardness of the wood,
into the dark glow of the colors. Asthe earth takes the rift back into itself,
the rift isfor the first time set forth into the open and therefore placed,
i.e., Set, into that which rises up in the open as the self-closing and as the
protecting.

Thisstrife whichisbrought into the rift-design, and so set back into the
earth and fixed in place, isthefig#re [Gestalt]. T he createdness of thework
means. the fixing in place of truth in the figure. Figure is the structure of
theriftin itsself-establishment. Thestructured rift isthe jointure [Fuge] of
the shining of truth. What we here call "figure" is alwaysto be thought out
of that particular placing [dellen] and placement [Ge-stell] aswhich the work
comesto presence when it setsitself up and setsitself forth.

In the creation of the work, the strife, as rift, must be set back into the
earth; the earth itself must be set forth and made use of as the self-closing.
Thismaking use of, however, does not use up and misusethe earth as mere
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matter; rather, it freesit to be, for the first time, itself. Such using of the
earthisaworking with it that indeed lookslikethe employment of matter in
handicraft. Thisiswhat created the appearance that the creation of awork
isalso craft activity. It never is. But it remains alwaysausing of earthin the
fixingin place of truth in the figure. By contrast, the making of equipment
is never, in the first instance, an effecting of the happening of truth. The
production of equipment is finished when the material has been so formed
as to be ready for use. The equipment's readiness for use means that it is
released beyond itself to disappear into usefulness.

Not so the createdness of the work. This will become clear through a
consideration of the second characteristic, which may beintroduced at this
point.

The readiness of equipment and the createdness of the work have in
common that eachissomething that has been brought forth. But what makes
the createdness of thework different from every other bringingforthisthat
itisalsocreated intothe created work. Butisthisnot true of everything that
hasbeen brought forth or inany other way hascomeinto being?Everything
that is brought forth, if endowed with anything at al, is endowed, surely,
with its having-been-brought-forth. Certainly. But in thework createdness
is expresdy created into what is created, with the result that it expressy
risesup out of thework. If thisis how things are, thenit must be possible
to experience createdness in the work itself.

That createdness stands forth out of the work does not mean that it
should be asalient feature of thework that it ismade by agreat artist. The
point is not that the created work be certified as a product of ability so as
thereby to raise the public profile of the producer. What is announced is
not "NL.N. feciz.” Rather, “factumm € is what is to be held forth into the
open by the work: in other words this, that an unconcealment of beings
has happened here and, as this happening, happens here for the first time;
or this, that this work is rather than is not. The thrust that the work, as
thiswork, is and the unceasingness of this inconspicuous thrust constitute
the constancy of the self-subsistenceof the work. Precisely where the artist
and the processand circumstances of the work's coming into being remain
unknown, this thrust, this"that [dass" of createdness, stepsinto view at its
purest from out of the work.

To be sure, "that" it is made also belongs to every piece of equipment
that isavailablefor, and in, use. This "that,?however, is not salient in the
equipment; it disappearsinto usefulness. T he handier a pieceof equipment,
the moreinconspicuous isthe fact that, for example, ahammer of acertain
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kindis, thatis, exists; the handier apieceof equipment, the more completely
it preservesitself inits equipmentality. We are capable, in general, of notic-
ing of anything present that such athing is; but as soon asthisis noted it
fals, just asquickly,into the oblivion of the commonplace. What, however,
is more commonplace than that abeing is?In thework, on the other hand,
the fact that it isas such a thing, iswhat is unusual. The happening of its
createdness does not simply reverberate through the work; rather, thework
casts beforeitself the eventful fact that, asawork, thiswork is, and exhibits
this fact constantly. The more essentially the work opens itself, the more
luminous becomes the uniqueness of the fact that it is rather than is not.
Themoreessentiallythisthrust comesinto the open, thestranger and more
solitary the work becomes. I n the bringing forth of the work there liesthe
offering forth of the"that itis.

Thequestion of thecreatedness of theworkshould have brought uscloser
to the work-character of the work and thereby to its reality. Createdness
has revealed itself to be the strife's being fixed in place through therift in
the figure. By this means, createdness itself is specifically created into the
work and stands as the silent thrust into the open of the "that." But even
createdness fails to exhaust the reality of the work. However, this view of
the essenceof the createdness of thework puts usinto aposition to takethe
step to which everything that has been said up to now leads.

The more solitary the work, fixed in the figure, stands within itself, the
morepurely it seemsto sever al tiesto human beings, then themoresimply
doesthethrust that such awork is stepinto theopen, and themoreessential ly
the extraordinary isthrust to the surface and thelong-familiar thrust down.
Yet thereis nothing violent about this multidirectional thrust, for themore
purely istheworkitself transported into theopenness of beingsititself opens
up, then the moresimply doesit carry usinto this openness and, at thesame
time, out of the realm of the usual. To submit to this displacement means:
to transform dl familiar relations to world and to earth, and henceforth
to restrain al usua doing and prizing, knowing and looking, in order to
dwell within the truth that is happening in the work. The restraint of this
dwelling allowswhat is created to become, for thefirst time, the work that
itis. Thisalowing thework to be awork iswhat we call its preservation. It
isin such preservation that, in its createdness, the work first givesitself as
the real which now means, is present in its work-character.

Just as awork cannot be without being created, just asit stands in es-
sential need of creators, so what is created cannot comeinto being without
preservers.
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If, however, awork does not - or doesnot immediately - find preservers
who respond to the truth happening in the work, that does not mean that
awork can be awork without preservers. If itisin other respectsawork, it
awaysremainstied to preservers even, and precisely, when it only waitsfor
preservers and only solicits and awaits their entry into its truth. Even the
oblivioninto which thework canfall isnot nothing: itisstill apreserving. I t
livesoff thework. Preservation of theworkmeans: standingwithin theopen-
ness of beings that happens in the work. This urgent standing-withinness
[Instandigkeit] of preservation is, however, aknowing. Yet knowing does not
consist in mere acquaintance with and ideas about something. Whoever
truly knowswhat is knowswhat he willsin the midst of what is.

The willing referred to here, which neither merely applies knowledge
nor decidesin advance of it, is thought out of the foundational experience
of the thinking of Beingand Time. The knowing that is awilling, and the
willing that isaknowing, isthe existing [exidtierenden] human being's allow-
ing himself ecstatic [ekstatische] entrance into the unconceal ment of beings.
The resoluteness4 which is thought in Beingand Timeis not the decisive
action of asubject, but rather the human being's [Daseins] opening up from
out of its captivity by beings into the openness of being. In his existence,
however, man does not move from something inward to something outer.
Rather, the essence of existenceis the out-standing standing-withinthe es-
sential separation belonging to the clearing of beings. Neither the creating
discussed earlier nor thewilling that isour current topicisthought of asthe
achievement or action of asubject who setshimself agoal that he strivesto
achieve.

Willing isthe sober resoluteness [Enz-schlossenbeit] Of that existential [ex-
istierenden] Self-transcendence which exposesitself to the openness of beings
asitissetintothework. In thisway, the urgent standing-within is brought
intolaw. Asknowing, preservation of thework isthe sober standing-within
the awesomenessof the truth that happensin thework.

Thisknowingwhich, aswilling, makesitshomeinthetruth of thework-
and only thus remains a knowing — does not take the work out of its self-
subsistence, does not drag it into the sphere of mere experience [Erlebens]
and doesnot degradeit to the role of amerestimulant to experience. Preser-
vation of thework does not individualizehuman beingsdown to their expe-
riences but rather, bringstheminto abelongingto thetruth that happensin
thework. By so doingit founds their being-with-one-another [Miteinander-
sain] asthe historical standing out of human existence[Da-seing| from out of
the relation to unconcealment. Most particularly, knowing in the mode of
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preservationisfar removed from that merely cultivated connoisseurship of
theformal features of the work, its qualitiesand intrinsic charms. Knowing
& having seen is a being-decided; it is a standing-within the strife that the
work has fixed into the design [Riss]

Themanner of the proper preservation of thework iscreated and prefig-
ured for us only and exclusively by the work itself. Preservation happens at
different levels of knowledge, dwayswith differing degrees of scope, con-
stancy, and lucidity. If works are presented to be enjoyed merely asart, it is
not yet established that they stand in preservation asworks.

Assoon asthethrust into the extra-ordinary [Un-geheure] iscaptured by
familiarity and connoisseurship, the art business has already begun to take
over the works. Even the careful handing down of works to posterity and
thescientific attempt to recover them no longer reach to their work-being
itself, but only to amemory of it. But even this can still offer aplaceto the
work from out of which it can contribute to the shaping of history. The
ownmost reaity of the work, however, comesto bear only where the work
is preservedin the truth that happensthrough it itself.

Thereality of thework is determined, in its fundamental features, from
out of the essence of its work-being. We are now in a position to return
to our opening question: how do matters stand with that thingliness of the
work which guarantees the work'simmediate reality? They stand in such a
way that we no longer ask the question about the work's thingliness. For as
long as we pose that question we take it as a foregone conclusion that the
work is present to us as an object. I n thisway, our questioning proceeds not
from thework, but from ourselves. From ourselves—wewho do not allow
the work to be awork but represent it, rather, as an object that is supposed
to bring about certain conditions within us.

That element within the work, however, which lookslikeits thingliness
when thework is taken as an object (according to the usual concepts of the
thing), experiencedfromout of thework, isitscharacter asearth. Earthrises
up within thework becausethework is present as something in which truth
is at work, and because truth only presences where it establishesitself in a
being. I n the earth, however, as the essentially self-closing, the openness of
the open encounters the highest form of resistance and through this finds
the site of itssteady stand in which the figure must be fixed in place.

Wasit, then, superfluous to gointo the question of the thingliness of the
thing?By no means. I tistrue that thework's thingliness cannot be defined
in terms of itswork-character, but, on the other hand, knowing the work-
character of thework can point the question of the thingliness of the thing
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in theright direction. Thisisno mean achievement, when we recollect that
those modes of thinking familiar from ancient times are an attack upon the
thingliness of thething, and all the more when we recollect that they submit
beings as a whole to an interpretation which is incapable of grasping the
essence of egquipment and of work, and makes us blind to the primordial
essenceof truth.

To determine thethingliness of the thing, neither reference to the bearer
of properties nor to the unity of the manifold of the sensorily given is
adequate. L east adequate of al isthe matter—formstructure, taken by itself,
which is taken from the realm of equipment. To provide an authoritative
and deep interpretation of the thingliness of the thing we must turn to
the belonging of the thing to earth. The essential nature of earth, of the
unmasterable and self-closing bearer, reveds itself, however, only in its
risingupintoaworld, inthe opposition betweenworld and earth. This strife
isfixed in placewithin thework's figure and becomes manifest through this
figure. What is true of equipment, that we experience its equipmentality
proper only through the work istrue, also, of the thingliness of the thing.
That we never know of the thingliness of the thing directly, and if we know
itat all dosoonlyinanindefinite kind of way — in other words, that we need
thework - thisfact showsindirectly that in the work-being of thework the
happening of truth, the disclosure of beings, is at work.

But, we might finally object, if the work is indeed to bring thingliness
into the openin astrilung way, must not the work, for its part — before, and
for thesakeof itscreatedness—have been broughtintorelation to thethings
of the earth, to nature? Someonewho must have known about it, Albrecht
Diirer, made, after al, the well-known remark: " For in truth, art is found
in nature; whoever can wrest it from her hasit." "Wrest [reiffen]” means
here, to bring forth the rift [Rissjand to seize [reiffer] it with drawing pen
and drawing board. Immediately, however, we raise the counter-question:
how can the rift be wrested forth except as the rift, and that meansif it has
not first been brought into the open, through the creative sketch, as the
strife between measure and unmeasure? Certainly, thereisfound in nature
arift, measure, and limit, and bound to them the potentiality for abringing
forth, art. But it is just as certain that this art which isin nature is made
manifest only by the work, made manifest becauseit is found in the work
inaprimordial way.

Our efforts concerning the reality of 'the work should have prepared
the ground for discovering, in the reality of the work, art and its essential
nature. The question of the nature of art, and of the path to knowing it,
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needsfirst to be placed onfirmground again. Theanswer to the question is
only thefinal result of thelast step of along sequence of questioning steps.
Each answer remains in force as an answer only aslong asit isrooted in
questioning.

In the light of its work-being, the reality of the work has become not
only clearer but, at the same time, essentially richer. To the createdness of
the work the preservers belong just as essentially as the creators. But it is
the work which makes the creators possiblein their essence and which, in
virtue of itsessence, needsthe preservers. If artistheorigin of thework this
means that it lets originate, in its essence, the essential belonging together
at work of creator and preserver. What, however, is art itself that judtifies
usin calingit an"origin"?

I n the work, the happening of truth is at work; at work, indeed, in the
manner of awork. Accordingly, the essential nature of art was specified,in
advance, as the setting-itself-to-work of truth. But this definition isinten-
tionally ambiguous. On the one hand, it says. art is the fixing in place of
self-establishing truth in the figure. This happensin creation, understood
& the bringing forth of the unconcealment of beings. At the same time,
however, setting-to-work also means: bringing the work-character of the
work into motion and happening. This happens as preservation. Thusartis.
thecreative preservation of thetruthinthework. Artis then, a becomingand
happeningd truth. Doestruth, then, arise out of nothing?It doesindeed, if
by nothing is meant the mere not of beings, and if we represent the being
as that which is present in the ordinary way - that which later comes to
light through the standing there of the work as what is merely presumed
to be a true being, that which is brought into question. Truth will never
be gathered from what is present and ordinary. T he disclosure of the open
and the clearing of beings happen, rather, only insofar as the approaching
openness is projected within thrownness.

Truth, asthe clearing and concealing of that which is, happens through
being poeticized.? All art, astheletting happen of the advent of the truth of
beings, is, in essance poetry. The essence of art, on which both the artwork
and the artist depend, is truth's setting-itself-into-work. From out of the
poeticizing essence of truth it happens that an open place is thrown open,
aplacein which everything is other than it was. I n virtue of the projection

* Reclam edition, rg60. Questionability of "poetry” - as the use of the saying [a/s Brauch der
Sage] .The relationship between clearing and concealinginadequately portrayed.
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of the unconceal edness of beingswhich isset into the work and castsitself
toward us, everything ordinary and hitherto existing becomes an unbe-
ing. This unbeing has lost the capacity to give and to preserve being as
measure. What is curious here is that the work in no way affects hitherto
existing beings through causal connection. The effecting [Wirkang] of the
work does not consist in ataking effect [wirken]. It liesin atransformation
of the unconcealment of beings which happens from out of the work, a
transformation, that isto say, of being.?

Poetry, however, is no aimlessimagining of whimsicalities, and no flight
of mere representationsand fanciesinto theunreal. What poetry, asclearing
projection, unfolds of unconcealment and projects into the rift within the
figureisthe open; poetry allowsthis open to happen in such away, indeed,
that now, for thefirst time, in the midst of beings, it brings them to shine
and sound. If we fix our gaze on the essence of the work and its relation to
the happening of the truth of beings, it becomes questionable whether the
essenceof poetry, of that isto say, projection, can be adeguately thought in
terms of imagination and the power of imagining.

I't may here be emphasized that the essence of poetry, of which we have
now learned initsfull breadth (but not, on that account, in avaguekind of
way) is something worthy of questioning, is something that remains to be
thought through.

If the essence of all art is poetry, then architecture, the visua arts, and
musicmust al be referred back to poesy. That iscompletely arbitrary. Cer-
tainlyitis, if we mean that these arts are branches of the art of language - if
we may beallowed to designate poesywith atitleeasily capableof misunder-
standing. But poesy is only amode of theilluminating projection of truth,
of, thatisto say, poeticizing in this broader sense. Nonetheless, thelinguis-
ticwork, poetry in the narrower sense, hasa privileged position among the
artsasawhole.

Toseethisall we need isthe right concept of language. Accordingto the
usual account, language is a kind of communication. It serves as a means
of discussion and agreement, in general for achieving understanding. But
language is neither merely nor primarily the aural and written expression
of what needs to be communicated. The conveying of overt and covert

* Reclam edition, 1960. Inadequate - relationship between unconcealment and "Being";
Being= presence, compare Time and Being.
& Reclam edition, 1960. Also worthy of questioning is that which is unique to art.
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meaningsisnot what language, in thefirst instance, does. Rather, it brings
beings as beings, for the first time, into the open. Where language is not
present, asinthebeing of stones, plants, or animals, thereisal sono openness
of beings, and conseguently no openness either of that which is not abeing
[desNichtseienden] or of emptiness.

Language, by naming beings for the first time, first brings beings to
word and to appearance. This naming nominates beings to their being and
from out of that being. Such sayingis a projection of the clearing in which
announcement ismade astowhat beingswill comeintothe open as. Project-
ing [Entwerfen]® isthe releasing of athrow [Warf] as which unconceal ment
sendsitself into beingsassuch. This projective announcement immediately
becomes a renunciation of al dim confusion within which beings veil and
withdraw themselves.?

Projective sayingis poetry: the saying of world and earth, the saying of
the arena of their strife and, thereby, of al nearness and distance of the
gods. Poetry is the saying of the unconcealment of beings. The prevailing
languageis the happening of that sayingin which itsworld rises up histor-
ically for a people and the earth is preserved as that which remains closed.
Projective sayingisthat in which the preparation of the sayableat the same
time brings the unsayableas such to theworld. I n such saying, the concepts
of its essence- its belonging to world-history, in other words - areformed,
in advance, for a historical people.

Poetry is here thought in such a broad sense, and at the same time in
such an intimate and essential unity with language and the word, that it

must remain open whether art, in al its modes from architecture to poesy,
exhauststhe nature of poetry.

Languageitself ispoetry in the essential sense. But sincelanguageisthat
happening in which, each time, beings are first disclosed as beings, poesy,
poetry in the narrower sense, is the most primordial form of poetry in the
essentia sense. Language is not poetry becauseit is ur-poesy; rather, poesy
happens in language becausethelatter preserves the primordial essence of
poetry. Building and plastic creation, on the other hand, happen, dways
and only, in the open of saying and naming. It is this open which perme-
ates and guides them. For this reason, they remain their own particular
ways and manners in which truth ordersitself into the work. They are an

a Reclam edition, 1960. Projecting - not the clearing as such, for it is only in this that the
projection islocated. Rather, projecting of rift-designs [Risse].
k' Reclam edition, 1960. Only thus?Or as desti ny?Compare the set-up [das Ge-stell].
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always unique poeticizing within the clearing of beings which has already
happened, unnoticed, in the language.?

Asthe setting-into-work of truth, artispoetry. Itisnot only the creation
of thework that is poetic; equally poetic, thoughinitsownway, isthe preser-
vation of thework. For awork only actually is asawork when we transport
ourselvesout of the habitual and into what is opened up by the work so as
to bring our essenceitself to take astand within the truth of beings.”

Theessenceof artispoetry. T heessenceof poetry, however, isthefound-
ing [Stiftung] of truth. " Founding" isunderstood, here, in athreefold sense:
a bestowing, as grounding, and as beginning. But it only becomes actual
in preserving. Thus to each mode of founding there corresponds a mode
of preserving. All we can do at present is to make this essentia structure
vishle in a few strokes, and even that only to the extent that the earlier
characterization of the essential nature of thework providesan initial clue.

The setting-into-work of truth thrusts up the extra-ordinary [Un-
gebeure] While thrusting down the ordinary, and what one takesto be such.
The truth that opens itself in the work can never be verified or derived
from what went before. I nits exclusivereality, what went before is refuted
by the work. What art founds, therefore, can never be compensated and
made good in terms of what is present and availablefor use. The founding
isan overflowing, a bestowal .

The poeticizing projection of truth, which sets itself into the work as
figure, isnever carried out in the direction of emptiness and indeterminacy.
In the work, rather, truth is cast toward the coming preservers, that is to
say, ahistorical humanity. What iscast forth, however, isnever an arbitrary
demand. T hetruly poeticizing projection isthe opening up of that in which
human existence [Dasein], ashistorical, isalready thrown [geworfen]. Thisis
the earth (and, for a historical people, its earth), the self-closingground on
whichit rests, along with everything which - though hidden from itself - it
areadyis.Itis, however,itsworldwhich prevailsfrom out of therelationship
of existenceto the unconceal ment of being. For thisreason, everything with
which man is endowed must, in the projection, be fetched forth from out
of the closed ground and explicitly set upon this ground. In this way, the
ground isfirst founded as aground that bears.

* Reclam edition, 1960. What does this mean? Doesclearing happen through language or is
it the Event of clearing [das ereignende Lichtung] which first grants saying and renouncing
[Entsagen], and therefore language. Language and body (sound and script).

b Reclam edition, 1960. In the sense of an urgent standing-within our practice [Brauch].
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Becauseitissuch afetching-forth, dl creationisafetching, asin fetching
water from aspring. M odern subjectivism, of course, misinterpretscreation
asthe product of the genius of the self-sovereign subject. Thefounding of
truth is afounding, not merely in the sense of afree bestowal, but in the
sense, too, of this ground-laying grounding. The poeticizing projection
comesout of nothing in the sense that it never derivesits gift fromwhat is
familiar and already here. In another sense, however, it does not come out
of nothing; for what it projectsis but the withheld determination of man’s
historical existenceitself.

Bestowal and grounding have in themselves the abruptness of what we
call a beginning. But this suddenness of the beginning, the uniqueness of
what isuniqueto the leap? from out of this suddenness, does not exclude -
rather itincludes- thefact that the beginning hasinconspicuously prepared
itself over the longest time. As aleap, the genuine beginning is dways a
leaping-ahead, aleaping-ahead i n which everything to comeisalready | eapt
over, even if as something veiled. Concealed within itself, the beginni ngb
contains already the end. A genuine beginning, of course, is not abeginning
inthesenseof being primitive. T heprimitive, becauseitlacksthe bestowing,
grounding leap and theleap-ahead, hasnofuture. I t cannot releaseanything
more from itself sinceit contains nothing save that in which it is caught.

A beginning, by contrast, dways contains the undisclosed fullnessof the
extraordinary, and that means the strife with the ordinary. Art as poetry
is founding in the third sense of the instigation of the strife of truth; it
is founding as beginning. Whenever what is as a whole, as what is, itself
demands a grounding in openness, then art, as founding, accedes to its
historical essence. In the West, thisfirst happened in Greece. What would,
inthefuture, be called beingwasset into thework in astandard-settingway.
T hethus-opened totality of beingswasthen transformed into beingsin the
sense of God's creation. This happened in the Middle Ages. This kind of
beingwas again transformed at the beginning, and during the course, of the
modern age. Beings became transparent objects capable of being mastered
by calculation. Each time, the openness of beings had to be established in
beings themselves, through the fixing in place of truth in the figure. Each
time, the unconcealment of beings happened. It set itself into the work, a
setting which isaccomplished by art.

2 Reclam edition, 1960. Concerning "the leap" see Identity and Difference, the lecture about
identity.
b Reclam edition, 1960. To think the beginning as the beginning in terms of the Event.
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Whenever art happens, whenever, that is, thereis a beginning, athrust
enters history and history either beginsor resumes. History, here, does not
mean aseguence of eventsin time, no matter how important. History isthe
transporting of a people into its appointed task [Aufgegebeneslas the entry
into itsendowment [ Mitgegebenes] .

Artisthe setting-itself-to-work of truth. An essential ambiguity is con-
cedled in this sentence, present because "truth” functions as both subject
and object. Yet "subject” and " object™ are inappropriate terms, here. They
prevent our thinking thisambiguous essence- atask that nolonger belongs
to our reflections. Art ishistorical and, as historical, is the creative preser-
vation of truth in the work. Art happens as poetry. Thisis foundingin the
threefold sense of bestowing, grounding, and beginning. Asfounding, artis
essentially historical. Thisdoes not just mean that art hasahistory, ahistory
in the external sense that, in the passage of time, art appears together with
many other things, and in the process changes and passes awvay, and offers
changing aspectsto the study of history. Art ishistory in the essential sense:
itistheground of history.

Art dlowstruth to arise [enzspringen]. Art arises as the founding preser-
vation of the truth of beingsin the work. To allow something to arise, to
bring somethinginto being from out of the essential source in thefounding
leap [ Sprungjiswhat is meant by theword "origin [Ursprung]."

The origin of the artwork - of, that is, creatorsand preservers, whichis
to sy, the historical existenceof a people - isart. Thisisso because,inits
essence, artisan origin: adistinctiveway in which truth comesinto being,
becomes, that is, historical.

Weareinquiringintotheessentia natureof art. Why dowethusinquire?
Wedosoinorder to beableto ask properly whether or not, in our historical
existence, art is an origin, whether, and under what conditions, it can and
must become one.

Such reflections cannot compel art and its coming-to-be. But thisreflec-
tive knowledgeis the preliminary and therefore indispensable preparation

for the coming-to-be of art. Only such knowledge prepares, for art, the
space,” for creators, the path, and for preserversthe location.

In such knowledge, which can only grow sowly, it is decided whether
art can be an origin — and therefore must be a leap ahead - or whether it
should remain amere postscript, in which caseit can only be carried along
asacultural phenomenon that has become routine.

? Reclam edition, 1960. T he place of its staying.
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Arewe, in our existence, historically at the origin? Or do we, rather, in
our relationship with art, appeal, merely, to a cultured knowledge of the
past?

For this either-or and its decision there is acertain sign. Holderlin, the
poet whosework still stands before the Germans as atest, put itinto words
when he said:

Reluctant to leave the place
Is that which dwellsnear the origin.

Schwer verlasst
Was nahe dem Ursprung wohnet, den Ort.
("The Journey," ed. Hellingrath, val. TV, p. 167)

AFTERWORD

T heforegoing considerations are concerned with the enigma [Rézse/] of art,
theenigmathat artitself is. They arefar from claiming to solve the enigma.
The task isto see the enigma.

Almost assoon asspecializedthinking about art and the artist began, such
reflections were referred to as "aesthetic." Aesthetics treated the artwork
as an object, asindeed an object of aio®nois, of sensory apprehension in
a broad sense. These days, such apprehension is called an "experience.”
Theway in which man experiences art is supposed to inform us about its
essentia nature. Experience is the standard-giving source not only for the
appreciation and enjoyment of art but also for its creation? Everythingis
experience. Rut perhaps experience is the element in which art dies.> This
dying proceeds so slowly that it takesseveral centuries.

Onespeaks, of course, of theimmortal worksof art and of art asan eternal
vaue. One spesks this language which, in all essential matters, deals with
nothing precisely because onefearsthat dealingwith thingsprecisely calls, in
theend, for - thinking. What fear istoday greater than thefear of thinhng?

Reclam edition, 1960. Has modern art moved out of the realm of experience?Or isit only
what is experienced that has changed, so that, of course, what is experienced has become
even more subjective than before: the object of experience is now "the technology of the
creativedrive" itself - the how of making and invention. “Art without form [/nformel]” and
the corresponding indefiniteness and emptiness of the "symbolic," that itself still remains
metaphysics. T he experienceof the sdf as"society.”

Reclam edition, 1960, Thisstatement does not, however,say that art isabsolutely at an end.
That would only bethe caseif experienceremained the absolute element for art. Everything
depends on getting out of experienceand into being-there [Da-sein], which meansachieving
an element for the "becoming"” of art quite other than experience.
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Does this talk of the immortal works and eternal values of art have any
content or substance? Or are these merely the half-thought clichés of an age
inwhichgreat art, together with its essence, has departed from among men?

The most comprehensive reflections on the nature of art possessed by
theWest — comprehensive becausethought out of metaphysics — areHegel’s
Lecturesn Aesthetics. Here one finds the following statements:

Art nolonger counts as the highest way in which truth finds existence for itself.”
(Werke,vol. X, 1, p. 134)

One may well hope that art will continue to advance and perfect itself, butitsform
has ceased to be the highest need of spirit.
(ibid.,p. 135)

In al these connections art is, and remains, with regard to its highest vocation, a
thing of the past.
(ibid., p. 16)

The judgment made in these sentences cannot be evaded by pointing
out that since the last time Hegel lectured on his aesthetics, the winter of
18289, we have seen the advent of many new artworksand art movements.
This possibility was one Hegel never wanted to deny. Yet the question
remains:isart still an essential and necessaryway inwhich that truth happens
which is decisive for our historical existence, or is this something that art
no longer is? But if art is that no longer, the question remains as to why
thisisso. A decision concerning Hegel’s judgment has not yet been made;
for behind the judgment there stands Western thinking since the Greeks, a
thinking which corresponds to atruth of beingsthat hasalready happened.
The decision about the judgment will be made, when it is made, from
and about this truth of beings. Until then, the judgment remains in force
[inGeltung] .But for this very reason we need to ask whether the truth it
expressesisfinal and conclusive, and what then followsif itis.

Questions such as these which touch us, sometimes quite clearly, some-
times only in avague kind of way, can only be asked if we give thought to
theessenceof art. We attempt to take afew stepsin this direction by posing
the question of the origin of thework of art. Whatisneededisto bringinto
view the work-character of the work. What we mean, here, by the word
"origin" is thought out of the essence of truth.

Thetruth of which we have spoken does not coincide with what is gen-
eraly recognized under this name - that which is assigned to knowledge

? Reclam edition, rg6o. Art asmode of truth (here, the certainty of the absolute).
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and scienceas aquality to be distinguished from the beautiful and the good,
termswhich function asthevaluesof non-theoretical activities. Truthisthe
unconcealment of beings as beings.* Truth is the truth of beings. Beauty
doesnot occur alongside thistruth. It appearswhen truth setsitself into the
work. This appearing (as this being of truth in thework and as the work) is
beauty. Thus beauty belongs to the advent of truth. It does not exist merely
relative to pleasure, and purely asits object. Beauty does, however, consist
inform, but only because the/o774 once took itslight from being and the
being of beings. At that time, being made its advent s £i5os. The i5éa fits
itself into the popdn. The cdvorov, the unitary whole of pop¢ry and UAn, in
other words, the#pyov, isin the manner of ¢vépyeia. Thismode of presence
became theactuditasof the ensactu. This acrualitas becameactuality, reality.
Reality becomesobjectivity. Objectivity becomesexperience. | nthemanner
in which, for the world determined in the Western way, beings exist asthe
real, there lies concealed a particular convergence of beauty and truth. To
the transformation of the essence of truth there corresponds the essential
history of Western art. This can no more be grasped by taking beauty by
itself than it can in terms of experience - supposing that the metaphysical
concept of art is adequate to the essence of art.

APPENDIX

On pages 38 and 44, the attentive reader will beforced to take note of areal
difficulty:it looksas though the remarks about the"fixingin place of truth"
and about the "letting happen of the advent of truth” can never be made
consistent with each other. For in "fixingin place [Feststellen]” thereisim-
plied awillingwhich blocksand prevents truth's advent. I n"letting happen,”
on the other hand, what is presented is asubmitting - and, therefore, so to
speak, a not-willing - as that which clearsaspacefor the advent of truth.

The difficulty is resolved if we think "fixing in place" in the sense in
whichitisintended throughout the entiretext of the essay, aboveal, in the
key specification “setting-to-work.”® Together with "to place [stellen]” and
"to set" belongs"tolay"; al three meanings are contained as a unity within
the Latin “ponere.”

* Third edition, 1957. Truth is the self-illuminating being of beings. Truth isthe clearing of
the difference [Unter-schied] (settlement) through which clearing determines itself out of
the difference.

Ik Reclam edition, 1960. Better "bringing into work”; bringing forth; bringing as allowing;

Troinois.
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"To place" must be thought in the sense of 8¢o15. So one reads on p. 36:
"Setting and taking possession [Setzen und Besdtzen] are here aways (1)
thought in the sense of the Greek 6¢o15, which means a setting up in the
unconcealed.” The Greek "setting” means: placing as allowing to arise, for
example, astatue. It means: laying, laying down asacred offering. " Placing"
and "laying" have the sense of bringing hither? into unconcealment, bring-
ing forth among what is present, that is, allowing to lieforth. " Setting” and
"placing™ here never mean the summoning of thingsto be placed over and
against the sdlf (the 1" assubject) as conceivedin the modern fashion. The
standing of the statue (i.e., the presence of the radiance that facesus) is dif-
ferent from the standing of what stands over and against us [Gegenstand] in
the sense of an object [Objekt]." Standing™ (cf. p. 16 above) isthe constancy
of the radiance. In the dialectic of Kantian and German idealism, on the
other hand, thesis, antithesis, and synthesis refer to a placing within the
sphere of the subjectivity of consciousness. Accordingly, Hegel — correctly
in terms of hisown position —interpreted the Greek 6¢o1s astheimmediate
positing [Setzen] of the object. This positing is for him, therefore, untrue
sinceit is not yet mediated by antithesis and thesis (compare “Hegel and
the Greeks" in Pathmarksd).

But if, in the context of the artwork-essay, we keep in mind the Greek
sense of 8éo1s - toletlieforthinitsradiance and presence - then the " fixed"
corresponding to "fix in place” can never mean the stiff, motionless, and
secure.

"Fixed" means: outlined, admitted into the boundary (épas), brought
into the outline (compare pp. 38ff. above). The boundary, in the Greek
sense, does not block off but, rather, asitself something brought forth, first
brings what is present to radiance. The boundary setsfree into unconceal -
ment: by means of its outline, the mountain stands in the Greek light in its
towering and repose. The boundary which fixes and consolidates is what
reposes, reposesin the fullness of movement. All thisis true of thework in
the sense of the Greek Epyov. Thework's "being" isévépyeia, aterm which
gathersintoitself infinitely more movement than the modern " energies.”

It follows, then, that, properly thought, the"fixingin place" of truth can
never run counter to " alowingto happen.” Inthefirst place, this"alowing™
IS nothing passive; rather, it is the highest form of action (see Vortrige und
Aufsitze, 1954, p. 49) in the sense of 6¢ois, an "effecting” and "willing"
which, in the present essay, is characterized-as "'the existing human being's

2 Reclam edition, 1960. "I-lither": from out of the clearing.
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alowing himself ecstatic entrance into the unconceal ment of beings” (p. 41
above). In the second place, the "happen™ in the "letting happen of truth”
isthe prevailing movement in clearing and concealment or, more precisdly,
in their union; in other words, it is the movement of the clearing of self-
conceament as such, from which, in turn, al self-illumination arises. This
"movement" even requiresafixingin placein the sense of abringing forth,
wherethis"bringing" isto be understood in the senseindicated on p. 37,in
that the creating (creative) bringing forth *(is) a receiving and taking over
that occurswithin the pull [Bezug] toward unconceal ment.”

The meaning of the word “Ge-stell [placement]” used on p. 38, is to
be understood in accordance with the above elucidation: the gathering to-
gether of the bringing forth, the allowing to come forth into the rift as
bounding design (mépas). The Greek meaning of wopot) as figure is clari-
fied by “Ge-stell” understood in thisway. Now, in fact, the use of “Ge-stell”
in later writings specificaly as the key word for designating the essence
of modern technology® is thought out of this use of the word - not from
bookcase [Biichergestell] or installation. This derivation is the more essen-
tial onesinceit corresponds to the destiny of being. Ge-ste/l, as the essence
of modern technology, comes from letting-lie-before experienced in the
Greek manner, Aéyos, from the Greek moinois and 8¢ois. In the putting
in place of Ge-stell — which now means the summoning of everything into
assured availability - there speaks the claim of ratio reddenda, i.e., of Adyov
&i1dova. | t gpeaks, of course, insuch away that, today, this claimthat ismade
by Ge-stell assumes dominion over the absolute. And placing-before, rep-
resentation [Vor-stellen], gathered out of the Greek notion of apprehension,
becomes making fast and fixing in place.

When we hear the words "fix in place" and “Ge-stelf” in " The Origin
of the Artwork” we must, on the one hand, forget the modern meaning
of placing and enframing. Yet on the other, we must not overlook the fact
that, and extent to which, being as Ge-stell, definitive of modernity, comes
forth from out of the Western destiny of being and is nothing thought up
by philosophers; rather, it is something which is thought to the thoughtful
(compare Vortrige und Aufsitze, p. 28 and p. 49).

There remains the difficult task of discussing the definitions given on
pp. 361t for the "establishing™ and "self-establishing of truth in beings.”
Here again, we must avoid understanding "establishing” in the modern
sense, avoid understanding it as "organizing” and "making ready" in the
manner of a lecture on technology. Rather, “establishing” thinks toward
the "impulse of truth toward the work” referred to on p. 37, the impulse
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that, in the midst of beings, truth itself should be as a work, should come
to bein being (p. 37 above).

If we recollect how truth asthe unconcealment of beings means nothing
other than the presence of beings as such - that is, of being (see p. 45) -
then the talk of the self-establishment of truth (i.e., of being) in beings
touches on the questionableness [das Fragwiirdige] of the ontological dif-
ference (compare Identity and Dzfference pp. 471f.). For this reason p. 36 of
"TheOrigin of theWork of Art" sounds anote of caution: " With reference
to the self-establishment of openness in the open our thinking touches on
an area which cannot here be elucidated.” The entire essay moves know-
ingly yet implicitly, along the path of the question of the essence of being.
Reflection on what art may be is completely and decisively directed solely
toward the question of beng. Art is accorded neither an area of cultural
achievement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs, rather, to the Event out
of which the "meaning of being" (compare Beingand Time) isfirst deter-
mined. What art may be is one of the questions to which the essay offers
no answer. What may give theimpression of such an answer are directions
for questioning (compare the first sentences of the Afterword).

Among these directions are two important hints (on p. 44 and p. 49). At
both placesthereistalk of "ambiguity.” On p. 49 an "essential ambiguity"
is mentioned with respect to the definition of art as the " setting-to-work
of truth.” On the one hand, "truth™ is the " subject,” on the other the "ob-
ject.” Both characterizations remain "inappropriate.” If truthissubject, then
the definition " setting-to-work of truth™ means the setting-tse/f~to-work Of
truth (compare p. 44 and p. 16). In this manner art is thought out of the
Event. Being, however, isacall to man and cannot bewithout him. Accord-
ingly, art is at the same time defined as the setting-to-work of truth, where
truth now is " object™ and art is human creating and preserving.

Within the human relation lies the other ambiguity in the setting-to-
work which, on p. 44, isidentified asthat between creation and preservation.
According to pages44and 33, itistheartwork and artist that havea specid”
relationship to the coming into being of art. In thelabel "setting-to-work
of truth,” in which it remains undetermined (though determinable) who or
what does the "setting,” and in what manner, lies concealed the relationship
d being to human being. This relationship isinadeguately thought evenin
this presentation - a distressing difficulty that has been clear to me since
Beingand Time, and hassince come under disdussionin many presentations
(seg, findly," On the Question of Being" and the present essay p. 36" Only
this should be noted; that. .. ”).
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The problematic issue that prevails here, then, comes to a head at the
very placein the discussion where the essence of language and of poetry is
touched upon, al this, again, only in reference to the belonging together
of being and saying.

I't remainsan unavoidabl enecessity that the reader, who naturally comes
to the essay from without, at first and for along time thereafter, represent
and interpret the facts of the case from out of the silent domain that is
the source of what has been thought. But for the author himself there
remains the necessity to speak each time in the language that is, in each
case, appropriate to the various stations on hisway.

The Age of the World Picture

I'n metaphysics, reflection on the essenceof beings and adecision concern-
ing the essence of truth is accomplished. Metaphysicsgrounds an age in
that, through a particular interpretation of beingsand through aparticular
comprehension of truth, it providesthat age with the ground of its essen-
tid shape. This ground comprehensively governs al decisions distinctive
of the age. Conversely,in order for there to be adequate reflection on these
phenomena [Erscheinungen], their metaphysical ground must dlow itself to
be recognized in them. Reflection is the courage to put up for question#
the truth of one's own presuppositions and the space of one€s own gods
(Appendix 1).'

Oneof the essential phenomenaof modernity isitsscience. Of equal im-
portanceis machinetechnology. Oneshould not, however, misconstruethis
as the mere applicationof modern mathematical scienceto praxis. Machine
technology isitself an autonomous transformation of praxis, atransforma-
tion whichfirst demandsthe employment of mathematical science. Machine
technology still remainsthe most visible outgrowth of the essence of mod-
ern technology, an essence which is identical with the essence of modern
metaphysics.

A third, equally essential phenomenon of modernity liesin the processof
art's movinginto the purview of aesthetics. Thismeansthe artwork becomes-
an object of experience[Erlebens] and consequently is considered to be an
expression of human life.

A fourth modern phenomenon announcesitself in the fact that human
action is understood and practiced as culture. Culture then becomes the
realization of the highest values through the care and cultivation of man's
highest goods. It belongs to the essence of culture, as such care, that it, in
turn, takesitsdf into care and then becomesthe politics of culture.
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A fifth phenomenon of modernity isthe loss of the gods {Entgitterung).
This expression does not mean the mere elimination of the gods, crude
atheism. The loss of the gods is a twofold process. On the one hand, the

+world picture Christianizesitself inasmuch as the ground of the world is
posited asinfinite and unconditioned, as the absolute. On the other hand,
Christendom reinterprets its Christianity as a world view (the Christian
world view) and thus makes itself modern and up to date. The loss of the
gods is the condition of indecision about God and the gods. Christianity
¢ ischiefly responsiblefor bringing it about. But loss of the godsis far from
4 excludingreligiosity. Rather, it isonits account that the rel ation to the gods
is transformed into religious experience [ Erleben] When this happens, the
godshavefled. The resultingvoid isfilled by the historical and psychol ogical
investigationaof myth.

What conception of beings and what interpretation of truth lies at the
basis of these phenomena?

We confinethe question to thefirst of the phenomenamentioned above,
natural science.

I'n what is the essence of modern science to be found?

What conception of beings and of truth grounds this essence? If we
can manage to come upon the metaphysical ground which provides the
foundation of science as a modern phenomenon, then it must be possible
to recognizefrom out of that ground the essence of modernity in general.

As we use the word science these days, it means something essentially
different from the doctrina and sdentia of the Middle Ages, different, too,
from the Greek ¢miorriun. Greek sciencewasnever exact precisely because,
accordingtoitsessence, it neither could be, nor needed to be, exact. Hence,
it makes no sense at al to assert that contemporary science is more exact
than the scienceof antiquity. Neither can one say that Galileo’s doctrine of
free-falling bodies is true while Aristotle’s teaching that light bodies strive
upwards is false. For the Greek understanding of the nature of body and
placeand of the relation betweenthem restson adifferentinterpretation of
beings. I't determines, therefore, a correspondingly different way of seeing
and questioning natural occurrences. No one would presume to say that
Shakespeare's poetry is more advanced than that of Aeschylus. It is even

more impossible to say that the contemporary understanding of beingsis
morecorrect than that of theGreeks. If, then, wewishto grasp the essenceof
contemporary sciencewe must first free ourselvesaof the habit of comparing
modern with older science - from the perspectiveaof progress- merely in
termsof degree.

THE AGE OF THE WORLD PICTURE

The essence of what is today called scienceisresearch. In what doesthe |
essenceof research consist?

It consistsin thefact that knowingestablishesitsalf as aprocedure withinwg-

some realm of beingsin nature or history. Procedure, here, does not just
mean methodol ogy, how things are done. For every procedure requires, in
advance, an open region withinwhichit operates. But precisely the opening
up of sucharegion constitutesthefundamental occurrenceinresearch. This
isaccomplished through the projection, within someregion of (for example,
natural) beings, of a ground-plan [Grundriss) of natural processes. Such a
projection maps out in advancethe way in which the procedure of knowing
isto binditself to theregion that isopened up. This commitment |Bindung)

is the rigor of research. Through the projection of the ground-plan and
the prescribing of rigor, procedure secures for itself, within the realm of
being, its sphere of objects. A glance at mathematical physics - the earliest
of modern scienceswhich is, at the same time, normativefor the rest —will

make clear what we mean. Insofar as modern atomic physics still remains
physics, what is essentia - whichisal that concerns us here — will be true
of it asswell.

Modern physicsis cdled "mathematical” becauseit makes use, in a re-
markable way, of a quite specific kind of mathematics. But it is only able
to proceed mathematically because, in a deeper sensg, it is aready math-
ematical. T& pedruara means, in Greek, that which, in his observation of
beings and interaction with things, man knowsin advance: the corporeality
of bodies, the vegetable character of plants, the animality of animals, the
humanness of human beings. Along with these, belonging to the already-
known, i.e., "mathematical," are the numbers. When we discover three ap-
pleson the tablewe recognizethat there are three of them. But the number
three, threeness, we know dready. That is to say: the number is some-
thing "mathematical." Only because numbers represent, so to speak, the
most striking of the always-already-known, and therefore the best-known
instances of the mathematical, is"the mathematical” directly reserved as a
name for the numerical. The essence of the mathematical, however, isin
no way defined in terms of the numerical. Physicsis, in general, knowledge
of nature. In particular, it is knowledge of material corporeality in mo-
tion; for corporeality manifests itself immediately and universaly - albeit
in different ways - in dl natural things. When, therefore, physics assumes
an explicitly "mathematical™ form, what this meansis the following: that
through and for it, in an emphatic way, something is specified in advance as
that which is already known. This specification concerns nothing less than
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what, for the sought-after knowledge of nature, is henceforth to count as
"nature: the closed system of spatio-temporally related units of mass. Per-
taining to this ground-plan, in accordance with its prior specification, are
to be found, among others, the following definitions. Motion is change of
place. N o motion or direction of motion takes precedence over any other.
Every placeis equal to every other. N o point in time has precedence over
any other. Every force is defined as - is, that is, nothing but - its conse-
guences as motion within the unity of time; and that means, again, change
of place. Every natural event must be viewed in such away that it fitsinto
thisground-plan of nature. Only within the perspectiveof this ground-plan
does anatural event become visible as such. T he ground-plan of natureis
secured in placein that physical research, in each step of investigation, is
obligated to it in advance. This obligation [Bindung], the rigor of research,
has, at a given time, its own character in keeping with the ground-plan.
The rigor of mathematical science is exactitude. Every event, if it enters
at al into representation as anatural event, is determined, in advance, asa
magnitude of spatio-temporal motion. Such determination is achieved by
means of numbers and calculation. Mathematical research into nature is
not, however, exact becauseit calculates precisely; rather, it must calculate
precisely becausetheway it is bound to its domain of objects hasthe char-
* acter of exactness. The human sciences, by contrast, indeed all the sciences
that deal with living things, precisely in order to remain disciplined and
rigorous, are necessarily inexact. One can, indeed, view living things, too,
as magnitudes of spatio-temporal motion, but what one apprehendsisthen
47 N0 longer living. The inexactness of the historical human sciencesis not
a deficiency but rather the fulfillment of an essential requirement of this
type of research. It istrue, aso, that the projecting and the securing of the
domain of objectsis, in the historical sciences, not only different, but far
more difficult to achievethan isthe rigor of the exact sciences.
Science becomes research through the projected plan and through the
securing of theplanintherigor of procedure. Projection and rigor, however,
. first develop into what they arein method. Method constitutes the second
essential characteristic of research. If the projected region isto become ob-
jectified, then it must be brought to encounter us in the full multiplicity
of its levels and interweavings. Procedure must therefore be free to view
the changeablenessinwhat it encounters. Only fromwithin the perspective
of the ever-otherness of change does the plenitude of the particular, of the
facts, reved itself. The facts, however, are to become objective. Procedure
must, therefore, represent the changeable in its changing; it must bring it
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to stand and yet allow the motion to remain a motion. The fixedness of
the facts and the constancy of their change as such is the rule. The con-
stancy of change in the necessity of its course is the law. Only from the
perspectiveof ruleand law do factsbecome clear aswhat they are. Research
into the factsin the ream of nature is the setting up and confirmation of
ruleand law. The method by means of which adomain of objectsis repre- -
sented has the character of a clarification [Klirung] from out of the clear,
of explanation [Erklirung]. Explanation always has two sides to it. It ac- .
counts for something unknown through something known, and at the same
time confirms the known through that unknown. Explanation takes place
ininvestigation. I n the natural sciencesthis happensin the experiment, al-
ways according to the nature of the field of investigation and the kind of
explanation aimed at. However, natural science does not first become re-
search through experiment. It is rather the other way round: experiment
is only possible where knowledge of nature has already transformed itself
into research. It is only because contemporary physicsis a physics that is
essentially mathematical that it iscapable of being experimental. Since nei-
ther the medieval doctrina nor the Greek émoTrun weresciencein thesense
of research, there was, for them, no question of experiment. To be sure,
Aristotle was the first to grasp the meaning of umeipiar (experientia): the
observation of the things themselves, their characteristics and aterations
under changing conditions, resulting in knowledge of the way in which
they behave as arule. But observation directed toward knowledge of this
kind, the experimentum, is essentially different from that which belongs to
science as research, the research-experiment. |t remains essentially differ-
ent even where ancient and medieval observation a so works with number
and measure, and even where it makes use of specific apparatus and in-
struments. For what is completely absent hereiswhat is decisive about the
experiment. This beginswith the fundamental postulation of alaw. To set~
up an experiment is to represent a condition according to which a specific
nexus of motions can become capable of being followed in its necessary
course, which isto say that it can be mastered, in advance, by calculation.
The setting up of the law, however, is accomplished with reference to the
ground-plan of the sphere of objects. This provides the standard and con-
strains the anticipatory representation of the condition. Such representing
with and withinwhich the experiment beginsisno arbitrary invention. This
is why Newton says hypotheses non jingo; thefundamental postulations are
not arbitrarily thought up. They are, rather, developed out of the ground-
plan of nature and are sketched into it. Experiment isthat method which,
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initsplanning and execution, issupported and guided by what is postul ated

as afundamental law, in order to bring forth the factswhich either confirm

thelaw or deny it such confirmation. T he more exact the projection of the
ground-plan of nature the more exact isthe possibility of experiment. The
often mentioned medieval scholastic, Roger Bacon, can, therefore, never

be the forerunner of the contemporary experimental researcher but re-

mains, rather, merely the successor of Aristotle. For in the meantime, gen-

uine possession of the truth has, through Christianity, been transferred to
faith - to the truth preserved in the written word and in church doctrine.

The highest knowledge and teaching is theol ogy considered asinterpreta-

tion of the divineword of revelation that isrecorded in scripture and pro-
claimed by the Church. Here, knowledge is not research but rather right
understanding of the normativeword and of theauthoritieswho proclaimit.
For thisreason, discussionof thewordsand doctrinal opinions of thevarious
authoritiestakes precedence in the processof knowledge-acquisitionin the
Middle Ages. T he componere scripta € sermones, the argumentum e verbo, is
decisiveand, at the sametime, the reason why the Platonic and Aristotelian
philosophy that had been adopted, had to become scholastic diaectic. If,
then, Roger Bacon demands the experimentum — as he did - what he means
isnot the experiment of science asresearch. Rather he demands, in placeof
the argumentum ex verbo, the argumentum ex re;' instead of the discussionof
doctrinal opinions, observations of the things themselves, in other words,
Aristotelian gpreipic.

Themodern research-experiment is, however,not merely an observation
that is more precisein degree and scope. It is, rather, an essentially differ-
ent kind of methodology for the verification of law within the framework
and in the service of an exact projection of nature. In the historical human
sciences "'source criticism™ corresponds to the experiment of physical re-
search. This name covers, here, the whole range of discovery, examination,
verification, evaluation, preservation, and interpretation. It isindeed true
that the historical explanation based on source-criticism does not subsume
the facts under laws and rules. Yet it is not reduced to a mere reporting

. of thefacts. Asin the natural sciences, method in the historical sciencesis
»aimed at presenting the constant and at making history an object. History
g can only be objectified when it is something past. The constancy of the
past, that on the basisof which historical explanation takesinto account the
unique and diversein history, isthe having—always—already—been—there, that
swhich can be compared. Through the constant comparisons of everything
with everything else the intelligible isworked out and, as the ground-plan
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of history, certified and secured. The sphere of historical research extends
only asfar asthe reach of historical explanation. The unique, the rare, the-
simple - in short, greatness in history - is never self-evident and hence
remains incapable of explanation. It is not that historical research denies,
greatness in history; rather, it explainsit as the exception. In such expla-
nation the great is measured against the ordinary and average. Thereisno
other kind of historical explanation aslong asexplanation meanssubsuming
under theintelligible, and aslong ashistorical scienceremainsresearch, i.e.,
explanation. Because, as research, history projects and objectifiesthe pasta
asan explicableand surveyablenexus of effects,it demands source-criticism
astheinstrument of objectification. Thestandards of such criticism alter to
the degree that historical science approaches journalism.

Asresearch, every scienceis based on the projection of a bounded object
domain and necessarily possesses, therefore, an individualized character. In
developing its projection through its methodology, moreover, every indi-
vidual sciencemust focuson aparticular field of investigation. Thisfocusing
(specialization)is, however, by no means merely the dire side effect of the
increasing unsurveyability of the results of research. It is not a necessary
evil, but rather the essential necessity of science as research. Specialization
isnot the consequence but rather the ground of the progress of all research.
Research does not, through its methodology, become dispersed into ran-
dom investigations so asto loseitself in them. For the character of modern
scienceis determined by a third fundamental occurrence: constant activity
[Betrieb] (Appendix 2).

By this term isto be understood, first of al, that phenomenon whereby
ascience, whether natural or humanistic, in order to achieveproper recog-
nition today asascienceisrequired to be capable of beinginstitutionalized.
Research is not, however, constant activity becauseits work is carried out
ininstitutions; rather, institutions are necessary because science, as, intrin-
sicaly, research, has the character of constant activity. The methodology
through which individual object domains are conquered does not simply
amass results. Rather, it usesits results to direct itself toward anew proce-
dure. In the mechanical installation that enables physics to smash the atom
we have the whole of physics up to now. Similarly, in historical research,.
the stock of sources only becomes usable when the sources themselvesare

verified by historical explanation. In these processesthe methodology of a
scienceis circumscribed by its own results. More and more, methodol ogy
adaptsitself to the possibilitiesof procedureit itself opens up. Thishaving-
to-be-based on its own results as the ways and means of a progressing
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methodology, is the essence of the character of research as constant activ-
ity. That character, however, is the inner ground for the necessity of its
institutional character.

Itisin constant activity that the projection of the object domainis, for
thefirst time, builtinto beings. All arrangements that facilitatethe planned
amalgamation of different types of methodology, promote the reciprocal
checkingand communication of results, and regul ate the exchangeof labor
are measureswhich are by no meansmerely the external consequencecf the
fact that research work is expanding and diversifying. Rather, they are the
distant and still by no meanscomprehended sign that modern science begins
to enter the decisive phase of its history. Only now doesit take possession
of itsown complete essence.

What is going on in the spread and entrenchment of the institutional

gcharacter of the sciences? Nothing less than the establishment of the pre-
cedenceof methodology over the beings (of nature and history) which, at a
particular time, are objectified in research. On the basis of their character
as constant activity, the sciences create for themselves the appropriate co-
herence and unity. For thisreason, historical or archeological research that
has becomeinstitutionally activeis essentially nearer to researchin physics
that isorganized in asimilar way thanitisto adisciplinein its own faculty
of humanities which has remained within mere scholarship. The decisve
unfolding of the character of modern science as constant activity produces,
therefore, a human being of another stamp. The scholar disappears and is
replaced by the researcher engaged in research programs. These, and not
the cultivation of scholarship, are what placeshiswork at the cutting edge
[gebensgner Arbeit die scharfe Luft). The researcher no longer needs a li-
brary at home. Heis, moreover, constantly on the move. He negotiates at
conferencesand collectsinformation at congresses. He commits himself to
publishers commissions. It is publisherswho now determine which books
need to be written (Appendix 3).

From aninner compulsion,theresearcher pressesforwardintothesphere
occupied by the figure of, in the essentia sense, the technologist. Only
in this way can he remain capable of being effective, and only then, in
the eyes of hisage, is he real. Alongside him, an increasingly thinner and
emptier romanticism of scholarship and the university will still be able to
survivefor sometimeat certain places. T heeffectiveunity and therefore the
reality of the university, however, does not lie in the spiritual-intellectual
[geistigelpower of the primordial unity of the sciences, a power emanating
from the university because nourished and preserved by it. The reality of
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the university is that it is an establishment which still, in a unique way,
on account of its administratively self-contained form, makes possible and
visible both the fragmentation of the sciencesinto the specialities and the
peculiar unity of constant activity. Becauseit isin constant activity that the
essential forces of modern science becomeimmediately and unambiguously
effective, it is only self-directed research activitieswhich, proceeding from
themselves, can prefigureand establishaninner unitywith other appropriate
research activities.

The real system of science consistsin the coherence of procedure and
stance with respect to the objectification of beings, in conformity, at any
given time, with planning. The advantage this system is required to pro-
mote is no contrived and rigid unificationof the contents of the object do-
mains. Rather, it isthe greatest possiblefree, though regulated, flexibilityin
the changing around and initiation of researchwith respect to whatever are
the principle tasks of the moment. The more exclusively ascience becomes
focused on the complete carrying out and mastery of its process of work-
ing, the more these activities are — without illusion - shifted into research
institutes and professiona schoolsfor research, then the more irresistibly
do the sciencesachieve the completion of their modern essence. The more
unconditionally, however, science and research take seriously the modern
shape of their essence, the more unequivocally and immediately are they
themselves able to stand ready to serve the common good; and the more
unreservedly,too, will they have to withdraw into the public anonymity of
dl socialy useful work.

Modern science simultaneously founds and differentiatesitself in the
projection of particul ar object domains. These projectionsare devel oped by
the appropriate methodol ogies which are made secure by means of rigor.
Method establishesitself at any given timein constant activity. Projection
and rigor, method and constant activity, each demanding the other, make
up the essence of modern science, makeit into research.

We are reflecting on the essence of modern sciencein order to discover
its metaphysical ground. What understanding of beings and what concept
of truth isit that underliesthe transformation of scienceinto research?

Knowledge as research calls beings to account with regard to the way
in which, and the extent to which, they can be placed at the disposal of
representation. Research has beingsat itsdisposa whenit can, through cd- -
culation, either predict their future or retrodict their past. I n the prediction -
of nature and retrodiction of history, nature and history are setin placein
the same way. They become objects of explanatory representation. Such -

65



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

representation counts on nature and takes account of history. Only what
. becomes, in this way, an object is- counts asin being. We first arrive at
science as research when the being of beingsis sought in such objectness.
This objectification of beingsisaccomplishedin asetting-before, arep-
resenting [Vor-stellen], aimed at bringing each being beforeitin such away
that the man who calculates can be sure — and that means certain — of the
being. Scienceasresearchfirst arriveswhen, and only when, truth hastrans-
formed itself into the certainty of representation. It isin the metaphysics
of Descartes that, for the first time, the being is defined as the objectness
of representation, and truth as the certainty of representation. T hetitle of
his main work reads Meditationes de prima philosophia, Meditationsan First
Philosophy. TTpcotn gihocopia is the term coined by Aristotle for that
which was later called "metaphysics.” The whole of modern metaphysics,
Nietzsche included, maintains itself within the interpretation of the being
and of truth opened up by Descartes (Appendix 4).

If, now, science as research is an essential phenomenon of modernity,
it must follow that what constitutes the metaphysical ground of research
determines, first, and long in advance, the essence of modernity in general.
The essence of modernity can be seen in humanity'sfreeing itself from the
bonds of the Middle Agesin that it freesitself to itself. But this characteri-
zation, though correct, is merely theforeground. And it leadsto those mis-
takeswhich prevent one from grasping the essential ground of modernity
and, proceeding from there, judging the breadth of that essence. Certainly
the modern age has, as a consequence of theliberation of humanity, intro-
duced subjectivismand individualism. But it remains just as certain that no
age before this one has produced a comparable objectivism, and that in no
age before this has the non-individual, in the shape of the collective, been
accorded prestige. Of the essence here is the necessary interplay between
subjectivism and objectivism. But precisely this reciprocal conditioning of
the one by the other refers us back to deeper processes.

What is decisiveis not that humanity frees itself from previous bonds
but, rather, that the essence of humanity altogether transforms itself in
that man becomes the subject. To be sure, this word "subject” must be
understood as the trandation of the Greek Umoxesipevov. The word names
that-which-lies-before, that which, as ground, gathers everything onto it-
sdlf. This metaphysical meaning of the concept of the subject has, in the
first instance, no special relationship to man, and none at dl to thel.

a When, however, man becomes the primary and genuine subiectum, this
means that he becomes that being upon which every being, in its way of
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being and its truth, isfounded. Man becomesthe referential center of be-
ings as such. But thisis only possible when there is a transformation in
the understanding of beings as a whole. In what does this transformation
manifest itself?What, in accordance with it, is the essence of modernity?

When we reflect on the modern age, weinquire after the modern world g
picture. We characterize this by contrasting it with the world picture of the
Middle Agesand of antiquity. But why isit that, ininterpreting ahistorical
age, weinquire intoitsworld picture? Does every historical epoch haveits
world picture - haveitin such a way, indeed, so as, from time to time, to
concernitself about that picture?Or isit only amodernkind of representing &
thatinquiresinto aworld picture?

What isit - a"world picture"? Obvioudly, a picture of the world. But
what is a world? What does "picture” mean here?"World" serves, here,
as a name for beings in their entirety. The term is not confined to the
cosmos, to nature. History, too, belongs to world. But even nature and -
history - interpenetratingin their suffusion and exceeding of each other -
do not exhaust world. Under this term we also include the world-ground,
no matter how its relation to world is thought (Appendix s).

Initially, the word "picture" makes one think of a copy of something.
This would make the world picture, as it were, a painting of beings as a
whole. But "world picture” means more than this. We mean by it theworld
itself; thetotality of beingstaken, asitisfor us, asstandard-giving and obli-
gating. "' Picture” means, here, not a mere imitation, but rather that which
sounds in the colloquial expressionto be"in the picture™ about something.
This means: the matter itself stands in the way it stands to us, before us.
To "put oneself in the picture” about something means: to placethe being
itself before one just as things are with it, and, as so placed, to keep it per-
manently before one. But a decisive condition in the essence of the picture
is still missing. That we are "in the picture” about something means not
just that the being is placed before, represented by, us. |t means, rather, that
it stands before us together with what belongsto and stands together with
it asasystem. To be"in the picture” resonates with: being well informed,
being equipped and prepared. Where theworld becomes picture, beingsas
awhole areset in placeasthat for which manisprepared; that which, there-
fore, he correspondingly intends to bring before him, have before him, and,
thereby, in adecisive sense, place before him (Appendix 6). Understood in
an essential way, "world picture" doesnot'mean " picture of theworld" but,
rather, the world grasped as picture. Beings as a whole are now taken in~
such away that abeing isfirst and only in being insofar asit isset in place
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-by representing-producing [vorstellend-berstellenden) humanity. Whenever
we haveaworld picture, an essential decision occursconcerning beingsasa
rwhole. Thebeingof beingsissought and found i n the representedness of be-
ings. Where, however, beings are notinterpretedin thisway, theworld, too,
cannot comeinto the picture - there can be no world picture. That beings
acquire beingin and through representedness makes the age in which this
. occursanew age, distinct fromitspredecessors. Thefamiliar phrases*world
picture of modernity” and "modern world picture” say the same thing
twice. And they presuppose something that could never before have ex-
#isted, namely, a medieval and ancient world picture. The world picture
does not change from an earlier medieval to amodern one; rather, that the
world becomes picture at al iswhat distinguishes the essence of modernity.
For the Middle Ages, by contrast, the being is the ens creatusn, that which
iscreated by the personal creator-God who is considered to bethe highest
cause. Here, to beabeing means: to belong to aparticular rank in the order
of created things, and, asthus created, to correspond to the cause of creation
(andogia entis) (Appendix 7). But never does the being's being consistinits
being brought before man as the objective. Never doesit consist in being
placed in the realm of man's information and disposal so that, in this way
aone, isitin being.

The modern interpretation of beingsisstill further removed from that
of the Greeks. One of the oldest expressions of Greek thinking about the
being of beingsreads: Té y&p odtd vosiv goiv Te kad eivan. 3 This statement
of Parmenides means:. the apprehension of beings belongsto beingsinceit
isfrom being that it is demanded and determined. The being isthat which
risesup and opensitself; that which, aswhat is present, comes upon man, i.e.,
upon himwho openshimself towhatispresentin that heapprehendsit. The
being does not acquire beingin that man first looks upon it in the sense of
representation that hasthe character of subjective perception. Rather, man
is the one who islooked upon by beings, the one who is gathered by self-
opening beingsinto presencing with them. To belooked at by beings,” to be
included and maintained and so supported by their openness, to be driven
about by their conflict and marked by their dividedness, that isthe essence
of humanity in the great age of Greece. | n order tofulfill hisessence, there-
fore, man has to gather (Aéyew) and save (cwieav), catch up and preserve,
the self-opening in its openness; and he must remain exposed to al of its
divisve confusion. Greek humanity is the receiver [Vernehmer] of beings,

2 First edition, rg50: by being as presencing taken as¢igos.
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which is the reason that, in the age of the Greeks, the world can never be-
come picture. On the other hand, however,isthefact that the beingness of
beingsis defined, for Plato, as i5os (appearance, view). Thisis the presup-
position which-Iong prevailing only mediately, in concealment and longin
advance - predestined the world's having to become picture (Appendix 8).

In distinction from the Greek apprehension, modern representing,
whosesignificationisfirst expressed by theword repraesentatio,means some-
thing quite different. Representation [For-stellen] here means: to bring the
present-at-hand before one as something standing over-and-against, to re-
late it to oneself, the representer, and, in this relation, to force it back to
oneself asthe norm-giving domain. Where this happens man " puts himself
inthe picture” concerning beings. When, however,in thisway, he doesthis,
he placeshimself in thescene; in, that is, the sphere of what isgenerally and
publicly represented. And what goesalong with thisis that man sets himself
forth asthe scenein which, henceforth, beings must set-themselves-before,
present themselves - be, that is to say, in the picture. Man becomes the
representative [Reprasentant] of beingsin the sense of the objective.

What is new, however, in this occurrence does not at al consist in the
fact, merely, that the position of man in the midst of beingsisother thaniit
was for ancient of medieval man. What is decisiveis that man specifically
takesup this position as one constituted by himself, intentionally maintains
it asthat taken up by himself, and securesitin placeasthe basisfor apossible
development of humanity. Now for thefirst time there exists such a thing
& the "position” of man. Man makes depend on himself the way heisto
stand to beings as the objective. What beginsis that mode of human being
which occupies the realm of human capacity as the domain of measuring
and execution for the purpose of the mastery of beingsasawhole. The age
that isdetermined by thiseventisnot only new in retrospective comparison
with what had preceded it. I'tisnew, rather, in that it explicitly setsitself up
asthe new. To be"new" belongsto aworld that has become picture.

If, then, we wish to clarify the pictorial character of the world as the=
representedness of beings, thenin order fully to grasp themodern essenceof
representednesswe must scent out the original naming power of that worn-
out word and concept "to represent”: to put forth and relate to oneself. It is#
through this that the being comesto stand as an object and so first receives
theseal of being. That theworld becomespictureisoneand thesame process
whereby, in the midst of beings, man becomes subject (Appendix g).

Only becauseand insofar a man, altogether and essentially, hasbecome®
subject isit necessary for him to confront, as a consequence, this explicit
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guestion: isit asan"1" that isreduced toits random desiresand abandoned
to an arbitrary free-will or as the "we" of society; isit asindividual or as
community; is it as a personal being within the community or as a mere
member of the body corporate; isit as a state, nation, or people or as the
indifferent humanity of modern man, that man willsand must bethat subject
which, as the essence of modernity, he dready is? Only where, in essence,
man has become subject does there exist the possibility of sliding into the
unbeing of subjectivism in the sense of individualism. But it is also the
case that only where man remainssubject doesit make any senseto struggle
explicitly against individualismand for the community asthegoal and arena
of all achievement and utility.

Theinterweaving of these two processes- that theworld becomes pic-
ture and man the subject - which is decisivefor the essence of modernity
illuminates the founding process of modern history, a process that, at first
sight, seems almost nonsensical. The process, namely, whereby the more
completely and comprehensively the world, as conquered, stands at man's
disposal, and the more objectively the object appears, dl the more sub-
jectively (i.e., peremptorily) does the subiectum rise up, and dl the more
inexorably, too, do observations and teachings about the world transform
themselvesinto a doctrine of man, into an anthropology. N o wonder that
humanism first arises where the world becomes picture. In the great age
of the Greeks, however, it was as impossible for a humanism to gain cur-

.rency asit was for there to be anything like aworld picture. Humanism,
therefore, in the narrower, historical sense, isnothing but amoral-aesthetic
anthropology. The name "anthropology,” here, does not refer to aninves-
tigation of humanity by natural science. Neither doesit mean the doctrine
established within Christian theology concerning created, fallen, and re-
deemed humanity. It designate~tather, that philosophical interpretation of
man which explainsand eval uatesbeings as awhole from the standpoint of,
and in relation to, man (Appendix o).

The ever more exclusiverooting of the interpretation of the world in
anthropology which hasset in sincethe end of the eighteenth century finds
expressioninthefact that man's fundamental relation to beingsasawholeis
defined as aworld view [Weltanschauung]. |t issince then that this term has
entered common usage. Assoon asthe world becomes picture the position
of manisconceivedasworldview. | tis, to besure, easy to misunderstand the
term"worldview," to supposeit to haveto do merely with adisengaged con-
templation of theworld. For this reason, already in the nineteenth century,
it was rightly emphasized that "world view" also means, and even means
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primarily, "view of life." The fact that, nonetheless, "world view" has as-

serted itself asthe namefor the position of maninthe midst of beingsproves
how decisively the world becomes picture as soon as man makes hislife as

subject the primary center of reference. This means: the being countsasin

being only to the degree and extent that it is taken into, and referred back

to, thislife, i.e., islived out [er-lebt], and becomeslife-experience| Er-lebnis).

Asevery humanism had to remain something unsuited to Greece, soa"me-

dieval world view" was an impossibility; and a™ Catholic world view" is an

absurdity. Just as, for modern man, the more unbounded the way in which«
he takes charge of the shaping of his essence, everything must, by both ne-

cessity and right, become " experience,” just as certainly, the Greeks at the

Olympic festivals could never have had " experiences.”

The fundamental event of modernity is the conguest of the world as
picture. From now on the word "picture”" means: the collective image of
representing production [dasGebild des vorstellenden Herstellens). Within this,
man fights for the position in which he can be that being who gives to
every being the measure and draws up the guidelines. Because this po-
sition secures, organizes, and articulates itself as world view, the decisive
unfolding of the modern relationship to beings becomes a confrontation
of world views; not, indeed, any old set of world views, but only those
which have aready taken hold of man's most fundamental stance with the
utmost decisiveness. For the sal e of this battle of world views, and accord-
ing to its meaning, humanity sets in motion, with respect to everything,
the unlimited process of calculation, planning, and breeding. Science as
research is the indispensable form taken by this self-establishment in the
world; it is one of the pathways along which, with a speed unrecognized
by those who are involved, modernity races towards the fulfillment of its
essence. With this battle of world views modernity first enters the deci-
sve period of its history, and probably the one most capable of enduring
(Appendix 11).

A sign of thisevent isthe appearance everywhere, and in the most varied
forms and disguises, of the gigantic. At the sametime, the huge announces
itself in the direction of the ever smaller. We have only to think of the num-
bers of atomic physics. The gigantic pressesforward in aform which seems
to make it disappear: in destruction of great distances by the airplane, in
therepresentationsof foreign and remoteworldsin their everydaynesspro-
duced at will by the flick of aswitch. One thinks too superficialy, however,
if one takes the gigantic to be merely an endlessly extended emptiness of
the purely guantitative. One thinks too briefly if one finds the gigantic,
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in the form of the continual never-having-been-here-before, to spring
merely from a blind impulse to exaggerate and excel. One thinks not at
all if one takes oneself to have explained this appearance of the gigantic
with the dogan " Americanism" (Appendix 1 2).

The giganticis, rather, that through which the quantitative acquiresits
own kind of quality, becoming thereby, a remarkable form of the great. A
historical age is not only great in a different way from others; it also has,
in every case, its own concept of greatness. As soon, however, asthe gigan-
tic, in planning, calculating, establishing, and securing, changes from the
guantitative and becomesits own special quality, then the gigantic and the
seemingly completely calculable become, through this shift, incalculable.
Thisincal culability becomes the invisibleshadow cast over all thingswhen
man has become the subiectumand world has become picture (Appendix 1 3).

Through this shadow the modern world withdrawsinto a space beyond
representation and so lends to the incalculable its own determinateness
and historical uniqueness. T his shadow, however, points to something else,
knowledge of which, to usmoderns, is refused (Appendix 14). Y& man will
never be ableto experience and think this refusal aslong as he goesaround
merely negating the age. T heflight into tradition, out of a combination of
humility and presumption, achieves, in itself, nothing, is merely a closing
the eyes and blindness towards the historical moment [ Augenblick].

Man will know theincalculable - that is, safeguard it in its truth - only
in creative questioning and forming from out of the power of genuine re-
flection. Reflection transports the man of thefutureinto that "'in-between™
in which he belongs to being and yet, amidst beings, remains a stranger
(Appendix 15). Holderlin knew about this. His poem, abovewhich iswrit-
ten"To the Germans," closes:"

True, narrowly bounded isour lifetime,
We see and count the number of our years
Rut the years of the peoples,

Have they been seen by mortal eye?

Evenif your soul soarsin longing
beyond its own time, mourning

You linger on the cold shore

Among your own, and know them not.

Wohl ist enge begranzt unsere L ebenszeit,
Unserer Jahre Zahl sehen und zzhlen wir,
Doch dieJahre der Volker

sah ein sterbliches Auge sie?
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Wenn die Seele dir auch iiber die eigne Zeit

Sich die sehnende schwingt, trauernd verweilest du
Dann am kalten Gestade

Bei den Deinen und kennst sie nie.

APPENDICES

(1) Such reflectionis neither necessary for dl norisit to be accomplished,
or evenfound bearable, by everyone. On the contrary, absence of reflection
belongs, to a very great extent, to the particular stages of accomplishing
and being constantly active. The questioning that belongs to reflection,
however, does not fdl into that which is groundless and beyond question-
ing because, in advance, it asks after being. This remains that which is
most worthy of question [Fragewiirdigste]. Reflection findsin being the ut-
most resistance, which constrains it to deal seriously with beings as they
aredrawn into thelight of their being. Reflection on the essence of moder-
nity places thought and decision within the sphere of effectivenessbel ong-
ing to the authentically essential forces of the age. These forces work, &
they work, beyond the reach of everyday evaluation. With respect to such
forcesthereisonly preparedness for the resolution or elsethe evasveturn-
ing to the ahistorical. In this connection, however, it is not sufficient, for
example, to affirm technology or, out of a stance incomparably more es-
sential, to set up "total mobilization™ as an absolute, onceit is recognized
as being at hand.5 It isamatter of, in advance and continually, grasping
the essence of the age from out of the truth of being that prevailsin it;

for only thusis that which is most-worthy-of-questioning simultaneously
experienced - that which bears and constrains a creating into the future
which takes us beyond what is at hand, and lets the transformation of hu-

manity become one that springs from the necessity of being itself.* No
age lets itself be done away with by a negating decree. Negation merely
throws the negator off the track. Modernity requires, however, in order,

in the future, for it to be resisted in its essence and on the strength of

that essence, an originality and breadth of reflection for which, perhaps, we
moderns can prepare somewhat, but over which we can certainly never gain

mastery.

(2) The phrase " constant activity" [Bezrzeb] is not intended herein a pejo-
rative sense. Yet because the essence of research is constant activity, the

* First edition, 1950: usage [Brauch].
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industrious activity of mere busyness [Betrichsamket des blofsen Betriehg]

which is dways a possibility, creates the appearance of a higher reality be-
hind which the excavationsof research-work are accomplished. Constant
activity becomesmere busynesswhenits methodol ogy nolonger holdsitself

open on the basis of an ever new completion of its projection, but rather
leaves this behind as something simply given and no longer ever requir-
ing confirmation; instead, all it doesis to chase after results piling on top
of each other and their caculation. Mere busyness must, at al times, be
resisted - precisaly because, in its essence, research is constant activity. If
one seeks to discover the scientific in science merely in serene erudition,

then it indeed seems as though the repudiation of constant activity would
aso be the denid of the essential character of research as constant activity.
What, however, is certainly true is that the more completely research be-
comes constant activity and in thisway becomesfruitful, the more steadily
there growswithinit the danger of becoming mere busyness.In the end we
reach a situation where the difference between constant activity and busy-
ness [Betriehund Betriel) isnot only unrecognizabl e, but hasbecomeunreal.
Precisaly the leveling out of its essenceand non-essencein the averageness
of the taken-for-granted, makes research - as the shape of science and so
of modernity in general — capable of enduring. But where, within constant
activity, is research to discover a counter-balanceto mere busyness?

(3) Thegrowingimportance of the publishing businessis not merely based
on the fact that the publishers(through, for example, the book trade) have
a better eye for the needs of the public, or that they understand business
better than do authors. Rather, their distinctivework takes the form of a
process of planning and organizing aimed, through the planned and lim-
ited publication of books and periodicals, at bringing the world into the
picture the public has of it and securing it there. The predominance of
collected works, sets of books, journal series, and pocket editions is a-
ready the result of thiswork on the part of the publishers. This work co-
incides, in turn, with the aims of researchers, since these not only become
more eadsily and rapidly known and respected through series and collec-
tions, but aso, along a wider front, immediately achieve their intended
effect.

(4) Themetaphysical foundation of Descartes positionistakenover histor-
icaly from Platonic-Aristotelian metaphysics. Despite its new beginning,
it attends to the very same question: what is the being?That this question
is not explicitly posed in Descartes Meditationsonly goes to prove how
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essentially the fundamental position determinesatransformationin thean-
swer toit. It is Descartes interpretation of beingsand of truth which first
creates the preconditions for the possibility of a theory or metaphysics of
knowledge. Through Descartes, realismisfor thefirst time put in the posi-
tion of havingto provethe reality of the external world, of havingto rescue
the being as such.

The essential modifications of Descartes fundamental position which
have been achieved by German thinking Since Leibnizin noway overcome
this fundamental position. They only expand its metaphysical scope and
establish the preconditions of the nineteenth century - still the most ob-
scure of dl the centuries up to now. They indirectly reinforce Descartes
fundamental position in a form that is scarcely recognizable, yet not,
on that account, any the less real. By contrast, mere Cartesian scholas-
ticism, together with its rationalism, has lost al power for the further
shaping of the character of modernity. With Descartes, there begins the
completion of Western metaphysics. Since, however, such a completion
is only possible as metaphysics, modern thinking has its own kind of
greatness.

With the interpretation of man assubiectum, Descartescreated the meta-
physical presuppositionfor futureanthropology of every kind and tendency.
I n the rise of anthropologies he celebrates his greatest triumph. Through
anthropology, the transition of metaphysics into the event of the smple
cessation and suspensionof al philosophyisinaugurated. That Dilthey dis-
avowed metaphysics- that, at bottom, he no longer understood its question
and stood helpless before metaphysical logic - is the inner consequence of
the anthropological character of hisfundamental position. His" philosophy
of philosophy"is aleading example of anthropology'sdoing away with — as
opposed to overcoming - philosophy. Thisiswhy every anthropology that
makes use of philosophy as the occasion arises, yet simultaneously declares
it to be, as philosophy, superfluous, hasthe advantage of seeing clearly what
is demanded by the affirmation of anthropology. Through this, the intel-
lectual situation is somewhat clarified. The laborious fabrication of such
absurd entities as "National Socialist philosophies,” on the other hand,
merely creates confusion. The world view indeed needs and makes use of
philosophical erudition, but it needs no philosophy since, as world view,
it has already adopted its own interpretation and structuring of what is.
But one thing, surely, even anthropology' cannot do. It cannot overcome
Descartes, nor even resist him. For how could the consequence ever attack
the ground on whichit stands?
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Descartes can only be overcome through the overcoming of that which
he himself founded, through the overcoming, namely, of modern (and that
means, at thesame time, Western) metaphysics. ' Overcoming” means here,
however, the primal asking of the question of the meaning of being; of, that
is, the sphere of projection and with it the truth of being. This question
unveilsitself as, at the same time, the question of the being of truth.

(5) The conception of the world as developed in Being and 7Time is to
be understood only within the perspective of the question about "being-
there [Da-sein].” This question remains, for its part, closely connected
with the fundamental question concerning the meaning of being (not of
beings).

(6) Totheessenceof the picture belongsstanding-together, system. By this,
however,wedo not mean theartificial, external simplificationand collecting
together of the given but, rather, the unfolding, developing unity of struc-
ture within that which is set-before, represented as such, which arisesfrom
the projection of the objectness of beings. In the Middle Ages asystemis
impossible. For there, all that isessential isthe order of correspondencesor,
more precisaly, theorder of beingsin the sense of what iscreated and, ashis
creation, watched over by God. Systemisstill moreforeign to Greece- even
though, these days, one speaks, in a quite unjustified way, of the Platonic
and Aristotelian "'systems.” T he constant activity of research isa particular
embodiment and ordering of the systematic, in which, at the same time,
the latter reciprocally determines the ordering. When the world becomes
picture, system achievesdominion - and not only inthought. Wheresystem
takesthelead, however, therealwaysexiststhe possibility of its degeneration
into theexternality of asystemthat ismerely fabricated and pieced together.
Thisis what happens when the original power of the projection remains
absent. The uniqueness of the systematic of Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Hegel,
and Schelling — a systematic that isinherently diverse- has till not been
understood. T hegreatness of thesystematic of these thinkersconsistsinthe
fact that it doesnot unfold, aswith Descartes, out of the subiectumas ego and
substantia finita. Rather, it unfolds either, aswith Leibniz, out of the monad
or, as with Kant, out of the transcendental essence of finite reason rooted
in the imagination, or, as with Fichte, out of the infinite "l1," or, as with
Hegel, out of the spirit of absolute knowledge, or, finaly, aswith Schelling,
from out of freedom as the necessity of every particular being which, as
such a being, remains determined through the distinction between ground
and existence.
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N o lessessential to the modern interpretation of beingsis the represen-
tation of value. Where beings have become objects of representation, there,
for thefirst time, inacertainsense, alossof being occurs. Thisloss-vaguely
and uncertainly enough perceived - is correspondingly quickly made up for
through the fact that we attribute to the object and the thus-interpreted
being a value; in general, we assess beings according to values and make
them the goal of al action and activity. Since this latter conceivesitself as
culture, values become "cultural values' and these become the general ex-
pression of the highest goals of creation devoted to the self-establishment
of man as subiectum. From here it is only a short step to making values
into objects in themselves. Vaues become the objectification of needs as
goals brought about by a representing self-establishment within the world
as picture. Values appear to be the expression of the fact that, in relation
to them, man strives to promote precisely what is most valuable. In fact,
however,itisprecisely "values' that are the powerlessand threadbare mask
of the objectification of beings, an objectification that has become flat and
devoid of background. No one dies for mere vaues. For the sake of il-
luminating the nineteenth century, we should note, here, the intermedi-
ate position of Hermann Lotze. At the same time as he was interpreting
Plato’s ideas as values, Lotze undertook, under the title Microcosmos, that
Attempt at an Anthropology (1856) which, while still drawing on the spirit
of German idealism for the nobility and simplicity of its mode of thinking,
at the same time also opened that thinking to positivism. Because Niet-
zsche’s thought remains imprisoned in value-representation, he has to ex-
presswhat is essential to him in aretrospective form as the revauation of
all values. Only when we succeed in grasping Nietzsche’s thought indepen-
dently of value-representation, do we achieve astandpoint from which the
work of the last thinker of metaphysics can be comprehended as an exer-
cise in questioning, and his antagonism to Wagner as a necessity of our
history.

(7) Correspondence, thought as the fundamental feature of the being of
beings, provides the pattern for the very definite possibilitiesand waysin
which the truth of this being of beings, within beings, sets itself into the
work. The artwork of the Middle Ages and the absence of aworld picture
during this age bel ong together.

(8) But did not a Sophist at about the time of Socrates venture to say that
"Man is the measure of al things, of what are, that they are, of what are
not, that they are not"? Does not this statement of Protagoras sound as
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though it were Descartes speaking? Is it not through Plato that the be-
ing of beingsis fully grasped as the visible, the i¢x? Is not the relation
to beings as such, for Aristotle, pure looking? And yet it is no more the
case that Protagoras' Sophistic statement is subjectivismthan it is the case
that Descartes had the capacity to bring about the overturning of Greek
thought. Through Plato's thinking and Aristotle’s questioning there oc-
curred, to be sure, adecisive transformation of the interpretation of beings
and of man. But this transformation aways remained within the Greeks
fundamental experience of beings. Precisely as a struggle against the So-
phistic, and so as dependent on it, this transformed interpretation proves
so decisive as to become the ending of the Greek world, an ending which
indirectly helps to prepare the possibility of the modern age. This is the
reason that, later on, not just in the Middle Ages but right through the
modern age and up to the present, Platonic and Aristotelian thought was
able to be taken as Greek thought per s2 and why all pre-Platonic thought
could be considered to be merely a preparation for Plato. Because we have
long been accustomed to understand Greece in terms of a modern hu-
manistic interpretation, it remains denied to usto think being asit opened
itself to Greek antiquity, to think it in away that alowsit its ownness and
strangeness.
Protagoras' statement reads:

TEVTWV XpTdTov pétpov EoTiv vBpwros, TEV pév SvTwy 6 EoTl, TéV Bt uf dvtwy
5 OUK EO°TIV.

(cf. Plato's Theaetetus 1 52a)

Of dl things (those, namely, that man has around him in use and usage, xpn-
para Xpfiobar) man is (in each case) the measure, of what presences, that it
so presences, of that, however, to which presencing is denied, that it does not
presence.

Thebeingwhosebeingisupfor decisionisunderstood, here, asthat whichis
presentinthesphere of man, arrivingin thisregion, of itself. Who, however,
is"man"?Plato tells usin the same passage by having Socrates say:

Does he (Protagoras) not understand this somewhat as follows? Whatever, at a
given time, something showsitself to me as, of such an aspectisit (also) for me; but
whatever it showsitself to you as, isit not such in turn for you?But you are aman
justas much as|l.

Man is here, accordingly, the man in each particular case (I and you,
he and she). And should not this Eyg coincide with Descartes' ep cogito?
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Never. For in every essential respect, what determinesthe two fundamental
metaphysical positions with equal necessity is different. What is essential
to afundamental metaphysical position embraces:

(1) The manner and way in which man is man, that is, himself: the es-
sential nature of selthood which by no means coincides with |-ness,
but is rather determined by the relationship to being as such.

(2) The essential interpretation of the being of beings.

(3) Theessentia projection of truth.

(4) Thesenseinwhich, in any given instance, "man is the measure.”

None of the essential moments of thefundamental metaphysical position
can beunderstood apart from theothers. Each, byitself,indicatesthetotality
of afundamental metaphysical position. For what reason, and towhat extent,
just these four moments bear and structure a fundamental metaphysical
position in advanceis a question which can nolonger be asked or answered
out of or through metaphysics. To ask it is aready to speak out of the
overcoming of metaphysics.

For Protagoras, to be sure, beings remain related to man as ¢yc. Of
what kind is this relation to the 1?The &y stays, in the sphere of that
which isapportioned to it asthis particular unconcealment. Accordingly, it
apprehendseverything that presenceswithinthissphereasin being. Theap-
prehending of what presencesis grounded in this staying within the sphere
of unconcealment. The belonging of the | to what presences is through
this staying alongside what presences. This belonging to what presences
in the open draws the boundary between what is present and what absent.
From out of this boundary man receivesand preservesthe measure of that
which presences and that which absences. In his restriction to that which
is unconcealed at a particular time, man gives himself the measure which
confinesasdlf in each caseto thisand that. M an does not set the measure to
which dl beingsin their being here have to accommodate themselves, out
of adetached I-ness. One who standsin the Greeks' fundamental relation-
ship to beings and their unconcealment is pétpov (measure) insofar as he
acceptsrestriction to the sphere of unconcealment limited after the manner
of the I; and, as a consequence, acknowledges the concealment of beings
and that their presence or absence, together with the visible appearance of
what is present, lies beyond his power of decision. Thisiswhy Protagoras
says (Fragment 4 in Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker) tepl pév 8ecdv oUk
Eyw eldévan, olf’ dos eloly, olf’ s ok eloiv, ol dmrofol Tives iSéav. "CoN-
cerning the gods, I am, admittedly, not in the position to know (i.e., for the
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Greeks, to have something in "sight™) either that they are, or that they are
not, nor how they arein their visible aspect (i5¢e).”

TOAE y&p T& KewAUovTa idéva, fi T7 &BENASTNS Ked PpayUs Sov 6 Pios ToU
&vBparou. "Many, that is, are the things that prevent the apprehending of
the being aswhat it is: both the un-openness (concealment) of beings and
the brevity of man'scourse in history.

In view of this thoughtful circumspection on Protagoras' part, it is no
wonder that Socrates says of him (Plato, Theaetetus 152 b) eixds pévrol
copdv 8udpa pn Anpsiv. "We may suppose that he (Protagoras), as a sen-
sible person, was not (in his statement about man as the pérpov) sSimply
babbling."

The fundamental metaphysical position of Protagoras is merely a nar-
rowing down-which means, nonethel ess, apreserving - of thefundamental
position of Heraclitusand Parmenides. Sophismisonly possibleonthebasis
of copia, i.e., on the basis of the Greek interpretation of being as presence
and truth as unconcealment - an unconcealment which remains itself an
essential determination of being, which iswhy that which presencesis de-
termined out of unconcealment, and presencing out of the unconceaed

as such. But how far removed is Descartes from this beginning of Greek
thought, how different istheinterpretation of manwhich representshim as
subject?1n the concept of the mbiectum, there till lingers on the sound of
the Greek essence of being (the Uoxeioban of the Uroxeiuevov) intheform
of apresencing that has become unrecognizable and unquestioned (namely,
that which lies permanently at hand). Precisely because of this, we can rec-
ognizeinthis concept of presencing the transformation of the fundamental
metaphysical position.

It is one thing to preserve the dways limited sphere of unconcea ment
through theapprehension of what presences(man as uétpov). Itissomething
different to proceed into the unlimited region of possible objectification
through the calculating of the representable of which everyone is capable
and whichis binding on all.

Every subjectivismis impossible within Greek Sophism since man can
never, here, become subiectum. This cannot happen because, in Sophism,
beingis presencing and truth is unconceal ment.

In unconcealment, pavracia happens. the coming to appearance, as a
particular something, of that which presences- for man, who himself pres-
encesto what appears. M an asthe representing subject fantasi zes, however:
hemovesinimaginatioi nthat hisrepresentati on imaginesthe beingasobject
into the world as picture.
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(9) How doesit happen at al that that whichissetsitself forth,in anemphatic
way, assubiectum, with the result that the subjectiveachievesdominance?For
up to Descartes, and still within his metaphysics, the being, insofar asitisa
being, isasub-iectum(Umro-keipevov); Something whichliesbeforeusfrom out
of itself and which, assuch, liesat the foundation of bothitsown permanent
characteristics and its changing circumstances. The preference given to a
sub-iecturn (that which lies at the basis as ground) which is preeminent in
that itis, in an essential respect, unconditioned, stems from man's demand
for afundamentum absolutum inconcussum veritatis; for an unshakableground

of truth, in the sense of certainty, which restsin itself. Why and how does
this demand come to have decisive validity?The demand springs from the
liberation of humanity from the bonds of the truth of Christian revelation

and the doctrines of the Church, aliberation which freesitself for a self-
legidation that isgrounded initself. Through thisliberation the essence of

freedom - being bound to something that binds- is posited anew. Because,

however,in accordancewith thisfreedom, self-liberating man himself posits
what is obligatory, this can henceforth be defined in different ways. The
obligatory may be human reason and its law; it may be beings, set up and

ordered asobjects by such areason; or it may bethat chaos- notyet ordered

and only to be mastered through objectification — which, in acertain age,

comesto demand mastery.

This liberation, however, without knowing it, is still freeing itself from
the bonds of the truth of revelation in which the salvation of man's soul is
made certain and guaranteed. Hence this liberation from the certainty of
salvation disclosed by revelation hasto be, initself, aliberation to acertainty
in which man secures for himsalf the true as that which is known through
his own knowing. That was only possiblein that self-liberating man him-
sdlf guaranteed the certainty of the knowable. This, however, could only
happen through man's deciding, from and for himself, what was knowable
for him, and what the knowing and securing of the known, i.e., certainty,
should mean. Descartes metaphysical task became the following: to create
the metaphysical ground for the freeing of man to freedom considered as
self-determination that is certain of itself. This ground, however, not only
had to be one that was certain. Since every measure taken from other do-
mains was forbidden, it had, at the same time, also to be of such anature
that, through it, the essence of the freedom demanded was posited as a
self-certainty. Everything that is certain from itself must, at the same time,
however, certify as certain that being from which such knowledgeiscertain
and through which everything knowableis made secure. The findamentum,
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the foundation at the basis of this freedom, the subiectum, must be some-
thing certain which satisfies the aforementioned essential requirements. A
subiectum distinguished in all these respects becomes necessary. What isthis
certainty which forms and provides the ground? It is the ep cogito (ergo)
sum. Thiscertainty isaprinciple which saysthat, simultaneously with man's
thinking (at the same time and lasting an equal length of time), he himself
isindubitably co-present; is, that is, given to himself. Thinking is represen-
tation, setting-before, a representative relation to the represented (idea as
perceptio).

To represent means here: of oneself, to set something before one and to
makewhat hasbeen set in place [das Gestellte] secureasthussetin place. This
placing-in-securedness must be a calculating, since only calculation guar-
antees being certain, in advanceand aways, of that which isto be presented.
Representingisnolonger the apprehending of what presenceswithin whose
unconcealment the apprehending itself belongs, belongs, indeed, asitsown
kind of presence to the things that are unconcealedly present. Representa-
tion is no longer the self-disclosurefor... but rather the laying hold and
grasping of .. .. That which presences does not hold sway; rather, setting-
upon rules. According to the new freedom, representation is now some-
thing that proceeds from itself into the region of the secured, a region
which hasfirst to be made secure. The being isnolonger that which pres-
ences. Rather, itisthat which, in representation, isfirst set over and against
[entgegen Gestdlte], with the character of an object [Gegen-stindige]. Repre-
sentation, setting-before, is a making everything stand over and against as
object [Ver-gegen-stindlichung] which masters and proceeds against. In this
way, representation driveseverything into the unity of the thus-objectified.
Representation is coagitetio.

Every relationship to something - will, point of view, sensibility - is
aready representing. It iscogitans, which one translates as"'thinking." This
is why Descartes is able to label all forms of the voluntas and affectus, dll
actiones and passiones with the at first strange-sounding name "cogitatio.” I n
the ergo cogitosum, the cogizare is understood i n this essential and new sense.
T hesubiectum, thefundamental certainty, isthat dwayssecured entitywhich
representing man aways co-represents along with human or non-human
beings, along, that is, with the objectified. T hefundamental certainty isthe
me-cogitare=me esse which is, at all times, indubitably representable and
represented. Thisisthe fundamental equation of all calculating belonging
to self-securing representing. I n this fundamental certainty, man becomes
certain that, asthe representer of all representation, the setter-before of al
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setting-before, and therewith therealm of al representednessand hence of
all certainty and truth, heissecurely established—which means, now, that he
is Only because,inthefundamental certainty (in the fundamentum dosolutum
inconcussum Of the Me cogitare = Me 1), man is necessarily co-represented;
only because man who has been liberated to himself belongs, of necessity,
within thesubiectum of thisfreedom - only for this reason can and must this
man himself become the preeminent being, asubiectum which, in respect of
the primary [erste] true(i.e., certain) beings, takes precedence over dl other
subiecta. That isthe fundamental equation of certainty. Thefact, therefore,
that in the authentic subiectum, the ego is named, does not mean that man
now becomesan I-nessand is egoistically defined. It means only this: to be
the subject now becomes the distinctiveness of man, of man as the being
that thinks and represents. The human "1™ is placed in the service of this
subiectum. T he certainty lying at the foundation of this subiectus: is, as such,
indeed subjectivei.e., holding sway in the essence of the subiectum, but is
not egoistic. In the same way, everything that isto be secured by means of
representing objectification, and isestablished thereby asin being, isbinding
for everyone. From this objectification, however, whichisat the same time
the decision asto what may count as an object, nothing can escape. To the
essence of the subjectivity of the subiectum, and of man as subject, belongs
the unconditional delimitingforth [Entschrankung] of the sphere of possible
objectification and the right to determine this objectification.

We have now explained the sense in which man is, and must be, the
subject, measure, and center of beings: of, that is, objects [Objekze], things
which stand over and against [Gegengtande]. Man isno longer the pérpov in
the sense of restraining his apprehension to the sphere of the unconceal -
ment of what presences at his time - the sphere toward which man then
presences. As subiectum man is the co-agjtaio of the ego. Man establishes
himself as the measure of all measures with which whatever can count as
certain, i.e., true, i.e., in being, is measured off and measured out. Free-
dom is new as the freedom of the subiectum. In the Meditationes de prima
philosophia the liberation of man to his new freedom is brought to that
which groundsit. The liberation of modern humanity does not first begin
with the ep cogito ergo sum, and neither is the metaphysics of Descartes
merely supplied later on as something built on externaly, a metaphysicsin
thesense of anideology. | n the co-agitatio representation gathers everything
that is an object in the gatheredness of representedness. The ep of the
cogitare NOW discovers,in the self-securing togetherness of representedness,
in the con-scientia, its essence. Congdientia is the representing gathering of
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the objectual together with the representing man within the sphere of rep-
resentedness which he preserves. Everything that presences receives from
out of thisrepresentednessthe meaning and mode of its presence [Anwesen-
beit]; themeaning and mode, that is, of presence [Praesenz] iN repraesentatio.
The con-stientia of the ep as the subiectum of the coagitatio, the subjectiv-
ity of the subiectum marked out in the above way, determines the being of
beings.

TheMeditationesde prima philosophia provide the pattern for the ontology
of thesubiecrum constructed from the perspective of asubjectivity defined as
conscientia M an has become thesubiectum. H e can, therefore, determine and
realize the essence of subjectivity — always according to how he conceives
and willshimself. Man astherational being of the Enlightenmentis no less
subject than man who graspshimself asnation, willshimself aspeople [Volk],
nurtures himself as race and, finally, empowers himself aslord of the earth.
Now inal thesefundamental positions of subjectivism, too, different kinds
of I-ness and egoism are possible; for man is dways defined as| and thou,
we and you. Subjectiveegoism for which - usually without knowing it — the
| is pre-determined as subject can be beaten down through the insertion
of the | into the we. Through this, subjectivity only gains in power. In
the planetary imperialism of technically organized man the subjectivism of
man reaches its highest point from which it will descend to the flatness of
organized uniformity and there establish itself. This uniformity becomes
the surest instrument of the total, i.e., technological, dominion over the
earth. The modern freedom of subjectivity iscompletely absorbed into the
correspondingobjectivity. By himself, man cannot abandon thisdestining of
his modern essence; he cannot abolish it by fiat. But he can, in thoughtful
anticipation, ponder this: that mankind's being a subject is not the only
possibility of the primal essence of historical humanity there has ever been
or ever will be. The shadow of apassing cloud over ahidden land - that is
the darkening which truth as the certainty of subjectivity (atruth prepared
for by the certainty of salvation of Christianity) laysover an Event [Ereignig]
that it remains denied to subjectivity to experience.

(10) Anthropology isthat interpretation of humanity which already knows,
fundamentally, who man is and can, therefore, never ask who he might be.
For with this question it would have to confessitself shaken and overcome.
But how isthisto be expected of anthropology when the task is specifically
to achieve nothing but the securing that follows from the self-security of
the subiectums?
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(1 1) For what is happening now isthe melting down of the self-completing
essenceof modernity into the obvious. Only when thisissecured asaworld
view will the possibility arise of afertile ground for beingto become capable
of aprimal questioning - aquestion-worthiness which openstheleeway for
the decision as to whether being will once more be capable of a god, &
to whether the essence of the truth of being will make a more primordial

claim upon the essence of man. Only when the completion of the modern
age affirms the ruthlessness of its own greatness is future history being
prepared.

(12) Americanism is something European. It isthat still uncomprehended
species of the gigantic - the gigantic that is still not properly assembled
and till failsto arisefrom the complete and collected essenceof modernity.
The American interpretation of Americanismin terms of pragmatism still
remains outside the realm of metaphysics.

(13) Everyday opinion seesin the shadow merely theabsence of light, if not
itscomplete denid. But, in truth, the shadow isthe manifest, though impen-
etrable, testimony of hidden illumination. Conceiving of the shadow this
way, we experience the incalculable as that which escapes representation,
yet ismanifest in beingsand points to the hidden being [Sein].

(14) Butwhat if therefusal itself had to become the highest and hardest dis-
closureof being?Conceived from out of metaphysics(.e., from the question
of beingin theform "What isthe being?*) the hidden essence of being, the
refusal, revedsitself first of al as the absolute non-being, as the nothing.
But the nothing, as the nothing of beingsisthe keenest opponent of mere
negating. The nothing is never nothing, and neither isit a something in
the sense of an object; it is being itself whose truth will be given over to -
man when he has overcome himself as subject, when, that is, he no longer
represents beings as objects.

(15) This open in-between is the being-there [Da-sein], understanding the
word in the sense of the ecstatic region of the disclosure and conceal ment
of being.



Hegel’s Concept of Experience’

"Scienceof the Experienceof Consciousness” - thisisthe title which Hegel
put at the head of The Phenomendlogy d Spirit when it was published in
1807. The word "experience"” is printed in boldface midway between the
two other terms. " Experience” identifieswhat "' phenomenology™ is. What is
Hegel thinking by stressing theword "experience" in thisway?T he answer
is provided by the passagewhich, following after the" Preface” to the Sygem
of Science, inauguratesthe work. The text in the origina edition runs:'

[1] Itisnatural to suppose that, before philosophy enters upon the matter

proper to it — namely, the real knowledge of what truly is - it is necessary

to come first to an understanding concerning knowledge, which is looked

upon astheinstrument by which to take possessionof the absolute, or asthe
means through which to get asight of it. T he precaution seems|legitimate,

partly because there are various kinds of knowledge, among which one
might be better adapted than another for the attainment of our purpose, -

and thus awrong choice is possible; and partly because knowing isafaculty
of adefinite kind and with a determinate range, and so without the more
precise determination of its nature and limits we might take hold on clouds
of errorinstead of the heaven of truth. Thisapprehensivenessissureto pass
even into the conviction that the whole enterprise, which sets out to secure
for consciousnessby means of knowledge the in-itself, isin itsvery nature
absurd; and that between knowledge and the absol ute thereliesa boundary
which completely cuts off the one from the other. For if knowledgeisthe
instrument by which to get possession of absolute essence, the suggestion
immediately occurs that the application of an instrument to anything does

3 First edition, rgso: implicitly thought from the Event.
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not leaveit asitisfor itself, but rather entailsin the processand hasin view
amolding and alteration of it. Or, again, if knowledgeis not aninstrument
which we actively employ, but akind of passive medium through which the
light of the truth reaches us, then here, too, we do not receiveit asitisin
itself, but asit isthrough and in this medium. In either case we employ a
meanswhichimmediately brings about the very opposite of itsown end; or,
rather, the absurdity liesin making use of any meansat all. | t ssemsindeed
open to us to find in the knowledge of the way in which the instrusment
operates, aremedy for this parlous state of affairs, for thereby it becomes
possibleto remove from theresult the part which, in our idea of the absolute
received through that instrument, belongs to the instrument, and thus to
get the truth inits purity. But this improvement would, as a matter of fact,
only bring us back to the point where we were before. If we take away again
from a definitely formed thing that which the instrument has donein the
shaping of it, then the thing (in this case the absol ute) stands before us once
more just as it was previous to al this trouble, which, as we now see, was
superfluous. If the absolute were only to be brought on the whole nearer
to us by this agency, without any change being wrought in it, like a bird
caught by alimestick, it would certainly scorn atrick of that sort, if it were
not, and did not intend to be, in and for itself with us from the start. For
atrick iswhat knowledge in such a case would be, since by dl its busy tail

and trouble it givesitself the air of doing something quite different from
bringing about arelation that is merely immediate and so awaste of timeto
establish. Or, again, if the examination of knowledge, which we represent

as amedium, makes usacquainted with thelaw of itsrefraction, it islikewise
uselessto eliminate this refraction from the result. For knowledgeisnot the
divergence of theray, but the ray itself by which the truth comesin contact

with us; and if this be removed, the bare direction or the empty placewould

alone beindicated.

[2] Meanwhile, if the fear of falling into error introduces an element of
distrust into science, which without any scruples of that sort goes to work
and really does know, it isnot easy to understand why, conversdly, adistrust
should not be placed in thisvery distrust, and why we should not take care
lest the fear of error is not just the initial error. As a matter of fact, this
fear presupposes something, indeed a great deal, as truth, and supports its
scruples and conseguences on what should-itself be examined beforehand
to see whether it is truth. It starts with ideas of knowledge as an instrument,
and asamedium; and presupposesadiginctiond ourselves from thisknowledge
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More especiallyit takesfor granted that the absolute stands an oneside, and
that knomedge an the other side, for itself and cut off from the absolute, isstill
something real; in other words, that knowledge, which, by being outside
the absolute, iscertainly also outside truth, is neverthelesstrue — aposition
which, whilecallingitself fear of error, makesitself known rather asfear of
thetruth.

[3] This conclusion comes from the fact that the absolute alone is true or
that thetrueis alone absolute. It may be set aside by making the distinction
that a knowledgewhich doesnotindeed know the absol uteas sciencewants
to know it, is none thelesstrue too; and that knowledgein general, though
it may possibly be incapable of grasping the absolute, can till be capable
of truth of another kind. But we shall see as we proceed that random talk
likethisleadsin thelong run to aconfused distinction between the absolute
truth and atruth of some other sort, and that " absolute,” "knowledge," and
so on, are words which presuppose ameaning that hasfirst to be got at.

[4] With suchlike useless ideas and expressions about knowledge, as an
instrument to take hold of the absolute, or as a medium through which
we have a glimpse of truth, and so on (relations to which al these ideas
of aknowledgewhich is divided from the absolute and an absolute divided
from knowledge in the last resort lead), we need not concern ourselves.
Nor need we trouble about the evasive pretexts which the incapacity of
"science” creates out of the presupposition of such relations, in order at
once to be rid of the toil of science, and to assume the air of serious and
zealous effort about it. Instead of being troubled with giving answersto all
these, they may be straightway rejected as adventitious and arbitrary ideas;
and the use which is here made of words like "absolute,” "knowledge,” as
also "objective" and " subjective,” and innumerabl e others, whose meaning
is assumed to be familiar to everyone, might well be regarded as so much
deception. For to pretend that their significanceis universally familiar and
that everyoneindeed possessestheir concept, rather lookslikean attempt to
dispensewith the only important matter, which is just to give this concept.
With better right, on the contrary, we might spare ourselves the trouble
of taking any notice at al of such ideas and ways of talking which would
have the effect of warding off science altogether; for they make a mere
empty show of knowledge which at once vanishes when science comes on
the scene. But science, in the very fact that it comes on the sceng, isitself a
phenomenon; its"coming on thescene" isnot yet itself carried out in al the
length and breadth of itstruth. In thisregard, itisamatter of indifference
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whether we consider that it (science) is the phenomenon because it makes
its appearance dongdde another kind ¢ knowledge, or cal that other untrue
knowledge its process of appearing. Science, however, must liberate itself
from this phenomenality, this seeming, and it can only do so by turning
against it. For science cannot simply reject aform of knowledge which is
not true, and treat this asacommon view of things, and then assure us that
itself isan entirely different kind of knowledge, and that it holds the other
to be of no account at dl; nor can it appeal to the fact that in this other
there are presagesof a better. By giving that "assurance" it would declareits
forceand valueto liein its bare exigence; but the untrue knowledge appeals
likewiseto thefact thatitis, and "assures” us that toit scienceis nothing.
One barren assurance, however, isof just as much valueasanother. Still less
can science appedl to the presagesof abetter, which areto be found present
in untrue knowledge and are there pointing the way toward science; for,
on the one hand, it would be appealing again in the same way to a merely
existent fact; and, on the other, it would be appealing toitself, to theway in
which it existsin untrue knowledge, i.e., to abad form of its own existence,
to its appearance, rather than to how itisin and for itself. For this reason
we shall here undertake the presentation of knowledge as a phenomenon.

[s] Now because this presentation has for its object only phenomenal
knowledge, the presentation itself seemsnot to be science, free, self-moving
intheshape proper toitself, but may, from this point of view, be taken asthe
pathway of natural consciousnesswhich is pressing forward to true knowl-
edge. Or it can be regarded as the path of the soul, which is traversing the
series of its own forms of embodiment, like stages appointed for it by its
own nature, that it may possess the clearness of spirit when, through the
complete experience of itsown sdif, it arrives at the knowledge of what it is
initsalf.

[6] Natural consciousnesswill proveitself to be only the concept of knowl-
edge and not real knowledge. Since, however, it immediately takesitself to
be the real and genuine knowledge, this pathway has anegative significance
for it; what isarealization of the concept of knowledge meansfor it rather
the ruin and overthrow of itself; for on this road it loses its own truth.
Because of that, the road can be looked on as the path of doubt, or more
properly ahighway of despair. For what happens thereisnot what is usually
understood by doubting, a jostling against fhis or that supposed truth, the
outcome of which is again a disappearance in due course of the doubt and
areturn to the former truth, so that at the end the matter is taken asiit
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was before. On the contrary, that pathway is the consciousinsight into the
untruth of phenomenal knowledge, for which that isthe most real whichis
after al only the unrealized concept. On that account, too, this thorough-
going skepticism is not what doubtless earnest zed for truth and science
fanciesit has equipped itself with in order to be ready to deal with them —
viz. theresolve, in science, not to deliver itself over to the thoughts of others
ontheir mereauthority, but to examineeverything for itself, and only follow
itsown conviction, or, still better, to produceeverythingitself and hold only
itsown act for true. T he series of shapes, which consciousnesstraverseson
this road, is rather the detailed history of the formatior of consciousness
itself up to the level of science. That resolve represents this mental devel-
opment in thesimpleform of an intended purpose, asimmediately finished
and complete, as having taken place; this pathway, on the other hand, is, as
opposed to thisabstract intention, or untruth, theactual carrying out of that
process of development. To follow one's own conviction is certainly more
than to hand oneself over to authority; but by the conversion of opinion
held on authority into opinion held out of personal conviction, the content
of whatisheldisnot necessarily altered, and truth hasnot thereby taken the
placeof error. If westick to asystem of opinion and prejudice resting onthe
authority of others, or upon personal conviction, the one differsfrom the
other merely in the conceit which animates the latter. Skepticism, directed
to thewhole compassof phenomenal consciousness, on the contrary, makes
spirit for the first time qualified to test what truth is; sinceit brings about
adespair regarding what are called natural views, thoughts, and opinions,
which itisamatter of indifference to call persona or belonging to others,
and with which the consciousnessthat proceeds immediately to criticize and
testisdtill filledand hampered, thus being, as a matter of fact, incapable of
what it wantsto undertake.

[7] The completeness of the forms of unreal consciousnesswill be brought
about precisely through the necessity of the advance and the necessity of
their connection with one another. To make this comprehensible we may
remark, by way of preliminary, that the presentation of untrue consciousness
initsuntruthis not a merely negative process. Such aone-sided view of it
iswhat the natural consciousnessgenerally adopts,; and aknowledge, which
makes this one-sidedness its essence, is one of those shapes assumed by
incompl ete consciousness which fdlsinto the course of the inquiry itself
and will come before us there. For this view is skepticism, which aways
seesin the result only pure nothingness, and it abstracts away the fact that
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this nothing is specifically the nothing of that out d which it comesasa resuiz.
Nothing, however,isonly,infact, thetrueresult, when taken asthe nothing
of whatit comesfrom; itisthusitself adeterminate nothing, and hasacontent.
T he skepticism which ends with the abstraction "nothing” or " emptiness’
can advance from this not a step farther, but must wait and see whether
there is possibly anything new offered, and what that is, — in order to cast
it into the same abysmal void. When once, on the other hand, the result is
apprehended, asit truly is, as dezerminate negation, anew form has thereby
immediately arisen; and in the negation the transition is made by which the
progress through the complete succession of shapes comes about of itself.

[8] Thegod, however, isfixed for knowledge just as necessarily as the suc-
cession in the process. The terminusis at that point where knowledge is
no longer compelled to go beyond itself, where it finds its own self, and
the concept corresponds to the object and the object to the concept. The
progress toward this goal consequently is without a halt, and at no earlier
stage is satisfaction to be found. That which is confined to alife of nature
is unable of itself to go beyond itsimmediate existence; but by something
other than itself it is forced beyond that; and to be thus wrenched out of
its setting isits death. Consciousness, however, isfor itself its own conoeat;
thereby it immediately transcends what islimited, and, since thislatter be-
longs to it, consciousnesstranscends its own self. Along with the particular
there is at the same time set up the "beyond,” even if this were only, as
in spatial intuition, besdewhat islimited. Consciousness, therefore, suffers
this violence at its own hands; it destroys its own limited satisfaction. At
the feeling of this violence, anxiety for the truth may well withdraw, and
struggleto preservefor itself that whichisin danger of beinglost. Butit can
find no rest. Should that anxious fearfulnesswish to remain awaysin un-

thinkingindolence, thought will agitate the thoughtlessness, itsrestlessness
will disturb that indolence. Or let it take its stand as aform of sentimen-

tality which assures us it finds everything good in its own kind, and this
assurance likewise will suffer violence at the hands of reason, which finds
something not good just because and in so far asit isakind. Or, again, fear
of thetruth may conceal itself fromitself and others behind the pretext that

itis precisely burning zed for the very truth which makes it so difficult,

nay impossible, to find any other truth except that of which alone vanity is
capable- that of being ever so much cleverer than any ideas, which one gets
from oneself or others, could make possible. Thissort of conceit which un-
derstands how to belittle every truth and turn away from it back into itself,
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and gloatsover thisitsown private understanding which alwaysknowshow
to dissipate every possible thought, and to find, instead of al the content,
merely the barren ego - thisis asatisfaction which must be left toitself; for
it fleesthe universal and seeksonly an isolated existenceon its own account
[Fiirsichseyn],

[o] As the foregoing has been stated, provisionally and in general, con-
cerning the manner and the necessity of the process of the inquiry, it may
also be of further service to make some observations regarding the method
of carrying thisout. This presentation, viewed as a process of relating soence
to phenomend knowledge, and as an inquiry and critical examination into the
redity 6 knowing, does not seem able to be effected without some presup-
position which is laid down as an ultimate miterion. For an examination
consistsin applying an accepted criterion, and, on the final agreement or
disagreement therewith of what istested, deciding whether thelatter isright
or wrong; and the criterion in general, and science as well (if science were
to be the criterion) is thereby accepted as the essace or the in-itself: But,
here, where science first appears on the scene, neither science nor any sort
of criterion has judtified itself as the essence or the in-itself; and without
this no examination seems able to be instituted.

[10] This contradiction and the removal of it will become more definiteif,
to begin with, we cal to mind the abstract determinations of knowledge
and of truth as they are found in consciousness. Consciousness, we find,
digtinguishesfrom itself something, to which at the sametimeit relatesitself;
or, to use the current expression, there is somethingfor consciousness; and
the determinate form of thisprocessdé relating, or of there being something
for a constousness is knowledge But from this being for another we distin-
guish being in-itself.what is related to knowledge is likewise distinguished
from it, and posited as also existing outside this relation; the aspect of this
in-itself is called truth. What really lies in these determinations does not
further concern us here; for since the object of our inquiry is phenomenal
knowledge, its determinationsare al so taken up, in thefirst instance, asthey
present themselvesimmediately to us. And they present themselves to us
very much in the way we have just stated.

[11] If now our inquiry dealswith the truth of knowledge, it appears that
we are inquiring what knowledgeisin itsef: But in this inquiry knowledge
isour object, it is for us; and thein-itself of knowledge, were thisto come to
light, would berather itsbeing for us what we should assert to beits essence
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would rather be not the truth of knowledge but only our knowledge of it.
The essenceor the criterion would liein us, and what was to be compared
with this criterion, and decided upon as aresult of this comparison, would
not necessarily have to recognize that criterion.

[1z] But the nature of the object which we are examining surmounts this
separation, or semblance of separation, and presupposition. Consciousness
furnishes its own criterion in it itself, and the inquiry will thereby be a
comparison of itself with its own salf; for the distinction, just made, falls
insideitself. | n consciousnessthereisoneelementfor another, or, in general,
consciousnessimplicatesthespecificcharacter of the moment of knowledge.
At the same time this " other" isto consciousnessnot merelyfor it, but also
outside this relation, or has a being in itself, i.e., there is the moment of

truth. Thusin what consciousnessinsideitself declaresto be the in-itselfor
true we have the criterion which it itself sets up, and by which we are to
measure its knowledge. Suppose we call knowledge''the concept," and the
essenceor the true "the being that is* or "the ofject,” then the examination
consistsin seeing whether the concept corresponds with the object. But if

we call the essee or thein-itself, of the object ""the concept,”" and, on the
other side, understand by "object" the concept as object, i.e., the way the
concept is for an other, then the examination consistsin our seeing whether

the object corresponds to its own concept. It is clear, of course, that both

of these processesare the same. T he essential fact, however, to be bornein

mind throughout the wholeinquiry isthat both these moments, conogpt and

ohett, "being for another" and "being in itself," themselvesfal within that

knowledge which we are examining. Consequently we do not require to

bring criteria with us, nor to apply our fanciesand thoughtsin theinquiry;

and just by our leaving these asidewe are enabled to consider the matter as
it actually isin itself and for itsdlf:

[13] But not only in this respect, that concept and object, the criterion
and what is to be critically examined, are ready to hand in consciousness
itself, is any contribution of ours superfluous, but we are also spared the
trouble of comparing these two and of making an examination in the strict
sense of the term; so that in this respect, too, since consciousnesscritically
examines itself, al we are left to do is purely to watch, to look on. For
consciousnessis, on the one hand, consciousnessof the object, on the other,
consciousnessof itself; consciousnessof what to it istrue, and consciousness
of its knowledge of that truth. Since both are for the same consdousess it is
itself their comparison; it is for the same consdousnessto decide and know
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whether its knowledge of the object corresponds with this object or not.
The object, it is true, appears only to be in such wisefor consciousness as
consciousnessknowsit. Consciousness does not seem able to get, so to say,
behind it asit is, not for consdousness but in dself, and consequently seems
aso unable to test knowledge by it. But just because consciousness has, in
general, knowledge of an object, thereisalready present thedistinction that
what the object isin itsdf; is one thing t constiousness while knowledge, or
the being of the object for consciousness, is another moment. Upon this
distinction, which is present as afact, the examination turns. Should both,
when thus compared, not correspond, consciousness seems bound to alter
itsknowledge, in order to makeit fit the object. Butin the alteration of the
knowledge, theobject itself also, in point of fact, isaltered; for theknowledge
which existed was essentially a knowledge of the object; with changein the
knowledge, the object also becomes different, since it belonged essentially
to this knowledge. Hence consciousness comes to find that what formerly
to it was the IN-ItSEI IS not in itself, or rather that it was in itself only for
consciousness. Since, then, in the case of its object consciousness finds its
knowledge not corresponding with this object, the object likewisefails to
hold out; or more precisaly, the criterion for examining is altered when the
intended object of thecriterion does not holditsground in the course of the
examination; and the examination isnot only an examination of knowledge,
but also of the criterion used in the process.

[14] Thisdidecticd movement which consciousness executeson itself — on
itsknowledgeaswell asonitsobject - in zbe sense that out of it thenew and true
ot arises, is precisely what is termed experience. I n this connection, there
isamoment in the process just mentioned which should be brought into
more decided prominence, and by which anew light iscast on the scientific
aspect of the following presentation. Consciousness knowssomething; this
something, the object, istheessenceor thein-itself: Thisobject, however, is
aso the in-itselffor constdousness Hence comes the ambiguity of this truth.
Consciousness, aswe see, has now two objects: oneisthefirst in-itself;the
second is the being-for-constiousnessof this in-itself: The last object appears
at first sight to be merely the reflection of consciousnessinto itself, i.e., an
idea not of an object, but solely of its knowledge of that first object. But,
as was already indicated, by that very process the first object is altered; it
ceasesto be the in-itself, and becomes something which isin itself only for
consciousness Consequently, then, this being-for-consciomessd  the In-itself is
the true - which, however, means that this true is the essaog or the ohject
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which consciousness has. This new object contains the nothingness of the
first; the new object is the experience concerning that first object.

[15] In this presentation of the course of experience, there is a moment
in virtue of which it does not seem to be in agreement with what is ordi-
narily understood by experience. T he transition from the first object and
the knowledge of it to the other object, in regard to which we say we have
had experience, was so stated that the knowledge of the first object (the
fir-consciousness of the first in-itself) is itself to become the second ob-
ject. But it usually seems that we learn by experience the untruth of our
first concept by appealing to some other object which we may happen to
find casually and externally; so that, in general, what we haveis merely the
bare and simple gpprehenson of what isin and for itself. On the view above
given, however, the new object is seen to have come about by a reversa ¢
consousnessitself. Thisway of looking at the matter is our doing, what we
contribute; by itsmeans the series of experiencesthrough which conscious-
ness passes is lifted into a scientific route, but this does not exist for the
consciousness we contemplate. We have here, however, the same sort of
circumstance, again, of which we spoke ashort time ago when dealing with
the relation of this presentation to skepticism, viz. that the result which at
any time comes about in the case of an untrue mode of knowledge cannot
possibly collapseinto an empty nothing, but must necessarily be taken as
thenegation é that of which it isaresult — aresult which contains what truth
the preceding mode of knowledge hasinit. What we have hereis presented
to usin this form: since what at first appeared as object is reduced, when
it passes into consciousness, to a knowledge of the object, and since the
in-itselfbecomes a being-for-consdousnessof the in-itself;then as aresult this
latter is the new object, whereupon there appears also anew shape or em-
bodiment of consciousness, the essence of which is something other than
that of the preceding shape. It is this circumstance which carries forward
the whole succession of the shapes of consciousnessin their necessity. Itis
only this necessity, or this origination of the new object (which offersitself
to consciousness without consciousness knowing how it comes by it), that
takes place for us, so to say, behind its back. In this way there entersinto
the movement of consciousnessa moment of the being in itself or being for
us which does not specifically present itself to consciousnesswhichisin
the grip of experience itself. T he content, however, of what we see arising
existsfor consdousness and we lay hold of and comprehend merely itsformal
character, i.e., its bare origination; for consdousness what has thus arisen has
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merely the character of object, while,for us, it appears at the same time as
movement and becoming.

Invirtueof that necessity this pathway tosdencei sitsel f al ready suence, and
is, moreover, as regards its content, science of the experienced constiousness

[16] The experience which consciousness has concerning itself can, by its
own concept, conceive within itself nothing less than the entire system of
consciousness,thewholerealm of thetruth of spirit, and insuchwisethat the
moments of truth present themselvesin the specificand peculiar character
they here possess - i.e., not as abstract pure moments, but as they are for
CONSCiousness, or as consciousnessitself appearsinitsrelation to them, and
in virtue of which the moments of the whole are shapes or configurations d
consdouess | n pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness will
cometo apoint at which it lays asideits semblance of being hampered with
what isforeign to it, with what is only for it and exists as an other; it will
reach a position where appearance becomesidentified with essence, where,
in consequence, its presentation coincideswith just thisvery point, thisvery
stage of the genuine science of spirit. And, finaly, when it grasps this its
own essence, it will indicate the nature of absolute knowledgeitself.

The first paragraph gives the subject matter of philosophy. "It contemplates
what ispresent asthat whichispresent and (contemplates) thereforewhat is
aready predominantinit (inwhat is present) on its own," Bewpel T v f &v
kod & ToUTe UmdpyovTa ko abtd (Aristotle, Metaphysics T 1, 1003a21).
Predominance concerns coming-to-light in unconcealedness. Philosophy
contemplates what is present in its presencing. Contemplation observes
[betrachtet] what is present. It strives [zrachtet] toward it so that it looks at
what is present only as such. Philosophy looks at [seht an] what is present
in regard to its looks [Ansehen]. N o hidden depth is simmering in the vi-
sion [Schau] of this contemplation [Beschauens). 6swopic makesal knowledge
sober. Philosophy, Hegel saysin the language of his thought, is "the rea
knowledgeof what truly is." In the meantime, the beingsthat truly are have
proved to be beingsthat are real, beingswhosereality isspirit. The essence
of spirit, however, is based in self-consciousness.

In his lectures on the history of modern philosophy (Werke, vol. XV,
p. 328%), after discussing Bacon and Jakob Bohme, Hegel says.

Itisonly now that wedoinfact arrive at the philosophy of themodern world, and we

beginitwith Descartes. With himweactually enter upon an autonomous philosophy,
one that knows that its autonomy comesfrom reason and that self-consciousnessis
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the essential moment of truth. Here, we can say, weareat home, and likethe mariner
after along voyage on stormy seas, we can shout, "Land ho!"...The principle in
this new period is thinking, thinking which proceeds from itself.

Thinking seeksin the unshakeable certainty of what it has thought the
fundamentum absolurum for itself. Theland in which philosophy has subse-
guently madeitself at home is the unconditional self-certainty of knowing.
Theland has been conquered and fully surveyed only gradually. Full pos-
session is attained only when the fundamentum absolutum is thought as the
absoluteitself. For Hegel, the absoluteisspirit: that whichispresent toitself
[ba sich] in the certainty of unconditional self-knowing. Real knowledge of
beings as beings now becomes the absol ute knowledge of the absoluteinits
absoluteness.

However, this philosophy of the modern age, dweller in the land of self-
consciousness, demands of itself (in keeping with the climate of this land)
that it have a prior certainty of its principle. It intends to cometo a prior
understanding about the mode of knowing in which it knows absolutely.
Unexpectedly, knowledge thus appears as ameans about whose proper em-
ployment knowledge must be apprehensive. | tisessential, on the one hand,
to recognize and to select among the diverse modes of representation that
mode which alone is suitable for absolute knowledge. This was Descartes
task. On the other hand, once the suitable knowledge of the absolute has
been selected, it must be gauged with respect to its nature and its limits.
This was Kant’s task. Yet as soon as knowledge - as a means to take pos-
session of the absolute - is taken to task, the conviction immediately arises
that, in relation to the absolute, every means (which, asameans, isrelative)
is unsuited to the absolute and necessarily fails before it. If knowledgeis
a means, then every intention to know the absolute is an absurd project,
whether the means assumesin this case the character of an instrument or
a medium. In the one case we actively busy ourselves with knowledge as
an instrument, in the other we passively suffer knowledge as the medium
through which thelight of truth is supposed to reach us.

We could still try to remedy this unfortunate state of affairs (in which
the meansis precisely not mediating) through an examination of the means,
distinguishing what i t alters about theabsolute and what it leavesunaltered,
when it grasps the absolute or lets it pass. However, when we subtract
the alteration that was caused by the meahs, and therefore do not apply
the means, it also does not mediate to us the remainder of the unaltered
absolute. Fundamentally, the examination of the meansdoes not know what
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itisdoing. It must judge [#esserz] knowledge, as regardsits appropriateness
[Angemessenheit]to the absolute, by means of the absolute. It must have
known the absoluteadl along, and in fact knownit as the absol ute, or elsedll
critical demarcationsaf limitsturn out to be empty. Moreover, something
esecomestolight: thefact that discussingtheinstrument matters more to
the examinationthan knowingthe absol ute. However, evenif theinstrument
mattered to knowledge as the only meansto bring the absolute any closer
to us, the project would still be bound to fail risibly in the face of the
absolute. What isthe point of dl thiscritical activity regarding knowledgeif
right from the start knowledgeis going to wriggle freefrom the immediate
relationship of the absolute to the knower, on the grounds that it must
first clear up the business of criticism? Contrary to its better immediate
knowledge, the critical examination of the instrument does not turn its
attention to the absolute. T he absolute, moreover, does not scorn critical
toiling; for to do thisit would have to share with criticism the assumption
that knowledge is a means and that it itself, the absolute, is far enough
removed from knowledge to obligeit to exert itself before capturing the
absolute. But in this case the absolutewould not be the absol ute.
Itisonlyin passing, however,and by relegatingit to asubordinate clause,
that Hegel makesthisremark: the absoluteisfrom the start in and for itself
with us and intends to be with us. Thisbeing-with-us(rapousia) isin itself
dready the mode in which the light of truth, the absolute itself, beams
[anstrablt] upon us. To know the absoluteis to stand in the ray [Strabl] of
light, to give it back, to radiate [strzhblt] it back, and thus to beitself inits
essencethe ray, no mere medium through which the ray must first find its
way. T hefirst step which knowledge of the absolute must takeis smply to
accept and to take [hin- und aufzunehmen] the absolutein its absoluteness,
i.e., initsbeing-with-us.This presencing-with-us,parousia, ischaracteristic
of the absolute in and for itself. When philosophy as knowledge of the
absolute takes seriouslywhat it is as such knowledge, then it is by that fact
alone the real knowledge that represents what real beings themselves are
in their truth. In the beginning and in the course of the first paragraph it
appearsasthough Hegel weretrying to meet the critical demandsby natural
representation for atest of knowledge. In truth, what matters to himisto
indicatethe absolutein its parousiaamong us. All that happensasaresultis
that we are directed specificalyinto that relationship with the absolutein
which we already are. In thisway Hegel seems to surrender al the critical
achievements of modern philosophy. Sois he not dismissing, in general, al
of critical examinationin favor of backdiding into arbitrary assertionsand
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assumptions?Not at all. Hegel is the first to prepare a critical examination.
Thefirststepinits preparation consistsin our abandoning the usual idea of
knowledge. However, if knowledge is not a means, then examination aso
can no longer consist in appraising knowledge first of al on the basis of
its suitability to mediate. Perhaps it is aready a sufficient examination for
us to observe what knowledge is when it cannot be ameans a priori. Not
only what is to be examined, but the examinationitself, shows a different
nature.

The soord paragraph touches on the core of the criticism to which science
has subjected al previous philosophical critiques of knowledge. In dl his
following paragraphs, Hegel no longer uses the word "philosophy.” He
speaks of science. For in the meantime, modern philosophy has attained
to the perfection of its nature; the terra firma on which it set foot for the
first time has now been fully takeninto its possession. The land is the self-
certainty of representation in respect to itself and what it represents. To
takethisland fullyinto possessionmeans: to know the self-certainty of self-
consciousnessin its unconditional essence and to bein this knowledge as
in knowledge par excellence.® Philosophy is now unconditional knowledge
within the knowledge of self-certainty. In knowledge as such, philosophy
has made itself fully at home. The whole essence of philosophy is consti-
tuted by the unconditional self-knowing of knowledge. Philosophy is the
science. This term does not imply that philosophy adopted a model from
the other sciencesthat wereavailableand fully realizeditin anideal. When,

within an absolute metaphysics, the term "science” takes the place of the
term "philosophy,” it takes its meaning from the essence of the subject's
self-certainty which knows itself unconditionally. This subject is now that
which truly (which now means "certainly™) lies before us, the subiectum,
the Umroxeipevov, which philosophy since antiquity has had to recognize as
that which presences. Philosophy has become science because it has re-

mained philosophy. Its responsibility is to contemplate beings as beings.

Since Leibniz, however, beings have appeared for thinking in such a man-

ner that every ens gua ensis ares cogitansand in this sense is asubject. That

thisis so is not because of some thinker's opinion but is due to the being
of beings. The subject, needless to say, is not subjectivein the sense of an

egotism intent on itself. The subject has its essence in a representational

relation to the object. However, as this relation, it is aready arelation of

* First edition, 1g50: i.e., to know.
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representation toitself. Representation [Forstellen] presents [ prasentiert]the
object by representing [reprisentiert] it to a subject; in this representation
[ Reprasentation] the subject itself presents itsalf [prisentiert] as such. Pre-
sentation [Prasentation]is the fundamental trait of knowledgein the sense
of the self-consciousness of the subject. Presentation [Prasentation]is an
essential mode of presence [Prasenz] (mapovoi). As such a mode, i.e., as
presencing [dasAnwesen],it is the being of beings that have the nature of a
subject. Assdlf-knowing that setsits own conditions (i.e., isunconditional),
self-certainty is the beingness (oUoia) of the subject. The subjectity of the
subject is constituted by the subject being a subject, i.e., by the subject
beingin a subject—aobject relation. Subjectity consistsin unconditional self-
knowing. The essenceof the subjectiscomposed [beschaffer] in the mode of
self-knowing, so that the subject,in order to beasasubject, hasto do [sichzz
schaffen macht] with this single composition [Beschaffenbeit], with knowing.
As absolute self-certainty, the subjectity of the subject is*science.” Beings
(té BY) arein the way that beings are [/s das Seiende] (/) BY) to the extent
that they are in the mode of the unconditional self-knowing of knowledge.
For this reason, the presentation that represents these beings as beings,
philosophy, is itself science.

As the subjectity of the subject, unconditional self-knowing is the abso-
[uteness of the absolute. Philosophy is absolute knowledge. Philosophy is
science becauseit wills the will of the absolute, i.e., the absolutein its ab-
soluteness. Thuswilling, it intends to contemplate beings as beings. Thus
willing, philosophy willsits essence. Philosophy is science, the science. In
the last sentence, "is' does not mean that philosophy bears along with it-
salf, as a predicate, some definitequality of beingscientific; rather it means:
philosophy is as absol ute knowledge and is only esit is that it may belong
with the absoluteness of the absol ute, achieving absol utenessinits own way.
Philosophy as absol ute knowledgeis science, but thisis by no meansacon-
sequence of striving to makeits procedure exact and its results conclusive
- thereby making itself equal to that which, in essence and rank, is beneath
it: scientific research.

Philosophy is science because, knowingabsol utely, it remainsat itswork.
Toit"scruplesof that sort™ —scrupleswhich critical reductions have brought
to bear on knowledgein the past - areforeign. Hegel carefully [ mitBedacht]
says "'scruples [Bedenklichkeiten]of that sort.” He is not maintaining that
philosophy may go to work unscrupul ously [bedenkenlosland throw critical
examination to the winds. Absolute knowledge is, on the contrary, more
thoughtful [bedenkender]about knowingthe absol utethan the apprehensive
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[bedenkliche]kind of criticism has hitherto ever been able to be. The cur-
rent critical fear about knowing the absolute indeed dreads error. How-
ever, only within aparticul ar relation could it even commit error, arelation
that had unhesitatingly [bedenkenlos]been presupposed to be true, a rela-
tion within which knowledge, taken as a means, becomes error itself. This
fear of error, which looked like critical examination,isitself error. In what
way?

As soon as knowledge is taken as a means (instrument or means) — how
long hasit been takenin thisway, and why?- itisconsidered to besomething
that comes forth on its own [fzir sich] between the absolute and those who
know it. Knowledge exists cut off from the absolute, but also from uswho
handle knowledge. Totally cut off from each other in thisway, the absolute
stands on the one side and those who know it stand on the other side. Yet
what is an absolute that stands on one side?What kind of absolute stands
on any side at all?Whatever itisit is not the absol ute.

At the same time, reductive criticism takes knowledge to be something
real, or even what is primarily and normativelyreal. Thereforeit appealsto
something true, which means something that is certain even for criticism,
something whose certainty, however, is supposed still to exist though cut
off from the unconditional self-certainty of everythingthat is certain. This
ens creatusn 1N the sense of the gp cogito is supposed to be certain without
the absolute, as the ens certusm; however, its certainty is retrospectively se-
cured through the backdoor, by means of a proof of God's existence; this
was dready the case in Descartes. Critical concern, it is true, intends to
arrive at something absolute, but it would like to manage it without the
absolute. It even seems that this concern may be thinking in a way suited
to the absolute when it provisionally banishes the absolute to the realm of
the inaccessible, thereby seemingly puttingit as high as possible. Criticism,
however, though supposedly apprehensive about the high esteem of the
absolute, underestimates the absolute. It drags the absolute down into the
narrowness of its doubts and its means. Criticism tries to drive the abso-
lute out of its parousia, as though the absoluteness of the absolute could
be introduced at some subsequent moment. T he apparently critical fear of
making an overhasty error is the uncritical evasion of the truth which has
aready begun its stay. When, on the other hand, science carries out and
specificallyacceptsits own essence, then it hasaready examineditself. Part
of thisexamination isto know that science'as absolute knowledge standsin
the parousia of the absolute. But al this is based on the content of the next

paragraph.
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Thethirdparagraphstates. the absolute, uniquely,istrue. T hetrue, uniquely,
isabsolute. T he propositions are posited without grounds. They cannot be
grounded because no grounding reachesinto their ground. N o grounding
ever reaches their ground because grounding, as the will to ground, con-
stantly moves away from their ground. The propositions are ungrounded
but not arbitrary in the sense of agratuitousassertion. The propositions are
ungroundable. They have posited that which groundsin thefirst place. In
them, there speaks the will of the absolute, which in and for itself willsto
be aready with us.

Since modern philosophy set foot on its terra firma, truth has prevailed
as certainty. The true is that which is known in the unconditional self-
knowledge of the sdlf. Previoudly, truth was taken as the correspondence
of representation with beings. It is one property of representation. As cer-
tainty [Gewissheit], however, truth now becomes representation [Vorszellen]
itself since it hands [zustellt] itself over to itself and makes itself certain of
itself as representation. Knownness [Gewussheit], which has madeitself cer-
tain of its knowledge (and, in fact, has done so beforeitself and with itself),
has thereby also withdrawn itself from any particularized representation of
objects. It nolonger fastensto objectsin order to havewhat istrue by means
of thisfastening to them. Knowledge becomesuncoupled fromtherelation
to objects. T he representation that knowsitself as ahanding over detaches
itself (absolvere) from the search to find its sufficient certainty within aone-
sided representation of objects. T he detachment permitsthis representation
to continue to existin such away that it no longer clings exclusively to its
object. This self-uncoupling of self-certainty from an objectiverelation is
its absolvence. It is characteristic of absolvenceto affect any relation that
appliesonly in a direct way to the object. Absolvenceis only absolvence
to the extent that it is completed in every respect, i.e., entirely absolved.
In the absolving of its absolvence, the self-certainty of representation at-
tains to certainty, which, for it, means that it attains to the free space of
its essence. It acquitsitself of its one-sided connection to objects and of its
mere representation of them. Unconditional self-certainty is, therefore, its
own self-absolution. The unity of absolvence (uncoupling from relation),
absolving (completeness of uncoupling), and absolution (acquittal on the
basis of that completeness) characterize the absoluteness of the absolute.
All these moments of absoluteness have the character of representation. In
them there essencesthe parousia of the absolute. The true in the sense of
unconditional self-certainty is, uniquely, the absolute. T he absoluteness of
self-representation, as we have characterized it here, is, uniquely, the true.
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And yet, despite any explanation, however extended, these propositions
remain empty. Explanations even promote misunderstanding; for what
those sentences giveis the phenomenology of spirit — which isinits presen-
tation. That iswhy Hegel iscontent to offer the propositions rout conrt and
risk every appearance of willfulness. However, the reason he states them is
to make us ready for what science as absolute knowledge wills. In its own
manner, sciencewillsonly what the absolute wills. The will of the absolute
is, in and for itself, to be aready with us. Now that means: since the abso-
luteiswilling in this way, only the absolutely true iswith us, when we are
the ones who know the absolute. Therefore, anyone who is still claiming
that besides absolute knowledge (which philosophy arrogates to itself in
its uncritical way) other truths also exist does not know what he is talking
about. As soon as he adduces something true, he has aready represented
the absolute. Aslong as the seemingly cautious and prudent distinction is
maintai ned between an absolute truth and someother truth, weareloitering
inaconfused distinction. Infact, we have already turned this confusioninto
the principle of criticism and the decisivenorm for science. And yet itisthe
responsibility of science alone to get at what these words mean: absolute,
knowledge, true, objective, subjective. Thisrequires, however, that with its
first step science already reaches into the parousia of the absolute, i.c., is
with the absoluteness of the absolute. Otherwiseit would not be science. If
thisisthe case, it isan offenseagainst its nature for scienceto engage at all
with considerations that are outside the realm of truth and beneath its own
level. However, even if science keepsitself clear of critical considerations
unsuited toit, it will still remain under the suspicion that thoughit indeed
asserts itself absolutely as absolute knowledge, it does not prove itself to
be such. It therefore offends most bitterly against the claim of certainty,
the pure fulfillment of which it claims to be. Science must, therefore, be
brought before the forum which aloneis competent to decide howitisto be
examined. Thisforum can only be the parousia of the absolute. Therefore,
itisof renewed importance to clarify the absoluteness of the absolute.

The fourth paragraphindicates what is required of us, as those who know, by
the will prevailing in the parousia of the absolute, the will to be, in and of
itself, with us. Current criticism of philosophical knowledge unguestion-
ingly takes such knowledge to be a means. It thereby gives proof that it
neither knows absolute knowledge nor is-capable of achievingit. Thein-
capacity to perceive and to accept the parousia of the absolute before al
elseistheincapacity for science. The overzealousefforts related to doubts
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and examinations evade the toils which science exerts to be engaged with
this acceptance. T he absolute does not grant us the step into the parousia
of the absolute in our sleep. That this step isstrangely difficultis not at al
becausewefirst have to arrive at the parousiafrom somewhere outside it, as
people think; rather, it is a matter, from within the parousia and therefore
from out of the parousia, of bringing forth our relationship to it beforeit.
Thatiswhy thetoil of scienceisnot limited to thelabor which the knower,
doggedly persisting, expendson that step. The toil of science stems rather
from itsrelation to the parousia.

T he absoluteness of the absolute, the absolution that absolvesitself ab-
solvently, isthelabor of self-comprehension by unconditional self-certainty.
It is the painful strain to endure being torn to pieces; this is how the in-
finite relationisinwhich the essenceof the absolute isfulfilled. Once, early
in his career, Hegel made this note: “A mended sock is better than atorn
one, but not so for self-consciousness.”* When Hegel speaks of the labor
of the concept, he does not mean the sweat of cerebral exertions by schol-
ars, but the self-wresting by the absolute itself into the absoluteness of its
self-comprehending on the basis of unconditional self-certainty. The ef-
fortlessnessthat characterizes the parousia (asthe relation of being present
among us) can nonethel ess be reconciled with efforts of thiskind by the ab-
solute. The absolute, simply asthe absolute, isinvolved in thisrelationship.
Thetoil within the absolute to bring about the presence of the absolute and
to makeit appear in this presence correspondsto thetoil of science. On the
basis of the straining of the one, the exertions of the other are determined.
In comparison, the zealous bustle of critical examination neglects the most
difficultaspect of science'stoil: to bear in mind that the knowledge that isto
be critically examined is absolute knowledge, i.c., philosophy. The normal
activities of the usua criticismsin regard to philosophical knowledge are
equivaent to the procedure of someone who intends to represent an oak
but takesno noticethatitisatree.

I't might be tempting, therefore, to consider this critical conduct - which
pretends to examine something without even having first presented it to
itself for examination - to be adeception. It givestheimpression of already
having the essential concepts while actually everything depends on giving
the concepts of the absolute, knowledge, the true, the objective and subjec-
tive, in thefirst place. The concern of criticismisnot at al focused on the
subject which it is continually talking about. This kind of examining isan
"empty show of knowledge." What would it be like if science spared itself
the trouble of a confrontation with such criticism, seeing that it needs al
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its effortsin order to maintain itself in its essence? What would it be like
if science were content simply to come on the scene without any critical
preliminaries? Yet it is here, in the middle of the paragraph, that Hegel
inserts his decisive"But":

"But science, in the very fact that it comes on the scene, isitself a phe-
nomenon." Science emerges, as other knowledgesaso do. Of courseit can
assure usthat it isthe absolute knowledge before which al other ideas must
vanish. However, by putting on such airs, it makesitself every bit ascommon
as the empty shows of knowledge. Those empty shows can aver that they
too are present. One assuranceisas barren asthe other. M ere assurancewill
never get the living sap of real knowing to flow. However, science might
possibly be contrasted in other ways with mere shows of knowledge. It
might alludeto thefact that it itself isthat knowledge which untrue knowl-
edge, without knowing it, is seeking in itself. Science could come on the
scene as that truth which is presaged in the untrue. Yet in so doing science
would again lapse into mere assurances. Besides, it would then be appeal -
ing to amode of arrival that would ill become it as absolute knowledge.
The merely presaged truth isfar removed from being the truth in and for
itself.

What happens when science comes on the scene? It must make its ap-
pearancewhen it comeson. However, thequestionwill be raised about what
that appearingisinwhich science alone can appear. To appear meansin the
first place: to emerge alongside others in the mode of self-assertion. Fur-
thermore, to appear means: to happen, to come about and in this coming
about to point to something else that does not yet come forth. To appear
means. to be thelight in which something comesto light, something which
itself neither appeared in the past nor will ever appear in the future. These
modes of appearance remain unsuited to how science comesonto the scene;
for within those modesit can never extend itself asitself and therefore can-
not fully set itself up. On the other hand, neither can science arrive adl at
once as absolute knowledge. It must bring itself forth into its truth, but it
must aso bring its truth forth along with itself. In every phase in which
sciencecomesforth, hi swhat issuesforth asthe absolute; and itissuesforth
absolutely. Thesort of appearing that issuited to science can therefore only
consist in its presenting itself [darsteliz] in the way it brings itself about and
thussetsitself up [#ufstellr] asknowledgethat isaphenomenon. Sciencemay
come on the scene only by accomplishing the presentation of knowledge as
phenomenon. | n this way there must arise - ashereonly it can arise—what
that appearance isin which science truly comes on the scene asitself.
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I n its appearance science represents itself in the fullness of its essence.
The empty shows of knowledge do not disappear by being rejected or just
ignored. The knowledge that only appears, that is only a phenomenon, is
not supposed to disappear at al, but rather to enter into its appearance. | n
thisway it appears as untrue knowledge, i.e., the not yet true knowledge
withinthetruth of absoluteknowledge. | n the appearanceby which science
brings itself forth, the presentation of knowledge as phenomenon must
turn against the semblance [Anschen] of knowledge; but it must do soin a
conciliatory manner, which even in mere seeming [Schein] makes the pure
shining [Scheinen] of the ray of light to gleam. If, however, we dismissmere
seeming simply as falsehood, then we have not yet perceived it eveninits
seeming. At any rate, the unfolding entrance of science is never based on
its merely overcoming seeming. If that were the case, the true would be
acknowledging the suzerainty of the untrue. The phenomenon of science
hasits necessity in that shining which even semblancerequiresin order to
be mere seeming.

Hegel’s sentence" But science,in thevery fact that it comeson the scene,
isitself a phenomenon” is ambiguously expressed, deliberately and with a
lofty intention. Science is not only a phenomenon in the sense that the
empty shows of untrue knowledge are aso a phenomenon - by showing
themselves at al. Science, rather, isin itsdlf already a phenomenon in the
single sensethat it, as absolute knowledge, is the ray of light as which the
absolute, the light of truth itself, shines upon us. To appear by means of
this shining ray signifies. presencing in the full gleam of self-presenting
representation. Appearanceis genuine presencingitself: the parousiacf the
absol ute. | n keepingwithits absol uteness, the absol uteiswith usonitsown.
Initswill to be with us, the absoluteis presencing, becoming-present. By
thus bringing itself within itself to itself, it is for itself. It isfor the sake of
the parousia aone that the presentation of knowledge as phenomenon is
necessary. T he presentation is compelled to remain turned toward the will
of the absolute. The presentation isitself awilling, i.e., not awishingand a
striving, but activity itself asit collectsitsdlf into its essence. The moment
that we recognize this necessity, we must reflect on what this presentation
isin order to know in what way it is, that we may be capable of beingin the
way that it is, i.e., Of carrying it out.

The fifth paragraph launches this reflection. In presenting phenomenal
knowledge, science must itself - through this presentation and through-
out the course of it — come fully to appearance. That is, it does not come

106

IIEGEL'S CONCEPT OF EXPERIENCE

crashing somewhere onto the scene. It makesits entry by provingitself at
every step to be what it is. On what stage does this proving take place?
Where ese but before the eyes of natural representation? At every step
this representation follows the appearance of knowledge across the diver-

sity of its phenomena and so isin pursuit from waystation to waystation as
merely phenomenal knowledge puts aside its seeming and finally presents
itself as true knowledge. The presentation of merely phenomenal knowl-

edge escorts natural representation through the outer court of knowledge
up to the door leading to absolute knowledge. T he presentation of merely
phenomenal knowledge is the path of natural consciousnessto science.

Sincethe appearancesbel ongingto untruth haveincreasinglydropped awvay

e route, the path isthe path of the soul toward possessingclearnessof spirit.

Thepresentation of merely phenomenal knowledgeis an itinerarium mentis

in Deusn.t

What can be more welcome to natural consciousness and more useful
for philosophy than the description of the journey on this path?Becausethe
path to bedescribedrunsaongthe phenomena, it isapath of experience. All
kindsof knowledge ought to prefer an empiricismthat followsdatato mere
construction and deduction. The presentation of phenomenal knowledge,
phenomenol ogy, keeps to the phenomena. It goes the way of experience.
Step by step, it escorts natural representation into the realm of the science
of philosophy.

These are indeed the circumstancesaf the presentation of phenomenal
knowledgeif we observe the presentation with the eyes of natural represen-
tation, which dwaysremainsoccupied withwhat,initsopinion, it hasbefore
itself at a given time. But can arelative opinion ever catch sight of absolute
knowledge. No. What represents itself to natural consciousness under the
name of merely phenomenal knowledgeand claimingto be thefirst knowl-
edge that leads to the true is a mere semblance. However, in the opinion
of philosophy even today, the phenomenology of spirit is an itinerarium, a
description of a journey, which is escorted by everyday consciousness to-
ward the scientific knowledge of philosophy. Ye what the phenomenol ogy
of spirit, conceived of in thisway, appearsto beisnot what itisinitsessence.
This appearance, however, is not deceptive by chance. It is a consequence
of the essence of the phenomenology of spirit; it forcesitself before that
essenceand concealsit. Theappearance, takeninitself,leadsusastray. Nat-
ural representation, which has hereinsindated itsdlf into philosophy, takes
phenomenal knowledge only as phenomenal ; behind it anon-phenomenal,
anon-appearing, knowledgekeepsitself hidden. However, thispresentation
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isnot at al the presentation of merely phenomenal knowledge as distinct
from a true knowledge to which this presentation is supposed to be the
first to lead us. On the contrary, the presentation is only the presentation
of phenomenal knowledge in its appearing. This"only" does not say that
the presentation is not yet science, but it does say that it is not yet science
in every respect. The appearing of phenomenal knowledge is the truth of
knowledge. The presentation of phenomenal knowledge in its appearing
isitself science. The moment the presentation beginsit is already science.
Hegel writes: "Now because this presentation hasfor its object only phe-
nomenal knowledge, the presentation itself seems not to be science.. .but
may...be taken...” Hegel neither speaks of a knowledge that is merely
phenomenal, nor saysthat the presentationisonly in the process of evolv-
inginto science, nor claims that the presentation may only be understood
asanitinerariumif itisto be grasped in its essence.

The presentation, however, is by no means the guide of natural repre-
sentation through the museum of the shapes of consciousness, so that at
the end of thetour itisto be admitted through a specia door into absolute
knowledge. Onthe contrary, withitsfirst stepif not before, the presentation
dismisses natural consciousness as constitutionally incapable of following
the presentation. T he presentation of phenomenal knowledgeisnot aroute
which natural consciousnesscan take. Nor, however,isit apath that at each
step gains distance from natural consciousnessin order to meet up with
absolute knowledge somewhere in its subsequent course. Nonethel ess, the
presentation is a path. Nonetheless, it moves back and forth constantly in
the interstice that obtains between natural consciousnessand science.

The sixth paragraph begins to mark out the path of the presentation and
to clarify the interstice within which the presentation necessarily movesin
making phenomenal knowledge appear as aphenomenon. Accordingly,the
paragraph begins with a distinction that will resurface from paragraph to
paragraph in diverse aspects, though dl the whileit will remain hidden to
what extent those aspects belong together and what constitutesthe ground
of their unity. We must first of al focus our attention on the distinction
between natural consciousnessand real knowledge.

Hegel uses the words "consciousness [Bewusstsein]” and *'knowledge
[Wissen]” for the same thing. T he one explains the other. Consciousness,
being-conscious [ Bewusst-sein] means. to bein astate of knowledge. Knowl-
edge itself delivers, presents, and determinesin this way the mode of the
"being" in"being-conscious." In such astate there are, aboveall, that which
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isknown (i.e., that which the knower representsdirectly) and the represen-
ter, aong with representing as how he behaves. To know, however, means
vidi, | have seen, | have taken aview [Andcht] of something, alook [Einsicht]
into something. The perfect tense "I have seen” is the present tense "I
know," in the presence of which that which has been seen ispresent.5 See-
ingisthought of here as having something before oneself in representation.
Representation presents, no matter whether what is present is perceived
by the senses or is something thought, or willed, or felt, apart from the
senses. To represent is to catch sight of in advance, to hold in sight what
has been seen; it is ideg, but in the sense of the perceptio. Perceptio occu-
piesitself [nimmt sich vor] with each thing that is present as such athing,
dealswith [nimmt durch] it, scrutinizes and securesit. Representing prevails
in al the modes of consciousness. It is neither a mere sensory apprehen-
sion nor yet athought in the sense of aconceptual judgment. Representing
gathers together (co-agitat) in advance into a have-seen. In the gathering,
what has been caught sight of presences. Constientiais the gathering into
that presence whichis present through representation. Asthe mode of hav-
ing caught sight of something, representing brings the sight, the image,
into presence. Representing is the in-bringing [Einbringen] of the image
[Bild],anin-bringing that prevailsin knowledgeashaving-seen:imagination
[Einbildung]. Consciousness, to be conscious, means. to come to presence
in bringing-to-pass [Zubringen] out of representedness. Such is the mode
inwhich what has already been represented and the representer along with
his representing exist and exist together as closely related.

Consciousness, being-conscious, refersto akind of being. However, this
“being-” must not remain amere empty sound for us. It says. presencing in
themodeof the gathering of what hasbeen caught sight of. Andyet, in accor-
dance with ausagethat haslong been customary, the "being-" we have just
used meansat thesametimethe beingsthemselvesthat arein thismode. The
other name for beings that are in the mode of knowledgeis" subject™: that
which everywhereisalready lying beforeus, presencing, and hence accom-
panies al consciousness: the representer himself in his representing which
delivers [zustelly] what it has represented [sein FVor-gestelltes] to itself and
S0 putsit back [zuriickstellt]. Representation [Vorstellen] — putting before -
presents [prisentiert] in the mode of representation [Reprasentation]. The
being that belongstowhat precedesdl that has been represented, the being
of thesubject taken asthe subject—objectrelation reflected initself, iscalled
subjectity. It is presence in the mode of representation. To come to pres-
ence in the condition of being represented means: to present itself within
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knowledge as knowledge: to appear in the immediate sense of coming out
into an unconceal edness. to come to presence, to be present, there. Con-
sciousnessas such isthat which appearsinitself. To beimmediately present
through consciousnessor knowledgeisto appear, and to appear insuch away
that the placewheresomething appearsisformed asthestageonwhichitap-
pearswithin, and by meansof, appearance. |t may now be more evident what
therubric"the presentation of phenomenal knowledge" means. | t does not
mean the presentation of that which only emerges at firstin mere semblance.
It hasone meaning alone: to represent, in its appearing, the knowledge that
in itsimmediacy is nothing other than that which appears. In addition to
representing phenomenal knowledge, the presentation representsthe con-
sciousnessthatisasitis, i.e., it representsit asthe effective, real knowledge.

Thereality of thisreal knowledge, thesubjectity of thesubject, isappear-
anceitself. The being of this being (i.e., appearance), however, like al the
being of al beingsin dl metaphysics, entersinto representation only when
beings present themselves as beings (3v 4 dv). But now the 8v isthe ensqua
ens perceptum. 1t presences in presentation through the cogitationes, which
are as the conscientia. It is now the subject as subject that isto be presented,
and the phenomenal as the phenomenal. T he presentation of phenomenal
knowledgeis the ontology of real consciousnessas real.

Presentation is a path, but it does not traverse the distance from pre-
philosophical representation to philosophy. Philosophy itself isthis path, as
the course of representation that presents. The movement of this represen-
tation must be determined on the basis of that which presentation follows:
onthe basisof phenomenal consciousnessassuch, i.e., of thereal knowledge
whichis the truth of natural knowledge.

Hence Hegel must begin his characterization of the essenceof presenta-
tion with asentencethat throwsinto relief real knowledgeassuch. " Natural
consciousnesswill proveitself to be only the concept of knowledge and not
real knowledge."

Natural knowledgeis contrasted with real. Therefore, the natural is not
the real and the real not natural. One might think that both are the same.
The natural iswhat comes from nature, belongs to it, and corresponds to
it. Natureisthe being that isitself without effort. Yet thiseffortlessbeingis
supposed not to bewhat isreal, by which is understood the effectively red,
whichisnothing but beingsthemselves, nature?Hegel employsthedistinc-
tion between natural and real inrelation to that knowledge or consciousness
which, in itself, iswhat appears. The subject presencesin the mode of ap-
pearance; with it, smultaneously and in its reference to the subject, the
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object presences. T he phenomenal subject (i.e., the subject that appears) is
the knowledge that presences, is natural consciousness. However, accord-
ing to Hegel’s sentence, natural consciousnessprovesitself to be something
that is not real knowledge. Natural consciousness even provesitself to be
"only the concept of knowledge." One might think that Hegel thinks that
nature isamere concept and so not at all real. One might think that, con-
fronted with this evaporation of natureinto amere abstraction, it would be
essential to invest nature with its rights as the real. Hegel, however, does
not deny that nature is something real, yet he demonstrates that it cannot
be reality, the being of beings. In no way does he claim that natureisonly a
concept. He does say: natural consciousnesswill proveitself to be™only the
concept of knowledge and not real knowledge." What " only the concept of
knowledge" means herewill be determined only on the basisof what Hegel
is thinking with the expression"'real knowledge."

Thereal isthat which truly is. Since Descartes, the true, the ens verusm:,
is the ens certus: that which knows itself in certainty, which presencesin
knowledge. However, the enscerrumz is truly known only when it is known
qua ens. This occurs when the esse of the ensis specificaly represented, and
abeinginits being, thereal in its reality, is known. Real knowledgeisthe
knowledgethat represents, dwaysand everywhere, beingsin their beingness
(redlity), phenomenain their appearing. Theknowledgeof thereality of the
real istherefore known asreal knowledge. When natural knowledge proves
itself not to be real knowledge, this means: it turns out to be [ste//z Sch
heraus] that knowledgewhich everywherefailsto represent [vorsrellt] beings
as such but rather in its representation only fastens on beings. As it seeks
beingsin their truth, it dways attempts to explain beings on the basis of
beings. The beings in which consciousness is engrossed [sufgebr] are all
that it is cognizant of [aufgeht] and therefore all that it takesto be natural.
Such representation itself becomes engrossed in the beingsit is cognizant
of and thus remains surrounded by them; that is why this knowledge is
natural knowledge. Yet this representation itself can become absorbed in
beings themselves and take everything everywhere to be beings only if it
already has, unknowingly, a representation in general of the beingness of
beings. Intrinsically and necessarily, the natural representation of beingsis
this general representation of the beingness of beings - a representation,
however, that has no specific knowledge of the beingness of beings, the
reality of the rea. In its representation of beings, natural consciousness
does not attend to being; nonetheless, it must do so. It cannot help but
participate in the representation of the being of beingsin general because
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without thelight of beingit cannot even belost amidst beings. I n thisrespect,
natural consciousnessis only the representation of beingness generally and
indeterminately: "only the concept of knowledge,” not the knowledge that
iscertain of the reality of the real.

I'n this passage, Hegel usestheword "concept” initstraditional meaning
in accordance with the precepts of logic that define the forms and rules of
natural thinking. A concept is the representation of something in general;
"only the concept™ means that this representation does not even specifi-
caly grasp what it represents. It is characteristic of natural consciousness,
however, not only to be constantly engrossed in the beingsit represents but
also to take these beings as uniquely true and therefore to take its knowl-
edge asthe real knowledge. Thisiswhy Hegel continuesasfollows: " Since,
however, it (natural consciousness) immediately takesitself to be the real
and genuine knowledge, this pathway (that is, the path of presenting phe-
nomenal knowledgein its appearance) hasanegativesignificanceforit...”
Whenever real knowledge places the being of beingsin full light, natural
knowledgepaysno attentionto it becauseitsown truthisthereby contested.
Natural knowledge holds toits own. Everything that occurstoit can be ex-
pressed as follows: it is and remains mine [dasMeine] and is a being as this
thing that | meant [dsdiesesGe-meinte]. | n understanding representation as
opinion [Meinen], Hegel detectsin " opinion [meinen]" several related mean-
ings: “meinen” asbeing directed, without mediation, toward. . . ; “meinen” s
thetrusting acceptanceof whatisgiven;and “mzeinen” in thesense of keeping
and claiming something as one's own. This mzeinen, opinion, is the funda-
mental state of dl representing in which natural consciousness moves. For
thisreason, Hegel isableto say in the paragraph that natural consciousness
"sticksto asystem of opinion.”

What Hegel callsnatural consciousnessis by no means the same as sen-
sory consciousness. Natural consciousnessisalivein al shapesof the spirit;
it lives each spiritual shape in its own way, including (and especidly) that
shape of absolute knowledge which occurs as absolute metaphysicsand is
at timesvisible to afew thinkers only. This metaphysicsisfar from having
collapsed when it was confronted by the positivism of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries; on the contrary, the modern technological world inits
unlimited entitlement is nothing other than natural consciousnesswhich
(in accordance with the manner of its opinion) has at last made feasiblethe
unlimited, self-securing production of all beings through the inexorable
objectification of each and every thing. Nonethel ess, absolute metaphysics
isnot the cause of what is established in itsway as the confirmation of what
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takes placein the essence of technology. The naturalness of consciousness
is not based on the senses and what can be perceived by the senses, but
rather on what consciousnessis cognizant of [aufgeht] without mediation
and assuch isreceived [eingeht] by consciousnesswithout mediation. In this
way natural consciousnessalso accepts al that is not sensory, whether the
non-sensory (reason and logic) or supra-sensory (the spiritual).

On the other hand, as soon as the appearing of phenomenal knowledge
comes to light, this seeming is what matters in knowledge. Natural con-
sciousness sees itself placed in another light without, however, ever being
ableto glimpse this light as such. In this light, natural knowledge loses its
truth, since this truth now turns out to be the not-yet-true; for the appear-
ance of the phenomenon which isitself is its own truth and redlity. The
presentation of the appearance realizeswhat had been “only the concept of
knowledge." It produces the redl in its reality; it empowers reality within
theredl. In the process, phenomenaare neither eliminated nor cut off from
real knowledge. They are safeguarded [verwabrt] in the real knowledgethat
in truth [Wabrbeit] is their own, i.e., their own reality and truth. In fact,
natural consciousnessand real knowledge are the same since the former as
not-yet-true necessarily belongs with the latter asits truth. However, for
that very reason the two are not identical [das Gleiche].

From the perspective of natural consciousness, the presentation of phe-
nomenal knowledgeinitsappearance continually disturbswhat natural con-
sciousnesstakes to be true. Such disturbance about truth can beregarded as
doubt. However, the path of sheer doubt, likethe course Descartes traverses
in hisMeditations, is of another sort. Although it callsmany different modes
of representation into question, it does so only in order to remain at the
point from which the examination set out: to learn to doubt, which itself is
not doubted at dl. The path of doubt only makes clear that doubting has
already brought itself to safety, certainty, which is taken as the fundamen-
tum absolutum. But the absoluteness of this absoluteis neither doubted, nor
questioned, nor even just cited inits essence. As Hegel is aware that abso-
lute knowledge can only exist when it begins (however else it begins) with
absoluteness, his path is different. For Hegel’s thinlung, therefore, natural
consciousness appears for the first time in the land proper to it; though
Descartes sets foot on the land of modern philosophy (the subiectum & the
ego cogita), fundamentally he does not see the country at all.

In the absolute presentation of phenomenal knowledge, thereisno way
for natural consciousnesstoreturntoitstruth. The path of the presentation
of phenomenain their appearingis"the consciousinsight into the untruth
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of the phenomenal knowledge, for which that is the most real which is
after dl only the unrealized concept.” En mute natural consciousnessloses
definitively that which had been its truth, but it never losesits own self
in the process. Instead, it establishesitself in its old way in the new truth.
From the point of view of the science of phenomenal knowledge, the way
of presentationistheway of despair for natural consciousness, though such
consciousnessdoesnot knowit. Natural consciousnessitself, however, never
despairs. Doubt [Zweifeln] in the sense of despair [Verzweiflung] isthe matter
for thepresentation, i.e., for absoluteknowledge. However, the presentation
alsodespairson this path, not of itself, but of natural consciousness, because
such consciousnesshas no intention of realizingwhat it is, constantly - the
mere concept of knowledge; and yet it never ceasesto claim for itself the
truth of knowledge and to pretend to be the only norm for knowledge.
Themorefully the presentation goestheway of despair, the sooner science
completesits own phenomenon.

The presentation of phenomenal knowledge brings [bringt] itself fully
[vollig] into the constancy of despair. It brings [Vollbringen] despair to ful-
fillment. Hegel writes that it is"the thoroughgoing [sch vollbringende] skep-
ticism." We thus restore to theword "skepsis' its original meaning: oxéyis
signifies the seeing [Sehen], watching [Zusehen], inspecting [Beseben), that
oversees[nachgeht] what and how beings are as beings. Skepsis understood
like this follows the being of beings with its eyes open. Its watching has
seen the being of beingsin advance. Thisis the perspective from which it
inspects the matter itself. Thinkers are intrinsically skeptics about beings
because of the skepsisinto being.

Skepsis moves and stands within the light of the ray by which the ab-
soluteness of the absolute - the absoluteness that in and for itself is with
us - has already touched us. The having-seen of skepsisis the vidi (I have
seen and | see now) which has the reality of the real in view. If, however,
reality is the appearance of phenomenal knowledge, then appearance at-
tainsits presentation only if the presentation follows appearance and moves
asitswake. In this movement, the appearance of phenomena comesto be
attached to the presentation. In this coming, the phenomena themselves,
taking themselvesto be thereal, go away. Thisintrinsically united coming
and goingisthe movement as which consciousnessitself is Consciousness
isin the unity of natural and real knowledge, a unity by which conscious-
ness placesitself in relation to itself in accordance with the knowledge it
has of itself in each case, and by which it appearsin the condition of having
0 been placed [Gestelltheit], Thus consciousnessis awaysa shape [Gestalt].
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Skepsisdropsinto consciousness, which devel opsinto skepticism, whichin
the appearance of phenomena produces and transforms one shape of con-
sciousnessinto the other. Consciousness is consciousnessin the mode of
thoroughgoing skepticism. Skepticismisthe history of consciousnessitself,
which is neither natural consciousnessmerely initself, nor real knowledge
merely for itself, but rather the originary unity of both of them, in and for
itself. That movement of the coming of appearance and of the going of phe-
nomenais the happening which, from shape to shape, brings consciousness
into the sight - that is, the image - of its essence. This history is the "the
history of theprocessd training and educating consciousnessitself up to the
level of science.” Hegel does not say: "the history of theprocessd training
and educatingnatural consciousnessup to thelevel of the philosophical;” he
isthinhng only of the appearance of phenomenal consciousnessin view of
its complete coming forth. As this coming forth, consciousnessis already
scienceitself.

Thoroughgoing skepticismisthehistoricity of history.Itisasthishistory
that consciousness devel opsinto the phenomenon of absolute knowledge.
Skepticismisnolonger taken hereasan attitude of theisolated human sub-
ject. If that were the case, it would remain the mere subjective resolution
never to rely on aforeign authority but rather to test everything oneself,
i.e., according to the sense of this subject. Although this skepticisminvokes
the unique understanding of aself-representingego, itisnot askepsisinto
the being of beings. Skepsisis not confined in the narrow horizon of what
isrestricted to the self-evident. In looking out upon the appearance of phe-
nomenal knowledge, it looksinto the whole scope of phenomenal knowl-
edge. Theisolated, self-representing egp cogito remains trapped within this
scope. But perhaps even this scope, thought more essentially than Hegel
was able to think it, is still only arecollection of the esse of the ens certum
of the e oogito, arecollection in the shape of its extension into the reality
of absolute knowledge. Admittedly, this extension requires the antecedent
[vorgangige] skepsis into the breadth of the self-appearing unconditional
subjectity. However, this action [Vorgeben] is at the same time the decisive
and complete retreat into that truth of beingswhich, as absolute certainty,
takesitself to be being itself.

At this point, itisnolonger possibleto avoid a clarification of the lan-
guagewe have been using and whichisnow in need of clarification. Once he
settled on histerminology, Hegel identifiesas™beings" that which becomes
objectivein immediate representation. These objects [Gegenstindliche] are
that which is represented one-sidedly and exclusively from the side of
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standing-against [Gegenstehen] without taking either representation or that
which representsinto consideration. "Being," the term used by Hegel for
beings, is the name for that which actually is not yet truly the true and
the real. Hegel uses "being" to designate the reality which in his sense is
still untrue. Itisin thisway that heinterprets ancient philosophy. Because
ancient philosophy had not yet set foot in that land of philosophy (self-
consciousness) where represented objects first exist as such, it thinks the
real only as beings. For Hegel, "being" is aways taken in the reduction
"only being," for true beings are the ens acru, the effectively real, whose
actudlitas, effectivereadlity, consistsin the knowledge of self-knowing cer-
tainty. Only this certainty can truly - which now means out of the con-
stant certainty of absolute knowledge - claim to "be" al redlity, the re-
ality. Of course it is right here, where being was supposed to disappear,
that it recurs. However, the absolute knowledge of science takesno notice
of it.

In contrast to Hegel’s language, we use the word "being" both for what
Hegel (with Kant) calls™ objectiveness|Gegenstindlichkeit]” and " objectivity
[Objektivitir]” and for what he represents as the truly real and the reality
of spirit. We do not, a Hegel does from his perspective, interpret eiva,
being for the Greeks, as the objectivity of immediate representation by a
subjectivity that has not yet arrived at itself. Not from this perspective,
that is, but from the perspective of the Greek ‘AAiBeiax &s the presencing
out of and into unhiddenness. However, the presence that happensin the
representation by the skepsisof consciousnessisamode of presentness that
essencesasmuch asthe otoia of the Greeksout of theyet unthought essence
of aconceaed time. T he beingnessof beings-which from the beginning of
Greek thinhng to Nietzsche’s theory of the eternal return of the same has
happened asthetruth of beings-isfor usonly one mode (evenif adecisive
one) of beingwhich by no means must necessarily appear exclusively asthe
presence of what presences." In the way Hegel uses the word "being," he
should not, strictly speaking, have continued to designate that which for him
isthetruereality of thereal, spirit, with aword till containing " being." And
yet he does so everywhere, since the essence of spirit is self-consciousness,
literally being-self-conscious. The usageisnot, of course, the consequence

* First edition, 1950. Because being is the being o beings (cf. p. 274), being is part of the
ontological differenceand therebyititsdf referstoward an originary essence.l t thusbecomes

clear that this, in thevay it knows metaphysics(beingness),isonly one modeof being [ Seyn].

Being [ Sein]- the name taken over from metaphysics - & being [ Seyn]for the difference.

116

HEGEL'’S CONCEPT OF EXPERIENCE

of an imprecise and inconsistent terminology but rather is aresult of the
concealed manner in which being itself disclosesand hidesitself.

However, if our reading of Hegel’s text imposes the word "being" on
the appearance of phenomenal knowledge, aswell as on the absol uteness of
the absolute, then this may very well appear at first to be arbitrary. Yetit is
neither arbitrary, nor an instance of mere terminology (assumingitisat dl
licit to bring the language of thinhng together with a terminology, which
in accordance with its essenceis an instrument of the sciences). Rather, the
language of thinlung, which has grown on the basisof its destiny, callswhat
has been thought in other thinking into the clarity of its own thinking, in
order to release the former into its own essence.

What happenswhen the skepsis of consciousnessanti cipates the appear-
ance of phenomenal knowledge and presentsit? To what extent does the
presentation thereby makeits appearance in such away that it ceasesto be
a mere entry on the stage? T he presentation escapes this only when it is
certain that there appearsin it the entire history of the formation of con-
sciousness. I tisinthe structures of consciousnessthat natural consciousness
isableto find the truth of dl its shapes.

The seventh paragraph develops the question concerning "the completeness
of theforms of unreal consciousness." These are the shapes of phenomenal
knowledge, because this knowledge has not yet appeared in its appearance
and so been placed intoitsreality. The complete comingforth of the shapes
can only result from theroute of its arrival. Thisroute [Gang] isthe progress
[Fortgang] of appearance. It must be a necessary progress. For itisonly in
this way that a tight cohesiveness prevents any accidental gaps. What isit
that makesthe progressin the route of the presentation necessary?l n what
does the essence of the progress consist?

In order to answer in the right way, we must not continue to hold the
view which natural consciousness generally adopts of the presentation of
phenomenal knowledge. Out of principle thisview isone-sided, for natural
representation aways sees only one side (which for it is not even a side,
but rather the entirety), the side of things that meet it outright. Natural
consciousness never looks on the other side, never looks to the being of
beings. Thisessential one-sidednessof natural consciousnesscan even come
on the scene as a proper shape of consciousness. It must exposeitself to us
within the history of its formation. It shows itself to be that skepticism
which comesto an end in al knowledgeand behavior by finding that there
is nothing to the knowledge that was supposed to have been acquired. As
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the sheer addiction to doubt possessed by an unconditional sophistry, this
skepticism has a constant result: empty nothingness.

To what extent, within this shape of the consciousness, has the one-
sidednessof natural knowledge been elevatedinto aknown principle? Tothe
extent that natural consciousnessfinds everywhere and awaysonly beings,
only phenomena, and judgesall that meetsit in accordancewith the results
of its findings. Whatever is not of the nature of its finding falsvictim to
the decree that there is no such thing. Natural consciousness only finds
beings, and being is not of the nature of what it finds. For this reason the
appearanceofphenomena, thereality of thereal, aretaken assomethingvoid
from within the perspectiveof natural consciousness. In the judgment of
natural consciousness, every step taken by the presentation of phenomenal
knowledge leads to nothing. The presentation never gets beyond the first
step, which has aready led it to nothing. How is the presentation to go
further from there, and whereisit to go?Any progresswill remain denied
toit unlessit continually permits another shape of phenomenal knowledge
to come to it from somewhere, in order to find in this other shape the
intended appearanceand with it to fall again into nothingness.

The view to which natural consciousness must be devoted whenever it
makes judgmentsabout the presentation of phenomenal knowledge, how-
ever, isexpressed often enough in the objections, supposedly philosophical,
that have been advanced against Hegel’s philosophy. In defense, Hegel in
the paragraph under discussion only says that the nothingness to which
the presentation of knowledge that is appearing in its appearanceleadsis

not empty, but rather "the nothing of that out of which it comes as are-
sult." Now appearancecomesasaresult of the phenomena, that is, of those
things that appear. Consequently, if what resultsfrom the progressfor the
presentation isaresult of whereitscoursehascomefrom and not asaresult
of where its next step has yet to go, then it is no wonder that the natural
consciousnessfindsthe course of the presentation strange. Itisdl the more
essential to prevent from the start the one-sided view which natural con-
sciousnessadopts about the progressof the presentation; it is aview which
causestotal confusion.

The eighth paragraph sketches the characteristic movement of the historical
route of the historical formations of consciousness. The progress through
the complete succession of shapes is supposed to ensue of its own accord.
"Of its own accord" can only mean here: on the basis of the way that con-
sciousnessin itsdlf is a route. That is why consciousness has to comeinto
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consideration at this point. Accordingly, this paragraph leads up to the first
of the three statements about consciousnesswhich Hegel expressesin our
text. "Formation of consciousness' means. consciousness puts itsdlf in the
picture concerning its own essence, which is to be science in the sense of
absolute knowledge. Two things follow: consciousness appearsto itself in
its appearance and at the same time establishesitsalf in the light of itsown
essencein accordancewith the essentia aspects of its seeming, and it thus
organizesitself as the realm of its own shapes. Consciousnessitsdlf is nei-
ther only natural consciousness nor only real consciousness. Nor isit just
the coupling of the two. Consciousnessitself is the originary unity of the
two. Real and natural knowledgedo not liein consciousnesslikelifelessbits
of inventory. Consciousnessis both of them sinceit appearstoitself in the
originary unity of both of them and asthisunity.* The two are distinguished
in consciousness. How? T he distinction prevails as the restlessness of the
natural againstthe real and the real against the natural. Consciousnessitself
isintrinsically this restlessness of the self-distinguishing between natural
and real knowledge. T he movement of the courseadf history isbased on this
restlessness of consciousnessitsalf and has even aready taken its direction
fromit. Consciousnessis not setin motion only after the fact, nor only then
pointed in itsdirection.

In the historical route of its formation, natural consciousness proves
itself "to be only the concept of knowledge." Still, this"only" is already
sufficient. That is, since natural consciousness, in representing beings, in-
evitably though not explicitly co-representsthe beingnessof beings, natural
consciousnessisin itself beyond and yet not outside itself. Not only does
natural consciousness take no notice of the " concept” which it isal along,
it even thinksthat it can manage without it — though in truth that realm of
beingsinwhich natural consciousnessisresident is determined, initsscope
and in how to dominate it, uniquely on the bads of what consciousness
itsalf is as the knowledge of the beingness of beings. However, natural con-
sciousness conceals from itself the restlessness of the beyond-itself which
prevailsin it. It flees before that restlessnessand so, in its own way, binds
itself to it. Natural consciousness takes its opinion as the true, and thus
enliststruth for itself, which shows that what i t takesto beitsown isnot its
own. Its own opinion constantly betraysits restlessnessat being torn inex-
orably into the beyond-itself. The presentation of phenomenal knowledge

 Firstedition, 1950. Itsequally complete appearing-to-itself; *absoluteidea” presencein and
for itself — as the complete presencing-to-itself.
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has only to be drawn into this restlessnessin order to find itself already in
the route of its progress. The inexorablenessof the movement, however,
can only be determined on the basis of that to which restlessnessin itself
is held. Restlessness holdsitself to that which tearsit away. What tearsit
away is the reality of the real, which isonly in that it appearsto itself in
its truth. The reality of the real, seen from the direction of the progress,
is the goa of the route. Thought on the basis of the restlessness of con-
sciousness, the route begins with the goal. The route is a movement out
away from the god, but in such away that the goal is not left behind but
rather arrives, with the movement itself, precisely at its own development.
The goal of the route of consciousnessisfixed for knowledgein its essence
as thisvery knowledge. In its very restlessness, consciousness is the god's
fixing-itself-before. Thisis the reason that the eighth paragraph beginsits
characterization of the motion of consciousness with the sentence " The
god, however, is fixed for knowledge just as necessarily as the succession
in the process.” The paragraph, however, does not discuss the goal, or at
least not in the form in which it is usually represented, by takingit to be
that toward which something is driven. Wereit permissible here to adopt
alocution from mechanics, we could say: progressin the historical route
of the historical formations of consciousnessis not pushed forward by the
shape that consciousness has taken at a given time into what has not yet
been determined; rather, it is pulled by the goal that hasalready been fixed.
In its attraction, the attractive goal bringsitself forth into its appearance,
and it brings the route of consciousness, in advance, into the plenty of its
plentiful ness.

Through its skepsis, thoroughgoing skepticismhas aready brought this
goal into sight and thereby brought it into the center of the restlessness of
consciousnessitself. Because this center is constantly beginning the move-
ment, the skepsis that prevails in the essence of knowledge has therefore
aready encompassed dl possible forms of consciousness. In keeping with
thisencompassment, the compassof the formsof unreal knowledgeiscom-
plete. The way that the presentation represents al phenomenal knowledge
in its appearance is nothing but the co-accomplishingof the skepsis that
prevails in the essence of consciousness. Skepsis endures in advance the
inexorable tearing of consciousness out beyond itself, i.e., the tearing of
natural out into real knowledge. I n thistearing, natural consciousnessloses
what it takes asits truth and itslife. This tearing is thus the death of nat-
ural consciousness. In this constant death, consciousness offers up its own
death as a sacrifice to gain its resurrection to itself out of the sacrifice. In
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thistearing, natural consciousness suffersviolence. However, thisviolence
comes from consciousnessitself. Violenceis the prevailing of restlessness
in consciousnessitself. This prevailingis the will of the absolutethat wants
to bein its absolutenessin and for itself among us, with us, we who reside
constantly in the mode of natural consciousnessin the midst of beings.

Now perhapsthe sentence which we havecaled thefirst statement about
consciousness may have become clearer: "' Consciousness, however, is for
itself its own concept...” This means something different from what the
reference at the beginning of the sixth paragraph means: "Natural con-
sciousnesswill prove itself to be only the concept of knowledge.. ." The
discussionisnow concerned not with natural consciousness but rather with
consciousnessitself as such. The word "concept™ is now specifically em-
phasized. " Concept” now means: the appearing-to-itself of consciousness
in its truth. The essence of this truth is based on unconditional certainty.
In keeping with this certainty, something known has not yet been grasped
conceptually if it has only been represented in general. It must rather be
referred back, in being known, to the knowledge that belongsto it, and it
must be represented in thisrelation with that very knowledge. The known,
only in this way, is totally within knowledge; as a result, knowledge be-
comes a general representation (a conceiving) in an encompassingand aso
unconditional sense. In relation to this concept, in which consciousnessit-
sdf conceivesof itself, natural consciousnessis dways ™ only the concept.”
For insofar asit is consciousness, it has an idea of what it is to be known
generally. [t isonly because consciousnessisfor itself its own concept that
natural consciousness (as something that belongs to consciousness itself)
can persistin being only the concept of knowledge. However, we will not
understand thefirst statement about consciousnessuntil we not only pay at-
tention to the distinction which Hegel stresses between "oonogat” and "only
the concept” but also reconsider our reflectionsin the last paragraphs. In
the sentence" Consciousness,however,isfor itself its own conogat” the stress
actualy fdlsonthe"is" The"is" hasthissignificance: consciousnesshbrings
about its own appearing-to-itself,and asit doesso it formsfor itself,inits
appearing-to-itself, the site of appearance; thissiteis part of its essence. In
thisway consciousnessfindsitself in its concept.

SinceHegel hasdemonstrated the truth of consciousnessin thefirststate-
ment about consciousness, heisnow ableto clarify natural consciousnessin
respect toitsbeing unreal knowledge. He asocallsit untrue consciousness.
However,in noway doesthis mean that natural consciousnessis merely the
overburden of the fase, deceptive, and erroneous. Rather, it means: natural
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consciousnessis dways the not-yet-true, which is overmastered by the vi-
olencewhich tearsit forth into its truth. Natural consciousness feels this
violence and falls into anxiety about its own continued existence. Hegel,
whose rationalism cannot be sufficiently praised or reviled, speaksin the
decisive passage (where he identifiesthe relation of natural knowledge to
the being of beings) of the "feeling of violence." This feeling of will's vi-
olence - the will that is how the absoluteis - describes the way in which
natural consciousnessis' only the concept of knowledge.” Still it would be
foolishto think that Hegel is of the opinion that the natural anxiety which
makes consciousness evade the being of beings is also the mode in which,
or indeed the organ through which, philosophy thinks the being of beings,
simply becauseit is the natural relation to being. This would mean that
when thinking hasto refer back to feeling, philosophy too would at once be
handed over to sheer feelinginstead of being grounded in science. How-
ever, thissuperficial opinion (which hasits adherents today as ever) isitsalf
part of the vanity of an understanding that gloats over the indolence of its
thoughtlessnessand which dissipates everythinginto its thoughtlessness. I t
is at the end of this paragraph, the same paragraph which with that first
statement about consciousness|ooks out into the truth of knowledge, that
the untruth of knowledge appearsin the shape of the "barren ego.” In re-
stricting itself to the beings that encounter it, the barren ego findsits only
satisfaction.

The "barren ego" is the name for the imperious behavior of ordinary
opinion within philosophy. Nonetheless, the term does not identify an "["
isolated in itsdlf in distinction to a community of the "We." The "barren
ego,” rather, is precisely the subject of the many in their common opinion.
The"barren ego” livesin the egoism of the "they" [man], who escapefrom
their anxiety at thoroughgoing skepticisminto the dogmatism of opinion.
Thedogmatic principleisto closeone's eyesat the presentation of phenom-
enal knowledge and to refuse to go along with the advance of that presen-
tation. For this reason, the dogmatism of customary opinions must be left
to its own devices. With this decision, philosophy does not reject natural
consciousness. How could it, seeing that scienceisthe truth of the not-yet-
true, and so it isthe not-yet-true, though in the truth of the not-yet-true.
Philosophy is the first to discover natural consciousnessin its naturalness
and to recognizeit. On the other hand, philosophy does indeed move past
natural consciousness when this consciousness puts on philosophical airs
in order to erase the boundary separating it from philosophy and to turn
its back on philosophy as the knowledge of the being of beings. However,
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in this case philosophy only moves past what had aready turned its back
on philosophy, what had already turned away fromit; philosophy, however,
in moving past natural consciousness, nonetheless does not neglect it but
rather concernsitsalf exclusvely withiit in order to be the route through
which the truth of consciousness appears.

The presentation of phenomenal knowledge is thoroughgoing skepti-
cism. In going thoroughly, it works itself out fully [fiibrt sich aus]. The
presentation bringsitself forward [fiik»z sich vor], instead of merely entering
upon thestage. T he path of the presentation doesnot gofromnatural to rea
consciousness, but rather consciousnessitself, which exists as this distinc-
tion between natural and real in every shape of consciousness, progresses
from one shape to another. This progressisaroute whose movement isde-
termined out of the godl, i.e., out of the violence of the will of the absolute.
T he presentation, which the appearance of phenomenal knowledge comes
to meet, follows that appearance. The natura representation of absolute
knowledge - that itisa means - has now disappeared. Nor doesknowledge
now let itself be put any longer to the test, at least not as a means that is
applied to an object. Moreover, since the presentation itself presentsitself,
testing seemsto have become quite superfluous. Therefore, after this clar-
ification, the presentation could beginimmediately. But it does not begin,
assuming that it has not aready begun. New sections of reflection follow.
This betraysthat the essenceof the presentation of phenomenal knowledge
has not yet been brought sufficientlynear us and that arelation of our own
to the presentation has not yet been gained. The way that the presentation
and what is to be presented belong together, whether and to what extent
the two are even the same though without being confounded indifferently,
is still obscure. If the absolutein and for itself is already with us, how is
absol ute knowledge supposed to be a path to the absolute?If here we may
till speak at dl of apath, thenwemay do so only of the path alongwhich the
absoluteitsalf goes becauseit isthis path. Could the presentation of phe-
nomenal knowledgebethis path and route?T he essenceof the presentation
has grown till more enigmatic. All that remains clear is that the presen-
tation does not come from somewhere else, cut off from the absolute, in
order to face the absolute, as natural consciousness represents knowledge.

The ninth paragraph, al the same, takes up again just thisnatural representa-
tion of knowledge. Of courseit doesso onlyin order to pose onceagain the
guestion of the critical examination of absoluteknowledge. T hat knowledge
isnot ameansisfar from invalidatingthe critical examination of knowledge;
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on the contrary, it is only now, in fact, that the examination can be made
worthy of investigation. When the presentation brings phenomenal knowl-
edgeforth into its appearance, it places the not-yet-true consciousnessinto
itstruth. 1t measuresthe phenomena appearing as such phenomenaaccord-
ing to their appearance. Appearanceis the criterion. From where does the
presentation take this criterion?1n taking over the critical examination of
phenomenal knowledge, science itself comes onto the scene as the court
and thus as the criterion of the examination. Science's entry onto the scene
may very well be the carrying out of the presentation; nonethel ess, with its
first step, science must bring with it the criterion of critical examination
as an already proven criterion. On the one hand, science, in order to be
carried out, needs the criterion; on the other hand, the criterion can only
be given in the course of carryingit out, assuming, that is, that absolute
knowledgeis not able to adopt a criterion from just anywhere. Whenever
the presentation must measure untrue knowledge by itstruth, it is obliged
toreconciletheirreconcilable. Theimpossiblestandsinitsway. Howisthis
obstacle to be removed?

The tenth paragraph continues this reflection and shows that Hegel is not
glossingover or eliminatingthecontradiction in the essenceof the presenta-
tion by meansof logical arguments. T he apparently irreconcilabledoes not
lieinthe essencedf the presentation. Itisthefault of theinadequate way in
whichweseethe presentation, wewho continue to be dominated by the rep-
resentational mode of natural consciousness. T he presentation approaches
the appearanceof knowledge. T he presentation, too, isaknowledge. They
both fall within consciousnessitsalf. If the question about the criterion and
the critical examination has any validity, then it can find its answer only
in and from consciousness. |'s consciousnessitself, as consciousness, in it-
sdf something like a measure or a criterion? s consciousness as such of
its own accord a critical examination? Consciousnessitsdlf is now moving
more clearly into thelight in which it may be essentially seen. Nonethel ess,
the fundamental trait in the essence of consciousnessat which reflectionis
aimingis not coming to light.

As though he had said nothing at al in the previous paragraphs about
consciousness, Hegel begins by referring to two determinations "as they
arefound in consciousness.” He calsthem knowledge and truth. They are
called "abstract determinations’ because they are a product of an inspec-
tion of consciousnessthat haslost sight of the full essence of the condition
of consciousness and the unity of that condition. Here consciousness is
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understood as presenting itself immediately (i.e., ever one-sidedly) to nat-
ural representation.

Consciousness [Bewusst-sein] States that something isin the state of be-
ing known [ Gewussten] What is known, however, existsin knowledge and
asaknowledge. This known is that to which consciousness, in the mode of
knowledge, relatesitself. What standsin this relation is the known. It ex-
ists,inthat it is "for" consciousness. Such beingsarein the mode of *being
for...” However, "beingfor" isamode of knowledge. In thismode some-
thingis"'for consciousness,” but it is also something else for consciousness,
namely something that isknown. I n knowledgeas" beingfor,” the onething
and the other are "for consciousness." However, it is not smply that the
known is represented in general, but rather that this representation thinks
of the known as abeing that exigsin itsdf (i.e., truthfully). This being-in-
itself of the knownis called truth. Truth, too, is both one thing (something
represented) and another (a being-in-itself)"for consciousness.” The two
determinations of consciousness, knowledge and truth, are distinguished
as "being for" and "being-in-itself." Hegel smply turns our attention to
these two determinations without going into "what redly lies in them."”
Nonetheless, Hegel has imperceptibly, though intentionally, indicated a
fundamental and distinguishing trait of consciousness. The first sentences
of the paragraph even nameit in passing.

I n consciousnesssomething isdistingui shedfrom? consciousnessby con-
sciousness. Asitself, and throughitself, itisonethingin relation to ancther.
What is made distinct in this distinction (the object for the subjectin the
subject), however, remainsrel ated by the distinction preciselytowhat distin-
guishesit. I n representing, consciousnesscutssomething off fromitself, but
what hasbeen cut off it addsto itself. Consciousnessis adifferentiation that
does not differentiate. Asthisdifferencethat is not different, consciousness
initsessenceis ambiguous. Thisambiguityisthe essenceof representation.
The ambiguity is the reason that the two determinations, knowledge and
truth, "beingfor" and "' being-in-itself," areimmediately found everywhere
in consciousness, and in fact are themsel ves ambiguous.

What is the presentation now that it, as representation, itself remains
a mode of consciousness, seen from the perspective of the two determi-
nations? It represents the phenomenain their appearance. It inquiresinto
knowledge about its truth. I't examines knowledge for its truth. It moves
within the differentiation of the differencedswhich consciousnessitself is.

* First edition, 1950: against consciousness.
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So with a glance toward this difference, a prospect is opened onto the es-
sential possibility that the presentation getsitscriterion and its character of
critical examination from that in which it moves. The prospect will become
clearer as soon asthere emergesthat toward which - seen from the perspec-
tive of consciousnessitself - the measuring examinationis approaching.

The eleventh paragraph asks directly what is the object of the inquiry by
the presentation of phenomenal knowledge. However, the question is not
raised directly until it asks not only what is being inquired into but also
whoisinquiring. Thisis becausethe object of our inquiry,if itissomething
that is known, will be in our knowledge for us who are inquiring. With
this characterization of ascience that presents phenomenal knowledgein
its appearance, we unexpectedly come into the play of the presentation.
It proves to be the case that we are dready in the play, in that what the
presentation presentsis “for us." Therefore the question cannot be evaded
concerning the role that fallsto the "for us” in science. T he repercussions
of that question reach into a dimension which we now scarcely imagine.
What are we inquiring into when we examine knowledge for its truth?
Truthis being-in-itself. Knowledgeis being for a consciousness. When we
inquire into [untersuchen]the truth of knowledge, we are seeking [suchen]
knowledgeinitself. However, through our inquiry knowledge becomesour
object. If we were to placeit in its being-in-itself before us, if we were to
represent it, it would have becomeabeing for us. Wewould not be grasping
the truth of knowledge but only our knowledge of knowledge. Being for
us would remain the criterion with which we would measure the being-
in-itself of knowledge. Y&t how would knowledge have arrived at such a
point whereit conformsto a criterion that changeswhat is supposed to be
measured i nto the measure?If the presentation of phenomenal knowledge
isto be conducted by the results of considering the two determinations of
consciousness, knowledge and truth, then al that the presentation can do
is continually changeits behavior into the opposite.

The twelfth paragraph frees the presentation from this new difficulty. The
presentationisfreed asaresult of thestraightforward referenceto the nature
of the object which it presents. T he object is consciousnessitself. Its nature
is that which comesforth on its own into appearance. Does consciousness
havethe character of acriterion from within its own nature?1f it does, then
consciousnesson its own must present the possibility of being at once the
measure and the measured. It must be intrinsically differentiated in this
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respect but at the sametime not different. Something likethiscametolight
in the tenth paragraph. The essential ambiguity of consciousness - to be
the differenceof representation, which representation is at the same time
not a difference- points to a duality in the nature of consciousness. In it
there is the possibility to be in essence at once both the one and the other:
measureand measured. L et ustake the ambiguity not asalack of clarity but
rather asthe mark of itsessentia unity. Then consciousnessinitsambiguity
shows how those determinations, knowledge and truth, which at first had
been represented as divided, belong together. The possibility of measuring
and measure resultsfrom the nature of consciousness.
Hegel characterizesthe nature of the object of the presentation that rep-
resents phenomenal knowledge in his second statement about conscious-
ness. Thefirst, pronounced in the eighth paragraph, runs. " Consciousness,
however, is for itself its own concgpt.” Now the second statement follows
it: ""Consciousness furnishes its own criterion in it itself.” The statement
is conspicuousin its language. Hegel, however, is intimately acquainted
with thislanguage that is strange to us; his intimacy is aresult of what has
proved to be the nature of the object. Why does Hegel say "init itself [an
ihm sabgl]” rather than "in itself [ansich selbst] " ?Because one essential as-
pect of consciousnessis that there is a criterion for it. The criterion is not
fetched from somewherein order for consciousnessto takeit in itself and
so to haveit for itself. Nor is the criterion something that isfirst applied
to consciousness. T he criterion is part of consciousnessitself, and thisis
the case because criterionness is already a product of consciousness since
consciousnessis dually measureand measured. But in that casewouldit not
be just as well or better to say that consciousnessfurnishesits criterion in
itself?Ye what is consciousnessin itsel f? Consciousnessisin itself when it
isbyitself,and it is by itsalf when it is specificalyfor itself and thusin and
for itself. If consciousnessfurnished its criterion in itself, the implication,
rigorously thought, would be: consciousnessfurnishesitself acriterion for
itself. Yet ordinarily the question of what consciousnesstruly isis just what
consciousness pays no attention to. On the other hand, truth does not fal
to consciousness out of nowhere. Consciousnessitself is already for itself
its concept. Thereforeit hasits criterion init. Thereforeit itself puts the
criterion at the disposal of it itself. The "in it itself" signifies the duality:
consciousness bears [ hat/eger] the criterion in its essence. However, what
belongs [liegt] to consciousness and not to anything else is not something
giwen directly by consciousnesstoitsalf. It furnishesthe criterioninititself.
It gives, and yet at the sametimeit does not give.
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Inasmuch as natural consciousnessrepresents beingsin themselves, what
has been represented is therefore true and moreover true "for it,” that is,
for the consciousnessthat represents immediately. Hegel uses this"'for it"
(which usage correspondsto the "init itself") to mean that consciousness
holds to be true that which it has directly represented. In directly repre-
senting, consciousnessis absorbed within what it represents and does not
specifically refer this back to itself as the representer. It is true that con-
sciousness does have what it represents within its representation, but not
for itsdf, only "for it." However, along with its true representation for it,
consciousnessinit itself hasaso given"for us' (wewho attend to the truth
of the true) the truth of the true, i.e., the criterion. By presenting phe-
nomenal knowledge as such, we take appearance as the criterion in order
thereby to measure the knowledgewhich takesthese phenomenaastrue. In
phenomenal knowledge, the trueis that which knowledge knows. If we call
this particular truth the object and this knowledge the concept, then the
critically examiningpresentation of phenomenain respect to their appear-
ance consistsin our watching whether knowledge (i.e., that which natural
consciousness takes to be its knowledge) corresponds to what this partic-
ular truthis. Or conversdly, if we call the knowledge that we are critically
examining the object and the in-itself of the known the concept, then the
critical examination consistsin watching whether the object correspondsto
the concept. What is decisive, what is crucia to grasp about this point, is
the following: each time that we represent the phenomenain their appear-
ance, that which we measure and that with which we measure fall within
consciousnessitself. Consciousnessinit itsel f suppliesthetwo essential mo-
ments of the critical examination. For us, the presenters, the result is the
maxim which directsdl representation of phenomenain their appearance.
It runs: leave dl your notions and opinions about phenomena aside. Ac-
cordingly, the fundamental attitude of absolute knowledge doesnot consist
in bombarding phenomenal consciousnesswith an array of knowledgesand
arguments but rather inleaving these aside. By leaving them asidewe attain
to the pure watching which enables us to see appearance. | n watching we
are enabled to "consider the matter asit actudly isin itsaf and for izself.”
The matter, however, is phenomenal knowledge as phenomenal. The state
of the matter, the reality of the real, is appearanceitself.

Phenomenal consciousnessisin it itself what is to be measured and the
criterion of measure. Hegel’s way of making clear that both fall within con-
sciousnessitself merely gives the impression of a dubious wordplay that
invites suspicion. Knowledge, and the true that is known in knowledge,
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belong to consciousness. I t appearsto come to the same thing whether we
call knowledge the concept and the true the object or, conversdly, the true
the concept and knowledge the object. In fact it does come to the same
thing. However, that does not imply that there is no difference- and that
therefore itisamatter of indifference— inthe way we use the terms concept
and object. If the true that has been represented in natural consciousnessis
called the object, then thisis the abject "for it,” for natural consciousness.
If, however, knowledgeis called the abject, then knowledge as phenomenal
knowledge is the object "for us," who are considering phenomenain re-
gard to their appearance. If the knowledge by which natural consciousness
representsthe knownis called the concept, then conceivingisthe represen-
tation of something as something. I nthis case, the word " concept” is taken
in the sense of traditional logic. If on the other hand the true that has been
represented in consciousnessis called the concept by which knowledge as
object for us has been measured, then the concept is the truth of the true,
the appearance, in which phenomenal knowledgeis brought to itself.

Thisuseof the terms object and concept seemsat first sight to bewillful,
but it isin no way arbitrary. It has been tied in advance to the nature
of consciousness, a nature which is expressed in the first statement about
consciousness: " Consciousness, however, is for itsdf its own conogat” In
what consciousness holds to be true, ashape of its truth ismaderea. The
trueisthe object "for it." Truth isthe object "for us." Hegel expressesthis
in the sentence which we may now, with the help of our own emphasis,
understand more clearly: " Thusinwhat consciousnessinsideitself declares
to be the "in-itself" or "true," we (that is, we who know absolutely) have
the criterion which it itself sets up, and by which we are to measure its
knowledge."

Because the criterion for critical examination has been placed at our
disposal out of consciousnessitself, the examination in this respect needs
no addition from us. However, the fact that thisis at our disposal insofar as
we ourselves are consciousness does not mean that it isyet explicitly at our
disposal. T he presentation may be placedunder the maxim of purewatching,
but it still remainsobscure how we are to receive anything through merely
leaving our views aside and how it is that we aready have the criterion
as such. Let us admit that the knowledge that is to be measured and the
criterion fal within consciousnessin such away that al we have to do is
accept them; even so, measuring and achieving the measurement do not go
on their own without our addition. In the end, is not what is essential in
the presentation still left to our own activity?And what about the critical
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examinationitsalf, without which neither the measured nor the criterion is
whatitis?

The thirteenth paragraph answers this question by giving, and explaining,
the third statement about consciousness. The statement isinconspicuously
relegated to asubordinate clause. I ntheform of amain clause, it runs." Con-
sciousnesscriticallyexaminesitself." Thismeans. consciousness,insofar asit
IS consciousness, is critical examination. T he fundamental word of modern
metaphysics, consciousnessor being-conscious, has not been thought until
wea sothink, withinthis"being-,"that characteristicof critical examination
which is determined by the consciousnessof knowledge.

I n critical examination, both the measureand what is to be measured are
together. Therefore, thefact that they are found together in consciousness
isnever the result of an additional action whereby one of them isapplied to
the other. Thenature of consciousnessconsistsof the cohesionof both. This
nature has been demonstrated in multiple respects. Natural consciousness
is the immediate knowledge of an object which it holdsto be true. At the
same time, natural consciousnessis a knowledge of its knowledge of the
object, evenif it doesnot explicitly refer itself back to thisknowledge. The
consciousnessof the object and the consciousnessof knowledgeisthe same,
and for that same both of them, object and knowledge, are known. Object
and knowledgeare"for thesame." Theoneand the other are at oncefor the
same, for consciousnessitsalf. For it, consciousnessis the differentiation of
the two against each other. I n accordancewith its nature, consciousnessis
the comparison of the one with the other. This comparison is the critical
examination." Consciousness critically examinesitself."

However, consciousnessisactually critical examination al the whileonly
in the sense that the question becomes for it in the first place the ques-
tion whether knowledge corresponds to the object of knowledge and so
is truly the object, whether the object corresponds to that which knowl-
edge fundamentally knows. The critical examination exigts only through
the occurrence of such a process of becoming. This becoming comes over
consciousness when it finds out what that is in truth which it had imme-
diately taken to be true, when it finds out [dabinzer kommt] what it then
knows with certainty once it represents the object in its objectivity. For
consciousness, accordingly, there must still be something behind the object
aswedl as behind itsimmediate representation of the object, something for
it to approach [dahinkermzmen], towhich it must first have opened itself [sich
aufinachen] and for which it must first have set out [sichaufinachen].
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In the commentary on the first of the statements about consciousnessit
became evident that natural consciousnessis "only the concept of knowl-
edge.” Admittedly, it hasa general representation of itsobject as object, and
similarly of itsknowl edge asknowledge. Nonethel ess, natural consciousness
ignoresthis"as," becauseit only accepts asvaid what has beenimmediately
represented — even though it does so with the help, dways, of this"as."
Because, in keeping with its own sense, it does not admit this"as," natural
consciousnessstubbornly never goesback of itsown accord to that which, in
astrangeway, it hasbeforeitself asits own background. T hus consciousness
iscomparison and then, again, itis not. By its own nature, when conscious-
ness represents an object, it is the differentiation between"beingin itself"
and "being for itself,” between truth and knowledge. Consciousnessis not
only thisdifferentiation which at the sametimeisnot adifferentiation;itis
aso, thereby, acomparison of the object with its objectivity and of knowl-
edge with its knownness. Consciousnessitself is the comparison, which,
admittedly, natural consciousness never explicitly carriesout.

In the nature of consciousness knowledge and object are sundered, and
yet they can never be separate. Similarly, in the nature of consciousness
object and concept are sundered in that "as," and yet they can never be
separate. In the nature of consciousness the "both” is itself sundered and
yet cannot be separate. Hegel differentiatesal this, but yet he levels out
the differencesinto a general differentiation, preventing them from corn-
ing into their own. The conceaed reason for thisis found in the essence
of metaphysics, not in the fundamental metaphysical position of Hegel’s
philosophy. The concealed essence of metaphysicsis also the reason that
the level at which the differenceshave been leveled off is determined on the
basis of the discretenessof the one and the other; this discretenessisintro-
duced in the distinctions of ratio. Hegel grasps distinction as the negation
of negation.

With due caution and with the requisite caveats, a difference may be
adduced regarding the differentiations established by Hegel, a difference
that was mentioned elsewhere earlier. Because natural consciousness goes
directly to the object as a being, as well as to its knowledge of the object
as a being, and becauseit remains constantly with them, natural conscious-
ness may be called ontic consciousness. The term “ontic” is derived from
the Greek 6 By, the being that is; it means that which concerns beings.
However, the Greek Bv, abeing, shelterswithinitself aparticular essenceof
beingness(otsic), which has by no meansremained the samein the course
of its history. In the thoughtful use of the terms &v and "a being," the first
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thing that has been presupposedis that we arein fact thinking, that is, that
we are attentive to the way that the meaning is changing at any particular
time and to how the meaning in history becomes fixed at any particular
time. When beings appear as objects (since beingnesshas been illuminated
as objectivity) and when, consequently, being is recelved as non-objective,
dl thisisalready based on an ontology by which the Bv hasbeen determined
a5 the Umokeipevov, and the vmroxeipevov as the subiectum, but the being of
the subiectum, in contrast, on the basis of the subjectity of consciousness.
Because Bv means both "that which is [Sdendes]” aswdll as" being [Seiend],”
the 8v as that which is can be gathered together (Aéyew) with regard to the
fact of its being. In fact, in keeping with its ambiguity, the Bv asthat which
isisalready gathered together with regard toitsbeingness. I tis ontological.
However, this gathering, the Aéyos, changes at any time as the essence of
the 8v changes, and on the basisof it; and asthe Aéyos changes, so doesthe
ontology. From the timethe By, that which presences, emerged as $ucts, the
presenceof what presences hasbeen based, for Greek thinkers, in ¢paivesou,
in the self-displaying appearanceof the unconcesal ed. Correspondingly, the
multiplicity of what presences, T& évta, has been thought as that which in
its appearanceissimply received aswhat presences. To receive means here:
to accept it without more ado and to content oneself with it in its pres-
encing. Receiving (8éxscfon) has nothing further to do. That is, it does not
think further about the presencing of what presences.|t remainsin 8é8a. In
contrast, veeiv isthat perception which examines [vemimmit] explicitlywhat
is present in its presencing and thereupon undertakesit [vomimmt].

The ambiguity of the év identifieswhat presences aswell asthe present-
ing. Itidentifiesboth at once but neither assuch. To thisessential ambiguity
of the Bv there corresponds the fact that the voeiv of the eiven, of the &6,
belongstogether with the 86« of the oxkotvta, i.e., of the tédvto. What the
vosiv perceivesisnot that which truly isin contrast to mere seeming. Rather,
the 86€a percelvesimmediately that whichitself presences, rather than the
presencing of what presences, which presencing the voeiv perceives.

If wethink - asit will be necessary to think from now on - of the essence
of metaphysicsas the emergence of the twofoldnessof presencing and what
presences out of the self-concealingambiguity of the By, then the begin-
ning of metaphysics coincideswith the beginning of Western thinlung. On
the other hand, if we take as the essence of metaphysics the separation of
a supersensory from a sensory world and if the supersensory is taken as
what truly isin contrast to the sensory as what merely appearsto be, then
metaphysicsbeginswith Plato and Socrates. Even so, what beganwith their
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thinking is only an explicitly oriented interpretation of the earlier twofold-
nessin év. With thisinterpretation, the direness [Unwesen| of metaphysics
begins. Because of this direness, subsequent thinking till our own day has
mistaken the essential beginning of metaphysics. However, thedirenessthat
wemust think now isnot anegativeif we bearin mind that evenin the essen-
tial beginning of metaphysicsthe differenceprevailingin the ambiguity of
the v remainsunthought; i n fact, this remaining-unthought constitutesthe
essenceof metaphysics. Asit remainsunthought, the Aéyos of the Bv remains
ungrounded. However,itisthisungroundednessthat givesto onto-logy the
force of its essence.

Behind the rubric "ontology," the history of being conceasitself from
us. Ontological means. to carry out the gathering of beingsin respect to
their beingness. That creature is ontological which, in accordancewith its
nature, standswithin this history by enduring it each time in accordance
with the unconceal ednessof beings. Thuswe can say: initsimmediate rep-
resentation of beings, consciousnessis ontic cONSCiousness. For ontic con-
sciousness, a being is an object. However, the representation of the object
represents, though unthinlungly, the object as object. It has aready gath-
ered the object into its objectivity and is therefore ontological conscious-
ness. However, because natural consciousness fails to think objectivity as
such, while nonetheless representing it, natural consciousness both is on-
tological and yet is not. We say that ontic consciousnessis pre-ontological.
Assuch, natural ontic-preontological consciousnessis latently, the distinc-
tion between the ontically true and the ontological truth. Consciousness,
being-conscious, means being this distinction; that is the reason that con-
sciousness, on the basis of its own nature, is the comparison of what has
been represented ontically and what ontologically. As this comparison, it
exigtsin critical examination. Intrinsically,representation by consciousness
isanatural putting-itself-to-the-test.

Thisisthereason that consciousnessitself is never natural consciousness
solelyin the mode of remaining cordoned off, asitwere, fromwhat itsobject
truly isand from what itsknowledgeiswith certainty. Natural consciousness
restsin its own nature. It existsin accordancewith one of the modes of its
nature. However,itisnot itself its own nature. Rather, what it findsnatural
is never to arrive at its own nature on its own, never, therefore, to arrive
at what is constantly going on behind its back. Nonetheless, as naturally
pre-ontological consciousness, it is already underway toward its truth. Yet
whileunderway, it already constantly turnsback and remainsforit. Ordinary
opinion is not concerned to watch what is [geckt] actually behind and what
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hides [sichversteckt] behind what it holdsto betrue. It baksat thiswatching,
whichishow skepsishasalook at what, astruth, istruly behind the true. One
day skepsis may even succeed in seeing that what philosophy had thought
of a "behind it" isin truth "in front of it." Natural consciousness never
discoversitstruth, asits truth isits background. Its truth isitself, i.e., itis
in truth the foreground of the light within which every sort of knowledge
and consciousness aready exists as a have-seen.

However, philosophy itself fightsagainst skepsisat times. It prefersthe
ordinary opinion of natural consciousness. It does admit that objectivity
must indeed belong to the object as object, but to philosophy objectivity
is only the non-objective. Philosophy likes ordinary opinion and even per-
suadesit that it isactually right, on the grounds that the non-objectivecan
be represented only in the representations of natural consciousness, which
are as aresult inadeguate and so are a mere playing with symbols. These
assurances natural consciousness finds quite agreeable, and it even takes
from them the impressionthat these assurances constitute critical philoso-
phy because of their skeptical attitude toward ontology. However, this sort
of skepsisisonly the semblanceof skepsis;itisthe flight from thinking into
asystem of opinions.

On the other hand, when skepsis is achieved as thoroughgoing skepti-
cism, then thinking is en route within metaphysicsas the comparison, expli-
citly carried out by ontological consciousness, of ontic and pre-ontological
consciousness. Ontological consciousnessis not cut off from natural con-
sciousness, but rather returns into the nature of consciousness as the unity
of ontic and pre-ontol ogical representation. When that comparisonoccurs,
the critical examination is underway. In that occurrence, Consciousnessis
its own appearing-to-itself in appearance. It is presencing to itsdf. It is.
Consciousnessis, in that it comes into its truth, becomes to itsdlf in its
truth.

Becoming is, in that the critical examination, which is a comparison, is
taking place [vordch geht] .T he critical examinationcan only proceed [geht]
at dl by preceding itself [vor dch her geht]. Skepsis looks ahead of itself
[sieht vor sich] and takes care [siehtsch vor]. Skepsis looks ahead at what
knowledge and the abject of knowledge are, truly. T he sixth paragraph has
already made it clear that natural consciousnesslosesits truth on the path
of the examination. When that which natural consciousness presumes to
be true is considered with respect to truth, it turns out that knowledge
does not correspond to its object since knowledge is not concerned with
the objectivity of its object. In order to be fit for the truth of the object,
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consciousness must alter the previous knowledge. However, in atering its
knowledge of the object, the object has a so been altered.

Objectivity is now the object, and what is now called the object can no
longer be settled on the basis of the former opinion about objects. Those
opinions, however, are still at play or at work where objectivity is claimed
on the basisof the previousobject and whereit is passed off,in an ever more
negative way, as non-objective. Philosophy, that is, is concerned to glorify
the thoughtlessincapacity of ordinary opinion.

The comparison that is a critical examination looks ahead into the ap-
pearance of phenomenal knowledge; in this comparison, not only does the
natural knowledge of the object (aknowledge presumed to be uniquely and
genuinely true) fail to stand firm, but aso the object itself relinquishesits
standing as the criterion for critically examining. In the critical examina-
tionwhich is as consciousnessitself, neither the examined nor the criterion
passes the examination. Neither stands up before what has arisen in the
meantime in the examinationitself.

The fourteenth paragraph begins with the sentence: " This dialectical move-
ment which consciousness executes on itself - on its knowledge as well as
on its object - in the sense that out of it the new and true object arises,
is precisely what is termed experience.” What is Hegel naming with the
word "experience” ?He is naming the being of beings. Beings, meanwhile,
have become subjects and, along with subjects, have become objects and
the objective. Since antiquity, being has meant: presencing. The modein
which consciousness (that which isout of being known) comesto presence
is appearance. As the being that it is, consciousnessis phenomenal knowl-
edge. With the term " experience” Hegel names phenomenaas phenomena,
the dv 4 év. In theword "experience,” that § is thought. I t is on the basis of
the+ (qu4, as) that beingsare thought in their beingness. Experienceis now
no longer the name of akind of knowledge. Experienceis now the word
of being, of being that is perceived by beings as beings. Experience gives
aname to the subjectity of the subject. Experiencesays what the "being-"
in "' being-conscious,"in consciousness, means; in fact, only on the basis of
this"being-" doesit become clear and binding what remainsto be thought
in the word "'-conscious."

The strange word "experience” as the name for the being of beingsfalls
(féllr ein] into our consideration because it'has come due [fiflig]. Its use
here, admittedly fals outside [fz// heraus] the ordinary as well as the philo-
sophical usage. But it drops [fi//z] like the fruit of the very thing in whose
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presence Hegel’s thinking has persevered. The justification of this usage,
whichis essentialy different from a mere manner of speaking, liesin what
Hegel hasbrought into view in the previous paragraphsabout the nature of
consciousness. T he three statements about consciousnessoutline the basic
structure of this nature.

""Consciousness, however, is for itself its own concept.”
"Consciousness furnishesits own criterion in it itself.”
" Consciousness critically examinesitself."”

I n one respect, the second statement is an explication of thefirst: it says
that "itsown concept," inwhich consciousnessconceivesof itself initstruth,
is the measure on the route of self-conceiving and that this measurefals,
aong with what is measured, within consciousness. The third statement
pointsin the direction of the originary unity of measureand what is mea-
sured: consciousnessessencesas thisunity in that it itself isthe comparison
that critically examines, a comparing out of which the two comeforth along
with the appearance of phenomena. The essence of appearanceis experi-
ence. "Experience” must now retain the meaningwhich it gained from this
referenceto the nature of consciousness.

In the preceding comments, however, something emerged from those
three statements that has needed to be made explicit dl along, sinceitisin
its own way unavoidable. It isnot until the paragraphin which the decisive
word "experience" comesthat Hegel expressesit explicitly. Theverbsinall
threesentencesareambiguous:the"is" in thefirst statement, the" furnishes"
in the second, and the "critically examines® in the third.

Consciousnessis for itself its own concept, and at the same time it is
not. It isits own concept in such away that the concept comes to be for
consciousnessand that consciousnessfindsitself in the concept.

Consciousness furnishes its own criterion in it itself, and at the same
time it does not. It does, in that the truth of consciousness comes out of
consciousnessitsalf, which arrivesin its appearance as absol ute certainty. I t
does not, in that it repeatedly withholds the criterion, which (as the object
that at any particular moment is not true) never stands firm; as a result
consciousness, as it were, hushesit up.

Consciousnesscriticallyexaminesitself, and then againit doesnot. | t does
examineitsdf criticallyin that it iswhat it is as aresult of the comparison
of objectivity and object. It does not, in that natural consciousnessinsists
on its own opinion and passes off, unexamined, what is true for it as the

absolutely true.
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In this ambiguity, consciousness betrays the fundamental trait of its
essence: at the sametime, to be already that whichitisnot yet. Beingin the
sense of being-conscious, consciousness, means: to reside in the not-yet of
the aready, and to do thisin such a way that this already presencesin the
not-yet. Thispresenceisinitself aself-referralinto the aready. It setsoff on
the path to the already. It makesitself a path [Weg]. The being of conscious-
ness consists in the fact that it moves on a path [sick be-wegt]. The being
which Hegel thinks as experiencehas the fundamental trait of movement.
Hegel starts that sentence which expresses the essence of experience with
the words: " This dialectical movement. . . is precisely what is termed expe-
rience" — experience, that is, taken here as reflecting on what the science of
phenomenal knowledge presents. | t would be the grossest misreadingof the
textif we thought that Hegel described the presentation as asort of experi-
enceonly in order to emphasize that it must keep to the phenomenaand be
onitsguard lest it degenerateinto a construction. The experiencethat we
must think hereisnot part of the presentation as adescription of its nature;
rather, the presentation is part of the essence of experience. Experienceis
the appearance of phenomena which appear as such. The presentation of
appearanceis part of appearance;it is part of appearancesasit is part of the
movement in which consciousnessrealizesits redlity.

Hegel stresses his word for this movement: "dialectical.” However, he
usestheterm only here, offeringno comment onitin the preceding or sub-
sequent paragraphsof the piece. Accordingly,wewill attempt to understand
the dialectical on the basis of what emerged from our previous reflections
on the nature of consciousness. One might have thought of explaining the
dialectical on the basis of the unity of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, or
on the basisof the negation of negation. However, everything that isin any
way thetic hasits essencein consciousness, in which negativity, too, hasits
ground, if negativity is understood on the bads of negation. However, the
essenceof consciousnessought to be determined only by how its nature un-
folds. Likewise, we can leave asidewhether the dialecticis only amethod of
knowledge or whether it belongsin the objectively real asitself something
real. That problem is just a sham-problem so long as it remains undeter-
mined what the reality of the real consistsin, to what extent thisreality is
based in the being of consciousness, and what is going on with this being.
Discussions about dialecticare like trying to explain arushing fountain in
terms of the stagnant water in asewer. Probably the way to the fountainis
till quite far. Nonetheless, we are going to try to point in its direction by
enlisting Hegel’s help.
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CoNsci 0uSnEess, as Consci ousness, is the movement of consciousness, for
it isthe comparison between ontic/pre-ontological knowledgeand ontolo-
gica knowledge. Theformer exertsitsclam onthelatter. Thelatter claims
that it isthe truth of the former. Between (1) the one and the other isthe
articulation of theseclaims, aréy=w. I nthisdial ogue, consciousnessascribes
truth to itsalf. The sioAéy=awv is a SiahéyesBon. However, the dialogue does
not stand still in ane shape of consciousness. As the dialogue that it is, it
goes through (51} the entire realm of the shapes of consciousness. I n this
movement of going-through, it gathersitself into the truth of its essence.
SicAéyerv, thoroughgoing gathering, is aself-gathering (5ioAéyecBan).

Consciousnessis consciousnessin that it isthe dial ogue? between natural
and real knowledge, adial oguethat accomplishesthe gathering of itsessence
through its shapes. Since the formation of consciousnesstakes placeat ae
& both the self-gathering dialogue and the self-expressing gathering, the
movement of consciousnessis dialectical.

It is only on the basis of the didogical character of ontic-ontological
consciousnessthat the thetic character of representati on-by-consciousness
is brought out; for this reason, characterizing the dialectic by the unity of
thesis, antithesis, and synthesisis still correct but still only derivative. The
sameistrue of theinterpretation of the diaectic asin-finitenegativity. This
negativityis grounded upon the self-gathering through the dialogueshapes
of consciousness, a self-gathering unto the absol ute concept, whichiswhat
consciousnessin its accomplished truth is Both the quality of being thetic
(that is, positional) and the negating negativity presuppose the originary
dialectical appearanceof consciousness, but they never constitute the struc-
ture of the nature of consciousness. The diaectical cannot be explained
logically, in terms of positing or negating by representation, nor canit be
established ontically as aspecial activity and form of movement within real
consciousness. As the mode of appearance, the diaectical is part of being
which unfoldsout of presence as the beingnessof beings. Hegel does not
conceiveof experience didectically; rather, he thinksthe dialectical on the
bads of the essence of experience. Experienceis the beingness of beings,
which is determined as subiectum on the basis of subjectity.

The decisve moment in the essence of experienceiswhen the new, true
objectarisesinitfor consciousness. T hecrucia matter isthat the new object
arisesastruth arises; itisnot crucial that noticeistaken of an object [Gegen-
stand] as something that confronts [ein Gegenuber]. The object is now no

2 First edition, r950. Inwhat respect isthisaso truefor "logic"?T he dialogue between?
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longer to bethought assomething that confronts representation, but rather

aswhat arisesas the truth of consciousness, as opposed to the old object in
the sense of the not yet true. Experienceis the mode in which conscious-
ness, in that it is, departs for its concept, which iswhat it isin truth. This
sufficiency [desAudangen] that departsfor its concept gains[erlangt], within
the true that appears, the appearance of truth. Gaining it [erlangend], it ar-

rives [gelangt] into the appearing-to-itself of appearanceitself. The “fabren

[go, guide, drive]" in Erfubren [experience], has the original meaning of go-

ing, of drawingor being drawn somewhere. T he carpenter, in constructing

a house, is guided [fi#hrt] along the direction of the main beam. " Fahren™

isto reach for...: one man flies [fZh#t] into the face of another. "Fahren"

is to accompany in arriving [Gelangen] at. . . : the shepherd departs [fzbrt
aus] with hisflock and drives [fibrt zu) them to the mountain. Experience,
Erfabren, is what suffices to gain its attainment [das audangend-erlangende
Gdangen). Experienceisa motk ofpresance, 7.e., ¢ being. Through experience,

phenomenal consciousness presences as phenomenal into its own presence
with itself. Experience gathers consciousnessinto the gathering of its own

essence.

Experienceisthemodeof the presentnessof the presenceswhich essences
in self-re-presentation. This new object that arises for consciousness at
whatever point in the history of the formation of consciousnessis not just
anytruething, any being, but rather thetruth of thetrue, the beingof beings,
the appearance of phenomena, experience. According to the concluding
sentence of the fourteenth paragraph, the new object is nothing other than
experienceitself.

The essantia of the ensin its eseis presence. Presence, however, essences
in the mode of presentation. However, since in the meantime the ens the
subiectum, has become the res cogitans, presentation is also intrinsically re-
presenting, i.e., representation. It is not until Hegel thinksinto the word
"experience” that what the »es cogitansis, as the subiectum co-agitans, findsex-
pression. Experienceisthe presentation of the absol utesubject that essences
in representation and so is the self-absolving absol ute subject. Experience
isthe subjectity of the absol ute subject. Asthe presentation of absoluterep-
resentation, experienceis the parousia of the absolute. Experienceis the
absol utenessof the absolute; it appearsin the absolving appearing-to-itself.
Everything depends on thinking experience, asit is given here, as the be-
ing of consciousness. However, being means presence. Presence manifests
itself as appearance. Appearanceis now the appearance of knowledge. In
being (and it is as being that experience is essentialy present) thereis, as
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the character of appearance, representation in the sense of presentation.
Even when he uses the word " experience’ in the conventional sense of em-
piricism, Hegel is above al attentive to the moment of presencein it. He,
then, understands by experience" attentivenessto the immediately present
as such" (see the "Preface” to The Phenomendlogy). Hegel is very careful
not to say merely that experienceis paying attention to the immediately
present, but rather that it is paying attention to the immediately present in
its presence.

Experienceis concerned with what presencesin its presence. However,
since consciousness exists by critically examining itself, it departs for its
presencein order to arriveat it. It is part of the appearance of phenomenal
knowledgethat such knowledgerepresentsitsalf initspresence,i.e., presents
itself. The presentation is part of experience,in fact it is an essential part
of experience. It is not merely a counterpart to experience which might
perhaps be absent. This is the reason that experienceis not thought in its
full essence as the beingness of beingsin the sense of the absol ute subject
until the mode comes to light in which the presentation of phenomenal
knowledge belongs to appearance as such. The penultimate paragraph of
the introduction takes this last step into the essence of experienceas the
existenceof the absolute.

The fifteenth paragraph takes as its starting point the representation which
natural consciousnesshas of what is called experience. This representation
runs contrary to experience as Hegel thinks it. This means. experience,
thought metaphysically, remainsinaccessibleto natural consciousness. Itis
the beingnessaof beings, whichisto say thatit isnot found anywhereamong
beings as an extant resource. When we are having a good experiencewith
an object, for examplein usingatool, we have the experiencein connection
with another object to which the first object (the one with which we are
having the experience) is applied. When we are having a bad experience
with a person, we have the experienceon specific occasions, in asituation,
and in relationships in which that person wes to have proved himself or
herself. Our experiencewith an object isnot something we havewithit, but
rather with some other object which we produce and becomeinvolved with.
In ordinary experience(experiri), weseethe object to be criticallyexamined
under the conditions that obtain when it has been placed by other objects.
What is going on with the object isaresult of these other objects. When it
is necessary to change the representations that we had previously had of the
object to be examined, the differencethe change requires comesto usfrom
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the newly introduced objects. The untruth of the old objectisdemonstrated
by the new object which we at once represent in order to set it, just as we
have represented it, into a comparative relation with the aready known
object with which we are planning to have the experience. However, it is
exactly the other way round within the experience as which consciousness
itself is.

If we represent the objectivity of an object, the truth of something true,
thisexperienceishadin connectionwiththeold object,anditishadinsucha
way that the new object, objectivity,arisespreci sely becauseof itsconnection
with the old object. I n connection with the old object and out of it, the new
object is lifted into its status. The important thing is not merely not to
move away [wegzugehen] toward some other object immediately at hand,
but rather to be responsive [einzugehen], for the first time, specifically to
the old object. Natural consciousnessrepresentswhat it representsand also
its representation immediately and as beings, but without paying attention
to being, which it will aso have represented in the process. If, therefore,
itisto become aware of the being of beings, it must not remain merely
among beings, but rather engage [engehen] with them in such a way that
it goes back [zuriickgeht] explicitly to that which, in the representation of
beings, was aready implicit for it in representedness. If the appearance
of phenomena comes to light, then consciousnessin certain respects has
aready abandoned ordinary representation and hasreturned itself, and thus
turned itself around, from phenomenato appearance.

I nthe appearing-to-itself of appearance, there prevailsa*reversal of con-
sciousnessitself.” The fundamental trait of the experience of consciousness
isthisreversa. It is even "our doing, what we contribute." What presents
itsdlf, at thisreversal, to consciousnessis not "for consciousness,” not, that
is, for natural consciousness. What presentsitself in the reversal is not "for
consciousness” which "we contemplate” but rather "for us,” we who are
contemplating. Who isthis"we'?

"We" are the oneswho, in the reversing of natural consciousness, leave
that consciousnesstoits opinions, but at the sametime explicitlylook at [se-
hen #uf] the appearanceof the phenomena This seeing [Seben] that specif-
ically watches appearanceis the watching [Zusehen] which is how skepsis
takes place - skepsis which had in mind [vorgesshen #uf] the absoluteness
of the absolute and equipped itself [9ch varsehen] in advancewith it. What
comesto appearancein thoroughgoing skepticism showsitsalf "for us," i.e.,
for thosewho, thinking of the beingnessof beings, arealready provided with
being. The reversal of consciousnessthat prevailsin skepsisis the viatical
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journey [Versehgang] along which consciousnessprovidesitself [9ch versieht]
with appearance itself. That which shows itself to those who have been
thus equipped, isindeed part of consciousnessitself, as regardsits content,
and is"for consciousness.” However, the mode in which phenomena show
themselves (namely as appearance) is the mien, the look, of phenomena,
their €i5os, which forms al phenomena, places them in view, and shapes
them; it is the popon, the forma. Hegel cdls this the "formal character.”
Thisis never "for consciousness,” that is, for natural consciousness which
representsimmediately. | nsofar asthe formal character isfor consciousness,
itisawaysfor it a an object only, never as objectivity. The formal charac-
ter, the beingness of beings, is "for us,” we who in the reversal do not see
right to the phenomena, but rather to the appearance of the phenomena.
The reversal of consciousness, which is areversal of representation, does
not turn off from this rash representation onto a byway, but rather from
within natural representation it engageswith that which alone entitlesrash
representation to what it perceivesas presencing.

In the reversal of consciousness we are engaged with something which
natural consciousness does not discover. We look at what "takes place, as
it were, behind its back.” The reversal is also part of this. Through it the
appearanceof phenomena comesto be presented. The reversal aloneturns
experience around and puts it into the presentation. The experience of
consciousness "is lifted into a scientific route” through the reversal. The
presentation represents the being of beings. It is the science of the v 1 Bv.
The reversa, in which watching turnsitself toward the phenomena as phe-
nomenal, brings seeing onto the route which science goes. Skepsis at the
being of beingsrestores beingsto themselves, so that they show themselves
as beingsin that "as" The reversal specifically permits the © to occur in
relation to the 8v. Thus, what is decisivein the experiencethrough which
consciousnessappearstoitsaf initsappearancelieswith thereversa. This,
however, is"our doing, what we contribute.”

However, did not Hegel used| hisreflectingin the preceding paragraphs
(cf.,in particular, the twelfth) to show that in the presentation of phenome-
nal knowledgewe should leave aside precisaly all our fanciesand thoughts,
so that what remained to uswas " purely to watch”?Does he not explicitly
say in the thirteenth paragraph that consciousnesscritically examinesitself
and that therefore any " addition of ours" would be superfluous?By leaving
aside dl our contributions we are supposed to reach the point where the
phenomena, of their own accord, show themselvesin their appearance. But
thisrelinguishing, thisletting-go, doesnot ook after itself.If letting isever
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an activity, then thisis, thisletting-go. T hi sactivityisnecessarily the activity
that we contribute. Foritisonlyif the skepsisof thoroughgoing skepticism
hasin mind the being of beings that beings can freely appear of their own
accord and let their appearance appear. The contribution of the reversal of
consciousnessis to let phenomena appear as such. The contribution does
not force something upon experiencewhich is foreign to it. Rather, it ex-
plicitly bringsforthfrom it only what liesin it asthe being of consciousness,
which (accordingto the first statement of consciousness)isfor itself itsown
concept. Hence the contribution can also never sublate [aufbeben] the pure
watching that is necessary for the presentation. Rather, in the contribu-
tion and through it, pure watching begins [hebt an]. Therefore, watching
continuesin the contribution.

In the previous paragraph, Hegel statesthat experienceis the movement
which consciousnessitself executesonitself. Thisexecutionisthe prevailing
of the force [Walten der Gewdlt] which, as the will of the absolute, wills
that the absolute come to presence in its absolutenesswith us. The will
& which the absolute is prevails in the mode of experience. Thisis what
suffices to gain its attainment [des auslangend-erlangende Gelangen], which,
& appearance, appears to itself. As this attainment (presence), experience
characterizes the essence of the will, whose essence conceals itsalf with
the essence of experiencein the essence of being. The experience to be
thought here is neither a mode of knowledge nor a mode of willing as
it is usualy represented. The will of the absolute to be with us, i.e., to
appear for us as phenomena, prevails as experience. For us, the phenomena
present themselvesin their appearance, if we make the contribution of our
reversal. Accordingly, the contribution wills the will of the absolute. The
contribution itself is what the absolutenessof the absolutewills. There is
nothing selfish on our part that is added to the absolute by the reversal of
consciousness. Thereversal restores usinto our essence,whichisto presence
in the parousiaof the absolute. This means, for us. to present the parousia.
The presentation of experience iswilled out of the essence of experience
as something belonging to experience. When we watch, our contribution
bringsto light that we are, and how we are, kin to the absolutenessof the
absolute.

Experienceis the being of beings. Beings, meanwhile, have appearedin
the character of consciousness; in representation, they are as phenomena.
But if the presentation is part of the essende of experience; if the presen-
tation is grounded in the reversal; and if the reversal, as our contribution,
is the carrying out of our essential relationship to the absoluteness of the
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absol ute; then our essence itsdlf is part of the parousia of the absolute. The re-
versal is the skepsis into absoluteness. It reverses al phenomena in their
appearance. By providing itself in advance with appearance, it overtakes
al phenomena as such, envelops [ufingt] them, and opens the expanse
[Umfang] of the sitein which appearance appearsto itself. Within thissite,
and through it, the presentation takesits route by constantly, skepticaly,
preceding itself. In the reversa, the presentation has the absoluteness of
the absolute beforeitself and so it has the absolutewith itself. The reversal
opens and encloses the site of the historical formation of consciousness.
In thisway it secures the completenessand the progress of the experience
of consciousness. Experience proceeds by preceding itself, by returning to
itsdlf in this preceding, by unfolding itself into the presence of conscious-
ness in this return to itself, by becoming constant as this presence. The
absolved, constant presence of consciousnessis the being of the absol ute.
Through the reversal, phenomenal consciousnessshowsitself initsappear-
ance, and only in its appearance. The phenomena externalize themselves
in their appearance. | n this self-externalizing[EntdufSerung], consciousness
goesout into the farthest reaches [Auferste] of its being. However, it goes
away neither from itself nor from its essence; nor does the absolute, in the
externalization,sinkintoavoid of itsown debility. Externalization, rather, is
the self-maintainingof the fullnessof appearanceout of the strength of the
will, which is the mode in which the parousia of the absolute prevails. The
externalizationof the absoluteisitsinternalization, itsrecollection, intothe
route of the appearanceofits absoluteness. Externalizationisfar frombeing
an adienationinto abstraction; infact, it is precisely through externalization
that appearance comesto be at home in phenomena as such.

Of courseitisan entirely different question whether and to what extent
subjectity is a destiny proper to the essence of being, within which the
unconceal ednessof being - not the truth of beings - withdraws and thereby
determines an appropriate epoch. Within subjectity, every being as such
becomes an object. All beings are beings from out of and within steadfast
reliability. In the age of subjectity, in which the essence of technology is
grounded, if nature as beingis put in opposition to consciousness, then this
nature is only another name for beings as the objectsof modern technolo-
gica objectificationwhich indiscriminately attacks the continued existence
of things and men.

Thefirst thing the reversal of consciousnessdoesis to open, specifically
and in advance, theinterstice or the between (51o) withinwhich the dialogue
between natural consciousnessand absolute knowledgeis articulatedin its
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own language. As skepsis at the absolutenessof the absolute, the reversal
a so opens the compl ete realm across (8i1a) which consciousnessgathersits
history into the achieved truth and formsit itself in thisway. The reversd
of consciousnessilluminates the twofold si1a of the twofold A¢yeofcn. Be-
forehand and in the first place, the reversal forms the essentia free space
for the dialectical character of that movement aswhich experience achieves
itself as the being of consciousness.

The reversal of consciousnessis the carrying out of the seeing of skep-
sis, which seessinceit has already provided itself with absoluteness and is
provided with it by absoluteness. The having-seen of skepsis (vidi) is the
knowledge of absoluteness. The reversal of consciousnessis the essentia
center of that knowledge as which the presentation of phenomenal knowl-
edgeunfoldsitsdlf. Thus, the presentationistherouteof consciousnessitself
to the appearing-to-itselfwithin appearance. It is"the pathway to science.”
T he presentation, whenit isso conceived as the pathway to science, isitself
science, for the path [Weg]into whichit moves[be-wegz] ismovementinthe
sense of experience. The force prevailing within and as this experience is
the will of the absolute that willsitself in its parousia. It iswithin thiswill
that the path hasits necessity.

Hegel summarizes the results of his reflection, in the fourteenth and
fifteenth paragraphs, on the essenceof experiencein one sentence, which he
separatesfrom the continuoustext of the paragraphinto itsown paragraph.
Thus the sentence pulls together in one place dl the previous paragraphs
of the pieceinto the decisive thought. It runs:

Invirtue of that necessity this pathway to scienceisitself already Sience and is,
moreover, asregards its content, science of the e<perienoe 6 consciousness.

If we put the emphasized words together, they givethe titlewhich Hegel
originally gave to The Phenomenology of Spirit: " Science of the Experience
of Consciousness.” The previous paragraphs contain the exegesis (as the
literary term is) of this title. Experienceis the appearance of phenomenal
knowledge as phenomenal. T he science of the experience of consciousness
presentsthe phenomenaas phenomena. T he phenomenaare the év, beings
in the sense of consciousness. T he skepsis of the presentation Becopei T dv
1 8V kad T& ToUTe Udpyovta kol aitd; it contemplateswhat is present (in
appearance) as that which is (in thisway) present and (contempl ates) there-
forewhat is dready predominant init (in phenomenain their appearance)
onitsown.
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The presentation providesitsalf with the force of the will as which the
absol utewillsits presentness(parousia). Aristotlecharacterizesthe contem-
plation of beings as beings as &moTAun Tis, away in which our seeing and
perceiving stands by, that is, stands by what is present as such. As away of
standing by what isconstantly present, the ¢émotfun isitself akind of human
presencing among unconcealed presences. We commit an error when we
trandate¢moTtrun as"' science” and makeit hostageto whatever happensto
be known by that term at agiven time. When we trand ate ¢émornun here as
science, the only justificationfor thisinterpretation is that we understand
knowledge as having-seenand think having-seenon the basisof that seeing
which standsbeforethe look of what presences assuch and looksat present-
nessitself. When knowledgeis thought in thisway, then the émotrpn s
of Aristotleretains — and not coincidentally - an essential relation to what
Hegel calls"science,” the knowledge of which, however, has changed with
the changein the presence of what presences. If we understand the word
"science” in this sense alone, then what are usudly called the sciences are
science only secondarily. The sciences are fundamentally philosophy, but
they areaphilosophyinwhich they abandon their own ground and establish
themselves, in their own way, in that which philosophy has made open to
them. Thisisthe realm of téyvn.

Aristotle cals this science he characterized (the science which inspects
beings as beings) "first philosophy.” However, not only does it observe
beingsin their beingness, but it also, at the same time, observesthat being
which corresponds purely to beingness, the highest being. This particular
being, To 8siov, the divine, isalso called - in a strange ambiguity - "being"
itself. As ontology, first philosophy is also the theology of true beings. It
would be more accurateto cal it theiology. T he science of beings as such
isintrinsically onto-theological.

Accordingly,Hegel calsthe presentation of phenomenal knowledge not
the science of the experience of consciousness, but rather "science.” That
presentation is only a part of science. That is why "Part One" explicitly
comes above the title " Science of the Experience of Consciousness.” The
science of the experience of consciousness points within itself to the other
part of science. I n the hierarchy, the second part is no more subordinate to
the first than theology is to ontology within first philosophy. But neither
does it take precedence. Nor are the two ranked equal to each other. The
two, each in its own way, are the same. Talking about afirst and a second

part remains extrinsic, but not accidental, since from Plato and Aristotle
to Nietzsche the ground of the unity of the onto-theological essence of
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metaphysics hasremained so hidden that it hasnot even beeninguired into.
Instead, the ranks of ontology and theology fluctuatereciprocally depend-
ing on whether one or the other isseen as the very first and genuinescience
within first philosophy. For Hegel, the science of the experience of con-
sciousness, i.e., the ontology of true beingsin their existence, pointsto the
other part of science as " genuine science.”

The sixteenth paragraph, with which the piece comes to an end, opens a
prospect onto this connection between the two parts of science. However,
that connection showsitsdlf only if wekeepit in view that experienceisthe
beingness of beings, which come to presence as consciousnessin the shapes
of consciousness. Alreadyfor Greekthinkers, ever sincethe v aroseas pucs,
the presentness of presences, the o¥cix of the 3v, IS ¢paivesdon: appearance
that showsitself. Accordingly, the manifoldness of what presences(t 8vra)
isthought as that whichissimply taken and accepted [z~ undangenommen)
initsappearance: té& SokouvTa. ThedéEa takesand acceptsimmediately that
which presences. vosiv, on the other hand, isaperceiving{Vernebmen] which
accepts [annimmt] what presences as such and undertakes [vornimmit] it in
regard to its presence. Since the v, that which presences, has a double
signification as both that which itself presences as well as the presencing,
the &v standsin an essentially necessary and equiprimordial relation to voeiv
and 86€a.

The being of what is known in certainty also has the essentia trait of
presence. | t essencesas appearance. However, in the presencing of knowl-
edge, i.e., of the subiectumin the sense of the res cogitans, appearanceis no
longer the idea showing itself as eidos, but rather as perceprio. Appearance
is now presencein the mode of the presentation within the realm of rep-
resentation. The appearance of phenomena knowledge is the immediate
presencingof consciousness. However, thispresencingessencesin the mode
of experience. With experience, the absol ute, spirit, arrivesinto the"whole
realm of the truth of spirit." Yet the moments of its truth are the shapes
of consciousness which along the route of experience have laid aside al
the things which seemed to be true at a given time exclusively for natural
consciousness because they, at that pointin its history, were exclusveyfor
it. But when experienceis achieved, then the appearance of phenomena
will have arrived into that pure seeming as which the absolute absolutely
presenceswithitself and isits essenceitself. On the bassof this pure seem-
ing, the force prevails which forces consciousness into the movement of
experience. Theforce of the absolute, the forcethat prevailsin experience,
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"is pressing consciousness forward to its true existence." Existence means
here presencing in the mode of appearing-to-itself. At this point, the pure
appearanceof the absolute coincides with its essence.

T he parousiaisthe presentnessi n which the absol uteiswith usand at the
same timeis by itself as the absolute. Accordingly, at this point the presen-
tation of appearanceal so coincideswith " the genuinescienceof spirit.” The
science of phenomenal knowledge leads and comes into genuine science.
Genuine science makes the presentation of how the absolute presences to
itself initsabsol uteness. Genuinescienceisthe ' sciencedf logic." Theword
is taken from tradition. Logic is taken to be the knowledge of the concept.
T he concept, however, by which consciousnessisfor itself its own concept,
now refersto the absol ute self-conceiving of the absolutein its being seized
absolutely by itself. The logic of the concept is the ontological theiology
of the absolute. It does not, like the science of the experienceof conscious-
ness, present the parousiaof the absolute, but rather the absol utenessin its
parousiato itself.

In the title " Science of the Experience of Consciousness,” the word " ex-
perience" is emphasized in the center. It mediates between consciousness
and science. In this respect, what is said by the title corresponds to the
subject matter. As the being of consciousness, experienceisin itself there-
versal through which consciousness presentsitself inits appearance. Which
means; experience, in presenting, isscience. Ye natural representation un-
derstandsthe mediatingtitleimmediately, and only in the sense that science
has asits object experience,whichinitsturn is the experienceof conscious-
ness. But thistitle headsawork that performsthe reversal of consciousness
by presenting it. The reversal reverses natural consciousness. For this rea-
son, the title has not been understood whileit is read according to the habit
of natural consciousness. The two genitives "of the experience” and "of
consciousness” are not abjective genitives but subjective genitives. Con-
sciousness, not science, is the subject that isin the mode of experience. And
experience is really the subject of science. On the other hand, it is not to
be denied that the objective genitives retain their sense, though they do
so only becausethe subjective genitiveistrue. Thought rigoroudly, neither
takesprecedenceover the other. They both refer to the subject—objectrela-
tionship of the absolutesubjectinitssubjectity. | nview of that relationship,
which hasits essencein experience, we must dways think the title at once
both backwards and forwardsthrough that mediating word.

In both their meanings, the genitivesidentify the relation which the re-
versal makes use of, without ever explicitly thinking it: the relation of being
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to beingsastherelation of beingsto being. Thedialectical movement estab-
lishesitself in thesitewhich, thoughitisopened by thereversal,isconcealed
precisaly as the openness of that relation. The skeptica dialogue between
natural and absolute consciousness looks through [durchblickt]this site in
previewing [imlarblick] the absolutenessof the absolute. The dialectical
skepsisis the essence of philosophy. The genitivesthat enter into the title
are neither exclusively subjective nor exclusively objective, and certainly no
mere couplingof the two. They arethe dialectical-speculativegenitive.This
genitive showsitself in the title only becauseit hasalready dominated from
thestart thelanguagei n which the experienceof consciousnessisarticul ated
asit achievesits presentation.

The title Hegel chose at first — " Science of the Experience of Conscious-
ness’ — was dropped during the printing of the work, but the piece that
explainsit remains. The title was replaced by another one: " Science of the
Phenomenology of Spirit." As aresult, only the remaining piece — which
nowhere mentions a phenomenology of spirit- correctlyinterpretsthe new
title. This new title appeared as part of the complete title of the work as
it was publishedin 1807: " System of Science Part I, The Phenomenol ogy
of Spirit." When the work was reprinted shortly after Hegel’s death as the
second volume of the Cdllected Works (1832), the title was merely: "' Phe-
nomenology of Spirit." Behind this subtle dropping of the article thereis
hidden a decisive change in Hegel’s thinking and in the way he commu-
nicates his thinking. As regards content, the change affects the system; &
regards time, it begins shortly after the publication of the Sdence o the
Phenomenology of Spirit. Presumably, it was motivated and confirmed by his
switchtoteachinginthe Nuremberg Gymnasium. T heschool lessonshede-
livered herea soinfluenced histeaching at the university, which he resumed
later.

At the time of theinitial publication of The Phenomenology of Spirit, the
completetitle " System of Science™ has a dial ectical-specul ative ambiguity.
I't does not mean: the sciences classified according to a carefully reasoned
order. Neither does it mean: philosophy presented as a coherent science.
"' System of Science” means:. scienceisintrinsicallythe absol uteorganization
of the absolutenessof the absolute. The subjectity of the subject essences
in such away that it knowsitself and arrangesitself into the compl eteness
of its structure. This self-arranging is the mode of beingin which subjec-
tity is. "System" is the assembly of the absolute which gathers itself into
its absolutenessand by this gathered stance is made steadfast into its own
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presence. Science is the subject of the system, not its object. However, it
is the subject in such away that science, part of subjectity, participatesin
constituting the absolutenessof the absolute. For Hegel around the time
of the first publication of The Phenomendogy ¢ Spirit, science is the onto-
theiological knowledge of true beings as beings. Science unfoldsin its en-
tirety in atwofold way, into the "science of the phenomenology of spirit,”
and into the "science of logic." Hegel’s "science of logic" at this time is
absolute theiology and not ontology. On the contrary, ontology unfolds
as the "science of the experience of consciousness.” Phenomenology isthe
"first science,” and logicisthe genuinesciencewithinfirst philosophy asthe
truth of beings as such. Thistruth is the essence of metaphysics. However,
no more than Kant before him and the later Schelling after him is Hegel
able to master the power long-entrenched in the didactic systematizing of
academic metaphysics. Nietzsche rails against this systematizing only be-
cause histhinking must remainin the essential, onto-theiological system of
metaphysics.

Why did Hegel abandon the title he had chosen at first, “Science of the
Experience of Consciousness” AWe do not know. We may, however, conjec-
ture. Did he shrink from the word "experience’ which he himsalf empha-
sized and put at the center? Now thisterm namesthe being of beings. For
Kant, itisthe term that designates the only possible theoretical knowledge
of beings. Did it seem too daring to make the original meaning of the word
"experience," which we may presume was echoing in his thoughtful ear,
resound again: experience as the sufficing toward attainment [audangendes
Gelangen], and attainment, in itsturn, as the mode of presence, of eivou, of
being?Did it seem too daring to raise this ancient sound as the keynote of
the language in which the work speaks, even when the word " experience"
does not occur? At al the essential passages en route, in the transitions,
it does occur. It does, admittedly, recede in the last main section, which
presents the appearance of consciousnessas spirit. On the other hand, the
preface, written after the completion of the work, still speaksof the" system
of the experience of spirit."”

Nonetheless, the heading " Science of the Experience of Consciousness"
disappears. The word " consciousness,” too, disappearsalong with it from
the title of the work, even though consciousness as self-consciousnesscon-
stitutes the essential realm of the absol utenessof the absolute, even though
consciousnessis the new land of modern metaphysics, a land which has
now been taken possession of asthe " system of science” and has been fully
surveyed.

HEGEL’S CONCEPT OF EXPERIENCE

The heading " Science of the Experience of Consciousness” disappears
in favor of the new heading: " Science of the Phenomenology of Spirit."”
The new one is constructed in a rigorous correspondence to the old.
We must think its genitive likewise as did ectical-speculative. The word
"phenomenology,” which was aready commonly used in academic phi-
losophy at the time, takes the place of the word "experience.” The esae
d expaience is the esare 6 phenomendlogy. The ¢aiveston, the appearing-
to-itself of the absolute subject, which is cdled "spirit," gathers itself in
the mode of a dialogue between ontic and ontological consciousness. The
“-logy” in "phenomenology” is the Aé¢yecbou in the sense of the ambigu-
0us dioéyeaBon, Which characterizes the movement by which the expe-
rience of consciousness iS the being of being-conscious, consciousness.
Phenomenology is the self-gathering of the talk of the dialogue of spirit
with its parousia. Phenomenology, here, is the term for the existence of
spirit. Spirit is the subject of phenomenology, not its object. The word,
here, neither means a discipline of philosophy, nor isit a designation for
a specialized kind of research whose concern is to describewhat is given.
However, because the self-gathering of the absoluteinto its parousia de-
mands (in keeping with its essence) to be presented, it has already been de-
termined from within the essenceof phenomenology that phenomenology
be science; not, however, becauseit is a representation of spirit, but rather
becauseit isthe existence, the presentnessof spirit. Thus the abridged title
" The Phenomenology of Spirit," thought correctly, does not fal avay into
vagueindeterminacy. |t compelsthinking into thelast possiblerecollection.
" The Phenomenology of Spirit" means: the parousia of the absolutein its
prevailing. A decade after the publication of The Phenomendogy ¢ Spirit,
"phenomenology" has declined into a narrowly circumscribed part of the
philosophy of spirit within the academic system of the Encydopedia(1817).
Asit wasin the eighteenth century, the name " phenomenol ogy" again be-
comes the name for a discipline. It is found between anthropology and
psychology.

But what is the phenomenology of spirit, if it is the experience of con-
sciousness? 1t is thoroughgoing skepticism. Experienceis the dialogue be-
tween natural consciousness and absolute knowledge. Natural conscious-
nessisthe historically existing spirit extantin itstime. Thisspirit, however,
is not ideology. Assubjectity, it isthe reality of the real. At each time, ahis-
torical spirit is dwaysinternalized, recollected, in itself to itself. Absolute
knowledge, however, is the presentation of the appearance of the exist-
ing spirit. 1t achievesthe " organization™ of the structure of the being of the
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spiritual realm. The route of the dialogueis gathered into thesitewhich the
dialogue enacts (reaches) in itsroute only in order that, in passing through
thesite, it establishesitself init, and, arrivingthere, comesto presence. The
route of arrival of thetalk is the path of despair, alongwhich consciousness
each time loses its not-yet-true, sacrificing it for truth to appear. At the
consummation of the dialogue by thoroughgoing skepticism, the utterance
comes: it isfinished. It comesat that place along the path where conscious-
ness itself dies the death into which it has been torn by the power of the
absolute. At the conclusion of hiswork, Hegel cdlsthe phenomenology of
the spirit "the Golgotha of absolutespirit.”

T hescienceof thephenomenology of spiritisthe theol ogy of the absolute
as regards its parousia within a didectical-speculative Good Friday. The
absolutedies here. God is dead. This means everything except that there is
no god. The "science of logic,” in contrast, is the science of the absolute
which comes to presence originally with itself in its self-knowledge as the
absol uteconcept. It is the theol ogy of the absol utenessof the absol utebefore
creation. Both theologies are ontologies, are secular [weltlich]. They think
the worldliness [Weltlichkeit] of the world, if we take"world" to mean here:
beingsintheir entirety, beingsthat have the fundamental trait of subjectity.
The world, understood in this way, determines its beings so that they are
present in the representation that represents the absolute. However, the
reason that the science of absolute knowledge is the secular theology of
theworld isnot that it secularizes Christian and ecclesiastical theology but
rather that it is part of the essenceof ontology. Ontology is older than every
Christian theology, which for its part must have been effectivelyreal before
a process of secularization could start on it. The theology of the absolute
is the knowledge of beings as beings, which, for Greek thinkers, bringsto
light and follows its onto-theiological essence, without ever being able to
follow that essenceintoitsground. Within the languageof absol utescience,
it comesto light that Christian theology is - in what it knows and how it
knowswhat it knows — metaphysics.

The proposition " The experience of consciousness is thoroughgoing
skepticism™ and the proposition " Phenomenology is the Golgotha of ab-
solute spirit” join the completion of the work to its beginning. However,
what is essential about The Phenomenology ¢ Spirit is not the work as the
accomplishment of a thinker, but the work as the reality of consciousness
itself. Because phenomenol ogy is experience, the beingness of beings, it is
therefore the gathering of the appearing-to-itself upon the appearance out
of the seeming of the absol ute.

HEGEL’S CONCEPT OF EXPERIENCE

The gathering self-recollection, however, is the implicit essence of the
will. Thewill willsitself in the parousia of the absolutewith us. Phenomen-
ology is itself being, in the mode of which the absolutein and for itself is
with us. This beingwills, sincewill isits essence. | t remainsto consider how
being has arrived at its essence.

"To bewith us" is part of the absolutenessof the absolute. Without this
"with us," the absolute would be the solitary one; it would not be able to
appear to itsef among phenomena. It could not riseinto its unconceal ed-
ness. With this rise (¢uois), it would not be with life (Zwon). Experienceis
the movement of the dialogue between natural and absolute knowledge. I t
is both of them, asthe uniting unity by whichit gathers. It is the nature of
natural consciousness, which is historical in the accident of the shapesin
whichit appears. It is the self-comprehending of these shapesin the organ-
ization of their appearance. The book, therefore, reachesits conclusionin
the sentence: " Bothtogether - history (intellectually) comprehended - form
at once the recollection and the Golgotha of absolutespirit, the redlity, the
truth, the certainty of its throne, without which it would be lifeless, soli-
tary, and alone.” In its absol uteness, the absol uterequires the throne as the
height in which it issedent but not abased.

The parousiaof the absolute takes place as phenomenol ogy. Experience
is being, and in accordancewith it the absolute wills to be with us. Since
the presentation that essentially belongs to experience has nothing ese to
present but phenomenology in the sense of the parousia, dready at the
end of the first paragraph at the beginning there is named that in which
the work ends: parousia. It is true that this parousia - the fact that the
absoluteisareadyin and for itselfwith usand willsthis- is mentioned only
inconspicuously in a subordinate clause. At the culmination of the work,
the subordinate clauseis turned into a single main clause. The "with us"
has unveiled itsaf as “not without us."

Inthe "with us" at the beginning of the piece, the essence of ""us" isstill
unthought. I'n the "not without us* at the end of the work, the essence of
"us" has been determined. We are the ones who are attentive, skeptically,
to the being of beings specificaly, and in this way genuinely attend toit.

Thecirclecloses. The last words of the work, like an echo, lose them-
sdvesin the beginning. T he sixteen paragraphsof the piece, usualy called
the "Introduction to The Phenomendlogy ¢ Spirit," are aready the genuine
beginning of phenomenology.

Theheading" Introduction™ is not found in the original edition of 1807.
Only in the "Table of Contents," which was added later, is the piece that
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followsthe " Preface” given thetitle " Introduction,” perhapsout of embar-
rassment at having no namefor it. For thefact of the matter isthat the piece
isreally not anintroduction, which may well bewhy it wasnot until thework
wasfinished that the much more extensive Preface’” wasdrafted asa prepar-
aiveto the work. The sixteen paragraphsaof the piece do not constitute an
introduction, becausethey cannot constitute any such thing. They cannot be
anintroduction becausethereis nointroduction to phenomenology.There
isnointroduction to phenomenol ogy becausethere can be nointroduction
to phenomenology.T he phenomenology of spirit is the parousia of the ab-
solute. Parousiais the being of beings. For men, there is no introduction
[Einleitung]to the being of beings because the essence of man in the com-
pany [Gdeit]of beingis this company itself. Provided that the "to be with
us' of the absolute prevails, we are aready in the parousia. We can never
been escorted from somewhere eseinto it. Y& how arewein the parousia
of the absolute?Weareinit accordingto the habit of natural consciousness.
Each thing appearsto natural consciousness as though al presences were
alongside each other. Even the absolutehabitually appearsto it asalongside
the rest. Even that which is above or over habitually represented beingsis
over against them, for natural consciousness. It isthis"alongside” present
in the direction upward that we ourselvesare alongside. Following the pull
of its representation, natural consciousnesslingersamong beings and does
not turn itself toward being, by which nonethel essit is attracted in advance,
and even attracted for that pull toward the being of beings. Nonetheless,
when natural consciousness becomes attentive to being, it assures us that
being is an abstraction. That by which consciousnessis attracted into its
own essence is passed off by consciousness as something abstracted. No
greater reversal is possiblefor natural consciousnessthan this opinion.
The perversities [Verkebrbeiten] of the circumstancesin which natural
consciousness roams about pale compared to this reversa [Verkehrung]lt
tries to eliminate one perversity through the organization of another, but
without being mindful of thereal reversal. Thisisthe reasonfor the endur-
ing necessity that consciousnessturns around from its non-self-turning to
the being of beings and turnsitsalf toward the appearance of phenomena.
Natural consciousness cannot be led into whereit already is. However, in
turning around neither must it abandon its stay in the midst of beings. It
must be prepared to accept its residencespecificalyinitstruth.
We could take, literarily, the sixteen paragraphs to be the exegesis of
the title which then was dropped. However, if our thinking is based on the
subject matter, then the book's title does not matter; the work itself does.
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Or we might even say: not even the work matters, but rather that which it
presents — experience, phenomenol ogy, as what is essential in the parousia
of the absolute. And then again, the reason it matters is not that we take
note of it, but rather that we ourselvesarein the experiencewhich our being
alsois That is what matters in the old, traditional sense of being: to be a
presenceamong... the presences.

Thesixteen paragraphsof the piecedirect natural consciousnesshack into
the appropriation of its stay. This redirection occurs by turning conscious-
ness around; through that turn consciousness arrives into the experience
as which the parousia of the absolutetruly happens. Natural consciousness
can only be retrieved from its habitual representation and directed into ex-
perienceif we start from the representations which natural consciousness
makes (at once and in its own way) out of that which encounters it with
the claim to be absolute knowledge. To start from the opinions of natural
consciousnessmarksthe style and coherence of the paragraphsof the piece.

This piece, the beginning of the actual body of thework, isthe beginning
of the skepsisthat prevailsthrough thoroughgoing skepticism. To beginthe
skepsis means: to perform the having-seen dl the way into the absoluteness
of theabsoluteand to keeptoit there. T hetextistheinel uctableopportunity
to induce natural consciousness to release within itself the knowledge in
which it already is through being its own concept. Only when the reversa
of consciousness has been carried out in which the appearance of spirit has
turned to us do the phenomena come to presence as phenomena"'for us."
"For us' means precisely not "relative to us,” representing aswe ordinarily
do. "For us' means. "initself," i.e., appearing out of the absolutenessof the
absoluteinto the pure site of its appearance.

Itisonly when this text hasinduced us to turn around, actually to begin
the presentation, that the presentation of the experience of consciousness
can begin. The presentation begins absolutely with the absolutenessof the
absolute. It begins with the extreme force of the will of the parousia. It
begins with the extreme self-externalizationof the absolutein its appear-
ance. In order to be able to look ahead into this appearance, we must take
the phenomena as they appear and keep them free from our opinions and
thought about them. Ye thisletting the encounter happen, thisletting go,
is an activity which takesits certainty and endurance only from our contri-
bution of the reversal. Our reversal is that we go skepticaly, i.e., with open
eyes, to encounter the appearanceof phenomenal consciousness, which has

already come to us in the parousia, in order to be on the route in which
experienceis the phenomenol ogy of the absolute.
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The presentation begins by letting " sense-certainty" appear absolutely:

Theknowledge, whichisat thestart or immediately our object, can be nothing else
than just that whichisimmediate knowledge, knowledgeof theimmediate, of what
is We have, in dealing with it, to proceed, too, in an immediate way, to accept what
is given, not altering anything in it asit is presented before us, and keeping mere
apprehension free from conceptual comprehension.

Once the presentation of the appearance of sense-certainty has been
carried out, then there arises a new object, which is the being of what
that presentation takes to be true beings, namely the truth of certainty, a
certainty which is self-consciousnessthat knowsitself. The presentation of
the appearancedf " The Truth Which ConsciousCertainty of Sdf Redlizes"
beginswith the following sentences:

In the kinds of certainty hitherto considered, the truth for consciousnessis some-
thingother than consciousnessitself. T heconception, however, of thistruthvanishes
in the course of our experience of it. What the object immediately wasin itself-

whether mere beingin sense-certainty, aconcretethingin perception, or the power
in the case of understanding - it turns out, in truth, not to be this really; butinstead,
thisin-itself provesto be away inwhichitisfor an other. The concept of the object
givesway before the actual concrete object, or the first immediate idea is cancelled
in the course of experience. Mere certainty vanished in favor of thetruth.
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The following commentary is an attempt to point in the direction where,
perhaps, the question about the essence of nihilism can one day be posed.
The commentary derivesfrom athinking that is beginning towin aninitial
clarity about Nietzsche'sfundamental place within the history of Western
metaphysics. To point in this direction clarifiesa stage of Western meta-
physics that isin dl likelihood its fina stage, since metaphysics, through
Nietzsche, has deprived itself of its own essential possibility in certain re-
spects, and therefore to that extent other possibilities of metaphysics can
no longer become apparent. After the metaphysical reversal carried out by
Nietzsche, dl that isleft to metaphysicsis to be inverted into the dire state
of itsnon-essence. T he supersensory hasbecomean unenduring product of
the sensory. But by so disparaging [Herubsetzung] its antithesis, the sensory
deniesits own essence. The dismissa [ Absetzung]of the supersensory also
eliminatesthe purely sensory and with it the difference between the two.
The dismissal of the supersensory ends in a "neither-nor" regarding the
distinction between sensory (aictnTév) and non-sensory (vontév). It ends
in the senseless. However, it remains the unthinlung and insuperable as-
sumption behind blind attempts to evade the senselessthrough asheer fiat
of sense.

Throughout the following, metaphysicsis thought asthe truth of beings
assuchin their entirety, not as the doctrine of athinker. In each instance,
athinker has hisfundamental philosophical position within a metaphysics.
For that reason, a metaphysicscan be named after a thinker. | n accordance
with the essence of metaphysics as it is thought here, thisin no way im-
pliesthat a particular metaphysics is the achievement and possession of a
thinker as a personality acting within the public setting of cultural affairs.
The destiny of being makesits way over beingsin abrupt epochs of truth;
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in each phase of metaphysics, aparticular piece of that way becomes appar-
ent. Nietzsche himself interpretsthe course of Western history metaphysi-
cdly, namely as the advent and development of nihilism. To think through
Nietzsche's metaphysics becomes amatter of reflecting on thesituation and
placeof contemporary men, whose destiny with respect to truth istill little
experienced. Every such reflection, however, if it is to do more than idly
repeat information, goes beyond that at which reflection isdirected. To go
beyond is not, without further ado, to raise higher or even to exceed, nor
isit to overcome at once. To reflect on Nietzsche's metaphysics does not
mean that besides his ethics and his epistemology and his aesthetics, we
also, and above dl, deal with a metaphysics; rather it means: that wetry to
take Nietzscheserioudly asathinker. However, evenfor Nietzschethinking
means: to represent beingsas beings. All metaphysical thinkingisonto-logy
oritisnothingat al.

For the reflection that is attempted here, it is a matter of preparing
for asimple and inconspicuous step forward in thought. It is the concern
of preparatory thinking to clear a free scope within which being itself
would again be able to take man with regard to his essenceinto an initial
relationship.” To be preparatory is the essence of such thinking.

This essential thinking, essential and therefore everywhere and in every
respect only preparatory, proceeds in inconspicuousness. Here, dl fellow
thinking, however clumsy and groping, is an essential help. To share in
thinking is the unaobtrusive sowing of sowers:. the sowing is not made good
by acknowledgment or profit, and the sowers may never see blade or fruit
and not know a harvest. They serve the sowing, and even more willingly
they serve the preparation for sowing.

Before sowing comes plowing. It is essential to reclaim the field that
had to remain in obscurity while the land of metaphysics was inescapably
dominant. It isessential first of all to sense, to intuit, thisfield; then tofind
it; and then to cultivateit. It is essential to go out to this field for the first
time. Many are the paths till unknown. Ye each thinker is allotted only
one way, his own, in the tracks of which he must go back and forth, time
and again, in order at last to keep to it as his own, though it is never his,
and say what he came to know on this one path.

Perhaps the title Being and 7imze isthe signpost of such away. In keep-
ing with the essential involvement of metaphysics (an involvement that

2 First edition, 1950: the Event.
L First edition, 1950: custom.
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metaphysicsitself demands and seeks anew time and again) with the sci-
ences, themselvesthe offspring of metaphysics, preparatory thinking must
also move now and then in the area of the sciences becausein many dif-
ferent shapes they are claiming till to predetermine the fundamental form
of knowledge and the knowable, either knowingly or through the nature of
their vaidity and effectiveness. The more plainly the sciences are carried
along by their predetermined technological essence and its characteristic
form, the more definitely the question is resolved about the epistemol ogi-
cal possibility claimed in technology, about the nature, limits, and rights of
this possihility for knowledge.

To think preparatorily and to fulfill such thinking involves an education
in thinking in the midst of the sciences. For this, the difficult thing is to
find an appropriate form so that this education in thinking is not liable to
be confused with research and erudition. This goal isin danger above al
when thinking must, simultaneously and perpetually, first of all finditsown
placeto stay. To think in the midst of the sciences means: to go past them
without despising them.

Wedo not know what possibilitiesthe destiny of Western history still has
in store for our people and the West. Nor is the external organization and
arrangement of these possibilitieswhat is necessary in the first instance.
What is important is only that learners in thinking are fellow learners -
fellow learnerswhoin their own way stay on the path and are present at the
right moment.

The following commentary, in itsintention and consequence, keepsto
the area of the one experience out of which Being and Time is thought.
This thinking has been concerned constantly with one occurrence: that
in the history of Western thinking, right from the beginning, beings have
been thought in regard to being, but the truth of being has remained un-
thought. Indeed, not only hasthe truth of being been denied to thinking as
a possible experience, but Western thinking itself (precisely in the form of
metaphysics) has specifically, though unknowingly, masked the occurrence
of this denial.?

Preparatory thinking therefore necessarily keeps to the ream of his-
torical reflection. For this thinking, history is not the sequence of histor-
ical periods but a unique proximity of what is the same, which concerns
thinking in the incalculable ways of destiny and with variable degrees of
immediacy.

 First edition, 1g50: denial and withholding.
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Our reflection isnow to be aimed at Nietzsche's metaphysics. Histhink-
ing seesitself under the sign of nihilism. That is the name for a historical
movement, discerned by Nietzsche, which after dominating the preced-
ing centuries has determined the current one. The interpretation of this
movement Nietzsche concentrated into the brief statement: " God isdead.”

One might suppose that " God is dead" expressesthe belief of Nietzsche
the atheist and hencethat itisonly apersonal opinion and therefore biased,
and thus also essily refuted by pointing out that everywhere today many
people attend churches and endure hardships out of their Christian trust
in God. Ye the question remains whether theword of Nietzsche which we
guoted is only an extravagant view of a thinker whom it is easy to char-
acterize correctly: he went mad in the end. It must still be asked whether
Nietzsche, if anything, is not rather expressing [ausspricht] here the word
that has always been implicitly [unausgesprochen] spoken within the meta-
physicaly determined history of the West. Before reaching any position
too hastily, we must first of al try to think *God is dead" in the way that
it isintended. Hence we will do well to distance ourselvesfrom the rash
opinions that obtrude themselvesat once at this terrible statement.

Thefollowing considerations are an attempt to comment on Nietzsche's
word in afew essential respects. Let it again be stressed:;Nietzsche’s word
givesthe destiny of two millennia of Western history.?And we, unprepared
asadll of usaretogether, wemust not think that we will alter thisdestiny by a
lectureabout Nietzsche'sstatement or evenlearnto knowitonly adequately.
Nonetheless, this one thing is now necessary: that out of reflection we are
receptivetoinstruction and that ontheway toinstructionwelearntoreflect.

Not only must any commentary gather the substance from the text, it
must also, imperceptibly and without being too insistent, add something
of its own to it, from its substance. This supplement is what the layman,
regarding what he takes to be the content of the text, adways fedls as an
interpolation; itiswhat he, with theright hearrogates to himself, criticizesas
arbitrary. A proper commentary, however, never understands the text better
than its author understood it, thoughit certainly understandsit differently.
Only this difference in understanding must be such that it encounters the
same thing which the explicated text is meditating.

The first time Nietzsche pronounced "God is dead” was in the third
book of L a GayaScienza, published in 1882. Thiswork wasthe beginning of
Nietzsche's path toward devel oping hisfundamental metaphysical position.
It is between this work and the fruitless toil that went into shaping his
planned masterwork that ThusSpoke Zarathustra was published. T heplanned
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masterworkwas never completed. Provisionallyit wasto beentitled The Will
to Power and subtitled " Attempt at a Revaluation of All Vaues."

As a young man Nietzsche was already familiar with the disturbing
thought of the death of a God and the mortality of the gods. In a note
that dates from the time he was drafting hisfirst work The Birth ¢ Tragedy,
Nietzsche wrote (in 1870): "I believe in the ancient German saying: al
gods must die." At the end of his treatise Faith and Knowledge (1802), the
young Hegel identifiesthe"feelingonwhich thereligion of themodern age
rests- thefeeling that God Himself isdead. . . ”* Hegel’s word thinks some-
thing different from what Nietzsche thinks in his. Nonetheless, between
the two there is an essential connection that concealsitself in the essence
of al metaphysics. Plutarch’s remark, cited by Pascal - "Le grand Pan est
mort™ (Pensées, 695) — belongs, though for contrary reasons, in the same
domain.

Let us, first of all, listen to the complete text of section 125 of La Gaya
Scienza. The section isentitled " The madman' and runs:

The madman. - Haven't you heard of that madman who lit alamp in the bright
morning, ran to the market, and cried out ceasdlesdy: "I'm looking for God! I'm
looking for God!" —-Asthere were anumber of people standing about just then who
did not believein God, he aroused a good deal of laughter. "So did he get lost?,"
someonesaid. "Has helost hisway, likeachild?," another asked." Or maybehesin
hiding?""Ishe afraid of us?"'" Gone to sea?'"Emigrated?"' — so were they shouting
and laughing riotously. The madman jumped into the midst of them and his eyes
transfixed them: "Where did God go?," he cried, “I’ll tell you where. We've killed
him-youand I. We areall hismurderers. But how havewe done this?How were we
able todrink the sea dry? Who gave us the sponge to wipe the entire horizon away?
What did we do when we unchained this earth from its sun? Where is it moving
to now?Where are we moving to? Away from dl the suns?Is there no end to our
plummeting? Backwards, sidewards, forwards, in every direction?|s there till an
up and adown?Aren't we astray asin an endlessnothing?It's the empty space, isn't

it, we feel breathing on us?It has become colder, hasn't it?Isn't it dways nightfall

and more night? Don't lamps need to belit in the morning? Do we not yet hear

any of the noise of the gravediggerswho are burying God? Do we not yet smell

anything of the divine putrefaction?- even gods become putrid. God isdead! God

remains dead! And wekilled him. How areweto find consol ation, we themurderers
of al murderers? The holiest and mightiest that the world has hitherto possessed
has bled to death under our knives. What water can cleanse us? What ceremonies
of expiation, what sacred games, will we have to invent?lsn't the greatness of this
deed too great for us? Don't we have to become gods ourselvesin order merely to
appear worthy of it? There has never been a greater deed - and whoever will be
born after uswill partake, for this deed's sake, of ahistory higher than al history in

times past!" - Here the madman fell silent and looked again at his audience; they
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too were silent and looked at him and were taken aback. At last he threw hislamp
totheground, sothatit brokeinto piecesand went out. "I come too early," hesaid,
then, "the timeisnot yet mine. The enormous event isstill on the way, itinerant -
it hasn't got as far as the ears of men. Thunder and lightning take time, the light
from stars takes time, deeds take time even after they have been done, to be seen
and heard. This deed is still farther from them than the farthest stars — and yer they
have dore it themseves” [ tistold that on the same day the madman forced his way
into different churches and started to sing his Requiem aeternarz do in them. Led
out and questioned, hewould only reply: "What elseare these churches, then, if not
the cryptsand tombs of God?"

Tothefour booksof La GayaScienza, Nietzsche appended afifthin 1886,
four yearslater; he gaveit thetitle "We the Fearless.” T hefirst section of
this book (aphorism no. 343) is headed: “What Cheerfulness ISAll About.” 1t
begins: " The greatest modern event - that 'God is dead,’ that faith in the
Christian God has become untenable - is aready beginning to throw its
first shadowsacross Europe.”

Itisclear from thissentence that Nietzsche, in speaking about the death
of God, means the Christian God. But it is no less certain and no less
to be kept in mind beforehand that Nietzsche uses the names " God" and
"Christian God" to indicate the supersensory world in general. God isthe
name for the realm of ideas and theideal. Since Plato, or more accurately,
since the late Greek and the Christian interpretations of the Platonic phi-
losophy, this realm of the supersensory has been considered the true and
actually rea world. In contrast to it, the sensory world is only the un-
real this-worldly world, the changeable and therefore the merely apparent
world. Thethis-worldly world isthe vale of tearsin contrast to the moun-
tain of eterna bliss of the other side. If, asis still the case in Kant, we
cal the sensory world the physica world in the broadest sense, then the
supersensory world is the metaphysical world.

"God is dead" means: the supersensory world has no effective power.
I't does not bestow life. Metaphysics, which for Nietzsche is Western phi-
losophy understood as Platonism, is at an end. Nietzsche understands his
own philosophy asthe countermovement against metaphysics, i.e., for him,
against Platonism.

As a mere countermovement, however, it necessarily remains trapped,
likeeverything anti-, inthe essenceof whatitischallenging. Sinceall it does
is turn metaphysics upside down, Nietzsche's countermovement against
metaphysics remains embroiled in it and has no way out; in fact it is em-
broiled in it to such a degree that it is sealed off from its essence and, as
metaphysics, isunable ever to think itsown essence. Thisisthe reason that,
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for and through metaphysics, there remains hidden what actually happens
in and as metaphysicsitself.

If God - as the supersensory ground and as the goal of everything that
isreal - isdead, if the supersensory world of ideasis bereft of its binding
and above al its inspiring and constructive power, then there is nothing
left which man can rely on and by which he can orient himself. That is
why in the passagewe quoted, the question isasked, "Aren't weastray in an
endlessnothing?'Thestatement " God isdead" contains therealization that
this nothing is spreading. Nothing means here: absence of a supersensory,
binding world. Nihilism, "'the eeriest of all guests,” isstanding at the door.

The attempt to comment on Nietzsche'sword " God is dead" is synony-
mous with the task of explaining what Nietzsche understands by nihilism
and therefore of describing how Nietzsche stands in relation to nihilism.
However, since this name is so often used only as atabloid slogan and not
infrequently even as a damning invective, it is necessary to know what it
means. Not everyone who adverts to the Christian faith or to some meta-
physical conviction thereby stands outside nihilism. Conversely, to ponder
about nothing and its essence does not necessarily make one anihilist.

That nameispopularly usedin atoneinsinuating that theword " nihilist"
is itself sufficient — without thinking any further with it - to prove that
reflecting on the nothing leads to a descent into the nothing and implies
that a dictatorship of the nothing isto be established.

In general the question is whether the name "nihilism," thought rig-
orously in the sense of Nietzsche's philosophy, has only a nihilistic (.e.,
negative) meaning that pursuesits course into void nothing. Sincethetitle
of nihilism has been used vaguely and arbitrarily, it is necessary, before a
more exact discussionof what Nietzsche himself saysabout nihilism, towin
the proper perspectivefrom whichwe may ask theveryfirst questions about
nihilism.

Nihilism is a historical movement, not just any view or doctrine held
by just anyone. Nihilism moves history in the way of a scarcely recognized
fundamental processin the destiny of the Western peoples. Hencenihilism
isnot just one historical phenomenon among others, not just one spiritual-
intellectual current that occurs within Western history after others have
occurred, after Christianity, after humanism, and after the Enlightenment.

Nihilism, thought in its essence, is on the contrary the fundamental
movement of the history of the West. Its roots are so deep that its devel-
opment can entail only world catastrophes. Nihilism istheworld-historical
movement of the peoplesof the earthwho have been drawninto modernity's
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arenaof power. That iswhy itisnot only aphenomenon of the present age,
nor even aproduct originally of the nineteenth century, when admittedly a
keen eyefor nihilism awoke and its name became common. Nor isnihilism
aproduct of particular nationswhose thinkersand writers speak specifically
of nihilism. Those who imagine themselvesfree of it are perhaps the ones
advancingits development most fundamental lyjPart of the eeriness of this
eeriest guest isthat it cannot name its own origin.(

Nihilism does not prevail only when the Christian God has been denied,
or when Christianity is embattled, or when a freethinking cheap atheism
is still al that is preached. Aslong as we ook exclusively at this unbelief
which has abandoned Christianity and at its manifestations, our attention
will be fixed externally on the meager facades of nihilism. The speech of
the madman says specificaly that the word " God is dead” has nothing in
common with the opinions of those standing about and talking confusedly,
of those who "do not believein God." To those merely lacking faith in this
way, nihilism as the destiny of their own history has not yet penetrated at
al.

Aslong as we grasp "God is dead" only as the formula of unbelief, we
are thinking in terms of theological apologetics and are eschewing what
matters to Nietzsche, namely reflection that thinks about what has already
happened with the truth of the supersensory world and with itsrelation to
man's essence.

Nor, therefore, does nihilism in Nietzsche's sense in any way coincide
with the state (conceivedin a purely negative way) of no longer being able
to believein the Christian God of the biblical revelation, since by " Chris-
tianity" Nietzsche does not mean the Christian life that existed oncefor a
short time before the Gospels were set down in writing and before Paul
disseminated his missionary propaganda. For Nietzsche, Christianity isthe
historical, secular-political phenomenon of the Church and its claim to
power within the formation of Western humanity and its modern culture.
Christianity in this sense and the Christian life of the New Testament faith
arenot thesame. Even anon-Christian lifecan affirm Christianity and make
useof itfor thesakeof power; conversely,aChristian lifeisnot necessarilyin
need of Christianity. Therefore, aconfrontation with Christianity is by no
means an absolute battle against what is Christian, no more than acritique
of theology isacritique of thefaith for which theology issupposed to bethe
interpretation. For aslong aswe fail to pay due attention to these essential
differences, we do not move past thelowlands of the conflictsamongworld
views,
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In "God is dead" the name "God," thought essentialy, stands for the
supersensory world of ideals that contain the god that exists beyond the
earthly lifefor thislife; they determineit thus from above and soin certain
respects from without. But when the pure faith in God as defined by the
Church fades, when theology in particular, the doctrine of the faith, finds
itself curbed and forced to one side in serving its role as the normative
explanation of beingsintheir entirety, thenin noway doesthat fundamental
structure break down in accordance with which the goal set on the scale of
the supersensory has dominated the earthly life of the senses.

The place of God's vanished authority and the Church's profession of
teaching has been taken by the authority of conscience and, forcibly, by the
authority of reason. Thesocial instinct hasrisen up against these. Historical
progress hasreplaced the withdrawal from theworld into the supersensory.
The goa of eternal blissin the hereafter has been transformed into the
earthly happiness of the greatest number. The diligent care that was the
cultus of religion has been replaced by enthusiasm for creating a culture
or for spreading civilization. Creation, once the prerogative of the biblical
God, has become the mark of human activity, whose creativework becomes
in the end businesstransactions.

Whatever is thus going to be put in the place of the supersensory world
will bevariations of the Christian-ecclesiastical and theological interpreta-
tion of the world, an interpretation which adopted its schema of the ordo,
the hierarchical order of beings, from the Hellenistic-Judaic world and
whose fundamental structurewas established through Plato at the outset of
Western metaphysics.

The ream for the essence and event of nihilism is metaphysicsitself,
always assuming that by "metaphysics” we are not thinking of a doctrine
or only of a specialized discipline of philosophy but of the fundamental
structure of beingsin their entirety, so far as this entirety is differentiated
into asensory and a supersensory world, the former of which is supported
and determined by the latter. Metaphysicsis the space of history in which
it becomes destiny for the supersensory world, ideas, God, moral law, the
authority of reason, progress, the happinessof the greatest number, culture,
and civilizationto forfeit their constructive power and to becomevoid. We
arecalling thisessential ruin [Wesenszerfall] of supersensory its putrefaction
[Verwesung]. Unbelief in the sense of apostasy from the Christian doctrine
of faith is therefore never the essence or the ground of nihilism; rather, it
is dways only a consequence of nihilism: for it could be that Christianity
itself represents a conseguence and aform of nihilism.
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From this point we now recognize thefinal misstep, to which we are still
liable, in grasping and supposedly battling against nihilism. Sincewe do not
experiencenihilism as ahistorical movement which isalready of long dura-
tion and whose essential ground liesin metaphysicsitself, we fall victim to
the pernicious desire to take the phenomena, which arein fact only the con-
sequences of nihilism, for nihilismitself, or to represent consequences and
effects as the cause of nihilism. In thoughtlessly accommodating ourselves
to thismanner of representation, we havefor decadesbeen used to adducing
the dominance of technology or therevolt of the massesasthe causes of the
historical condition of our age; we tirelessly analyze the spiritual situation
of the time in these respects. Yet every anaysis, however knowledgeable
and clever, of man and his position among beings remains thoughtless and
produces only the semblance of reflection, solong asit refrains from think-
ing about a settlement for man's essence and from experiencing that place
in the truth of being.

Aslong as the mere phenomena of nihilism are taken for nihilismitself,
any opinion about it will remain superficial. And it does not help in the
|east when out of discontentment at the condition of the world, or from a
half-avowed despair, or from moralistic outrage, or from devout and self-
righteous superiority, opinions take on a degree of frantic resistance.

In contrast to this, itisaboveadl essential that we reflect. That iswhy we
will now ask Nietzsche himself what he understands by nihilism; to begin
with, we will leave it an open question whether with this understanding
Nietzsche has already caught the essence of nihilism or whether he can
catchiit.

In a note from 1887, Nietzsche poses the question (The Will to Power,
aphorism no. 2): “"What does nihilism mean?"H e gives the answer: "That
the highest vaues devaue themsdves”

Thisanswer isemphasized and asupplementary explanation is provided:
"The god is missing; the answer to ‘'why? is missing."

Nietzsche, accordingly, comprehendsnihilism asahistorical process.He
interprets this processasthe deval uation of the hitherto highestvalues. God,
the supersensory world astheworld that truly isand that determinesevery-
thing, ideals and ideas, the gods and grounds that determine and support
al beingsand human lifein particular: dl these are represented herein the
meaning of the "highest values." According to aview current even now,
what one understands by that term is truth, goodness, and beauty: truth,
i.e., that whichtrulyis; goodness, i.e., what everything iseverywhere depen-
dent upon; beauty, i.e., the order and unity of beingsin their entirety. The
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highest values, however, have already deval ued themselvesnow by coming
to understand that theideal world isnot, and not ever, going to be realized
within the real world. The compulsory nature of the highest values begins
tofalter. The question israised: what is the purpose of these highest values
if they do not also secure the guarantee for, aswell as the ways and means
of, realizing the goals they set?

If, however, it were now our intention to understand Nietzsche's defi-
nition of the essence of nihilism according to itswording (that the highest
values are in the process of becoming valueless), an interpretation of the
essence of nihilism would ensue which has meanwhile become current and
whose currency is sustained by the label “nihilism”: that the devaluing of
the highest values obviously means decadence. Yet in no way for Nietzsche
is nihilism only a phenomenon of decadence; rather, nihilism, as the fun-
damental process of Western history, isalso and above dl theintrinsic law
of this history. For that reason, even in his observations about nihilism,
Nietzsche cares rather little about describing the course of the process of
devaluation historically and at the end deriving from it the decline of the
West; instead, he thinks nihilism asthe "inner logic" of Western history.

In this way Nietzsche recognizes that, even with the devaluation of the
hitherto highest valuesfor theworld, theworld itself remains; and aboveall
that theworld grown value-lessisinevitablyimpelled toward anew dispen-
sation of value.” After the hitherto highest valueshavelost their validity, the
new dispensation of valueischanged, in regard to the former values, into a
"revaluation of al values." The no to theformer valuesis derived from the
yesto the new dispensation of value. Since (in Nietzsche'sview) thisyesnei-
ther negotiates nor compromises with the previousvalues,an absolutenois
part of thisyesto the new dispensation of value. | n order to secure the abso-
lute character of the new yes against aregression to the former values, i.e.,
in order to ground the new dispensation of value as a countermovement,
Nietzsche calls even the new dispensation of value "nihilism,"” namely, a
nihilism which, through devaluation, completes itself in a new and exclu-
sively normative dispensation of value. This normative phase of nihilism
Nietzsche calls"fulfilled,” i.e., classic nihilism. By nihilism, Nietzsche un-
derstands the devaluation of the hitherto highest values. Ye at the same
time Nietzsche finds himself affirming nihilism in the sense of a "revalua-
tion of the highest values." The name "nihilism" is therefore ambiguous;

@ First edition, 1950. Under what assumption? That "world" means beingsin their entirety,
thewill to power in the eternal return of the same.
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seeninrelation toits extremes, it dwayshastwo meaningsfromthestart, in
that it designates the pure devaluation of the former highest values, but at
the same timeit also means the absolute countermovement to deval uation.
Pessimism, which Nietzsche takes as the early form of nihilism, has the
same double meaning. According to Schopenhauer, pessimismisthe belief
that in this the worst of worlds, lifeis not worth being lived and affirmed.
According to thisdoctrinelife, which means at the same time beingsassuch
in their entirety, is to be negated. This pessimism, according to Nietzsche,
is the "pessimism of weakness." Everywhere it sees only gloom, finds the
reason that everything will endinfailure, and claimsto know (inthe sense of
universal failure) how everything will come out. I n contrast, the pessimism
of strength, and as strength, isin no way deceived, sees the dangers, wants
no glossing over or dissimulation. It sees through to the disastrousness of
merely lyinginwait for the hitherto toreturn. It penetratesinto phenomena
analyticallyand demands awarenessof the conditionsand powerswhich, in
spite of everything, secure the mastery of our historical situation.

A more essential reflection would be able to show in what Nietzsche
cals the "pessimism of strength" how the uprising of modern humanity
into the absolute domination of subjectivity within the subjectity of beings
isfulfilled. Through pessimismin its twofold form, the extremes come to
light. Extremes, as such, preserve their preponderance. So a condition is
produced that is an absolute intensification into an either-or. An "interme-
diate" situation beginsto show inwhichitisclear that, on theone hand, the
former highest valuesare not being realized. The world appears value-less.
On the other hand, through being made consciousof this fact, attentionis
directed to the source of the new dispensation of value, without the world
thereby recovering itsvalue.

It istrue that, in face of the faltering domination of the former values,
something elsecan betried. Thatis, evenif Godinthesenseof the Christian
God hasvanished from his placein the supersensory world, still the placeit-
sdf ispreserved, although it hasbecome empty. One canstill hold fast to the
evacuated realm of the supersensory and ideal world. Theempty placeeven
invitesits own re-occupation and callsfor the God who disappeared from
it to be replaced by another. New ideals are being erected. As Nietzsche
representsit (The Wikl to Power, no. 1021, from 188%), this is happening
through the doctrines of world happiness and through socialism, and like-
wisethrough Wagner's music, i.e., everywherethat " dogmatic Christianity"
"has gone bankrupt." Thus "incomplete nihilism" arises, about which
Nietzschewrites (The Will to Power, no. 28, from 1887): “Incomplete nihilism,
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itsforms: weliverightintheir midst. T heattemptsto escapenihilismwithout
revaluing the former values. they produce the opposite, make the problem
more acute."

We can grasp Nietzsche's thoughts about incomplete nihilism more
clearly and acutely by saying: incomplete nihilism indeed replacesthe for-
mer values by others, but it dwaysputsthem in the old place, whichis, asit
were, preserved astheideal region of the supersensory. Complete nihilism,
however, must eliminate even the place of valueitself, the supersensory as
arealm; and it must accordingly alter and revalue values differently.

Itisclear, then, that the "revaluation of dl values" isindeed part of the
complete, fulfilled, and consequently classic nihilism, but the revaluation
does not merely replace old values by new ones.\The revaluing becomes
areversal of the nature and manner of valuing.\The dispensation of value
requires a new principle, i.e., something that providesit with a point of
departure and the placeto maintainitself. T hedispensation of value requires
another realm. N olonger can the principle betheworld of thesupersensory,
now grown dead. Therefore, nihilism aiming at revaluation (understood in
this way) will seek out what is most alive. So nihilism itself turnsinto the
"ideal of the most abundant life" (The Will to Power, no. 14, from 1887). In
this new highest value is concealed another estimation of life, i.e., of the
basisof the determining essence of dl living things. So let us now ask what
Nietzsche understands by life.

Theallusion to different stagesand forms of nihilism demonstratesthat
in Nietzsche'sinterpretation nihilismisalwaysahistory dealingwith values.
dispensing values, dispensing with val ues, reval uing values; with dispensing
values anew; and ultimately, actually with the differently valuing establish-
ment of the principle behind every dispensation ofvalues. T hehighest goals,
the grounds and principles of beings, idealsand the supersensory, God and
the gods - they are all conceived in advance as value. Therefore, we will
not grasp Nietzsche's concept of nihilism adequately until weknow what he
understands by value. Only then will we understand "God is dead"” asit is
thought. A sufficiently clear elucidation of what Nietzsche thinks with the
word "value" is the key to understanding his metaphysics.

In the nineteenth century, talk of valuesbecamefrequent, and it became
customary to think in values. However, it was only as a consequence of the
broadcasting of Nietzsche'swritings that talk of values has become popular.
Peopl espeak of life-values,of cultural values, of eternal values, of the hierar-
chy of values, of spiritual valueswhich, for example, arebelievedto befound
in antiquity. With scholarly activity in philosophy and with the recasting of
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neo-Kantianism, we arrive at value philosophy. Systems of values are con-
structed; in ethics, values are subdivided. Even in Christian theology God
is defined as the highest value: the summum ens qua summum bonum. The
sciences are taken to be value-free, and value judgments are consigned to
world views. Vaue and what isvaluableare turned into a positivisticsubsti-
tute for the metaphysical. That talk about valueis so frequent accordswith
the indeterminacy of the concept. Theindeterminacy, for its part, accords
with the obscurity of the essential origin of valuefrom being. For assuming
that value, so often invoked in these guises, is not nothing, it will haveits
essencein being.

What doesNietzsche understand by value?l nwhat istheessenceof value
grounded?Why is Nietzsche's metaphysics the metaphysics of values?

In anote (1887/88) Nietzsche states what he understands by value (The
Willto Power, no. 71 5): " Theviewpoint of 'value' istheviewpoint of the con-
ditionsforpreservation-increaseén regard?® to the complex structures, relatively
enduring, of lifein the midst of becoming."

The essenceof valueis based on its being aviewpoint. Vaue means that
which one has in mind [insAuge gefassz]. Value is the point of sight for
aseeing that hasits eye on something, or, as we sy, that counts on [auf
erwas rechnet] something and thereby hasto deal with [mit anderer rechnen]
something else. Valuestandsin aninner relation to athis-much, to quantity
and number. Vaues are therefore (The Will to Power, no. 710, from 1888)
related to a*'scale of number and measure.” The question still remains: on
what is the scale of increase and diminishment, for its part, grounded?

In characterizing value as a viewpoint, the one essential thing for Niet-
zsche’s concept of valuefollows: as a viewpoint, value is dways posited by
aseeing and for aseeing. Thisseeing isof such akind that it seesin that it
has seen, and that it has seen by re-presenting to itself as aparticular thing
that which was sighted, thereby positing it. It is only through this setting
within representation that the point which is necessary for keeping an eye
on something and which therefore directs the visual course of this seeing
becomesa point of sight, that is, becomeswhat mattersin seeing andin al
activity directed by vision. Beforethis, therefore, valuesare not something
in themselves, so that they could be taken when necessary as points of sight.

Vaue is value provided it is valid. It is valid provided it is posited as
what matters. It is so posited by aiming and keeping on€'s sight on what
must be counted. T he point of sight, the regard, the field of view are here

2 First edition, 1y5o: perpective, horizon.
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synonymous with sight [Gesicht] and seeing [Sehen] in thesenseidentified by
the Greeks, but which has gone through the transformation of "idea" from
eidos to perceptio. To seeis to represent; since Leibniz, this representation
has been grasped more explicitly in its fundamental character of striving
(appetitus). All beings are representing beings to the extent that »isus is
part of the being of beings: nisus, the urge to make an appearance, the
urge that enjoins athing to arise [Aufkommen] (appear) and so determines
its occurrence [Vorkommen)]. T he nisus-like essence of al beings takes and
positsfor itself in thisway a point of sight. The point of sight providesthe
perspectivewhichiit is essentia to follow. The point of sight isvalue.

With valuesas points of view, the *conditionsf orpreservetion-increase” are
posited, accordingto Nietzsche. By thevery way hewritesthis—in omitting
the "and" and substituting a hyphen for it — Nietzsche intends to make it
clear that valuesasviewpointsare, in their essenceand therefore constantly,
simultaneously conditions of preservation and increase. When values are
posited, both kinds of conditions must be constantly contemplated in such
away that they remain in aunified relation to each other. Why? Obviously
simply becausethe representing-striving beingsthemselvesin their essence
are such that they require these twofold points of sight. For what do values
asviewpointsserveas conditions, if they must be conditions simultaneously
for both preservation and increase?

Preservation and increase mark thefundamental traits of life; these traits
intrinsically belong together. The desire to grow, increase, is part of the
essenceof life. To preservelifeisto servetheincrease of life. Any lifethat is
restricted to mere preservation isaready in decline. For living creatures, it
is never the goal, for example, to secure lebensraum; rather it is the means
to anincrease of life. Conversely, life that has been increased intensifiesin
its turn the prior need for enlarging one's space. Increase, however,isonly
possiblewhere adurable resource hasalready been preserved as something
madesecureand therefore only then capableof increase. Hencelivingthings
are linked by the two fundamental traits of increase and preservation, i.e.,
they are "' complex structures of life." As points of view, values guide seeing
in"regard to complex structures." Seeing isawaysaseeing by the glance of
life, a glance which governs al living things. By setting the points of sight
for living things, lifein its essence proves to be that which sets values (cf.
The Will to Power, no. 556, from 1885/6).

The "complex structures of life" are dependent on the conditions of a
preservation and of astability [Bestandigung],y et the dependence issuch that
stability [dasBestindige] endures [besteht] only in order to become - through
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an incresse - unstable [en Unbestindiges]. The duration of these complex
structuresis based on theinterrelation of increase and preservation. Hence
it is a comparative duration. The duration of living things, i.e., of life, is
"relatively enduring.”

According to Nietzsche, value is "the viewpoint of the conditions for
preservation-increasein regard to the complex structures, relatively endur-
ing, of lifein themidst of becoming." Here, and generally in the conceptual
language of Nietzsche's metaphysics, the stark indefinite word " becoming™
doesnot signify just any flux of dl things, nor the mere alteration of states,
and not just any development or vague evolution. Becoming means the
transition from something to something, that movement and being moved
which Leibniz in the Monadology (§ 11) cals changements naturels, which
govern the ensqua &5 i.e., the enspercipienset appetens. Nietzsche takesthis
governance as the fundamental trait of dl redlity, i.e., hetakesitin thevery
broad sense of beings. H e understands that which thus determines beings
in their essentia asthe"will to power."

When Nietzsche concludes his characterization of the essence of value
with the word "becoming,” that final word points to the essential realm
where values and the dispensation of value generally and uniquely belong.
"To become" - that, for Nietzsche, is"the will to power." So the "will to
power" isthe fundamental trait of "life,” which Nietzsche also often usesin
abroad sense, by which it has been equated within metaphysics (cf. Hegel)
to "becoming.” Will to power, becoming, life, and beingin the broadest
sense have the same meaning in Nietzsche's language (The Will to Power,
no. 582, from 1885/6 and no. 689 from 1888). Inside of becoming, life, i.e.,
the living, takes shape as centers of the will to power that are active at
particular times. These centers are therefore structures of ruling power. It
isassuchthat Nietzscheunderstandsart, thestate, religion, science, society.
Thatiswhy he can also say (The Wi/l to Power, no. 715) "'Vaue' isessentially
theviewpoint for thegainand lossof these centersof ruling power" (namely,
with regard to their ruling character).

SolongasNietzsche,in hisdelineationof the essenceof value cited above,
graspsvalue as the viewpointed condition of the preservation and increase
of life, but seeslife as grounded in becoming and becoming as the will to
power, the will to power revealsitself as that which sets those viewpoints.
Thewill to poweristhat which, onthebasisofits "inner principle” (Leibniz)
as the nisus in the esse of the ens esteems according to values. The will to
power is the ground for the necessity of dispensing values and the origin
of the possibility of value-estimation. Hence Nietzsche says (The Wil to
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Power, no. 14, from 1887): “Values and their alterationstand in relation to the
growth inpower ¢ the one that setsvaues.™

With thisit becomesclear: values are the conditions, posited by the will
to power itself, of thewill to power itself. It is not until the will to power
comes to light as the fundamental trait of al that is redl, i.e., only when
it becomes true and is accordingly conceived as the redity of dl that is
real, that we see where values originate from and by what means all value-
estimation issupported and directed. Theprinciple of dispensing valueshas
now been discerned. T he dispensation of values can be accomplishedin the
future"in principle,” i.e., on the basis of being as the ground of beings.

This iswhy the will to power, as this principle that has been discerned
and therefore willed, isat the sametime the principle of anew dispensation
of value - new becauseit is now achieved for the first time knowingly, in
the knowledge of its principle. The dispensation of valueis new because
it itself makes its principle secure and at the same time holds fast to this
securement asaval ueestablished onthe basisof itsprinciple. Astheprinciple
of the new dispensation of value, however, the will to power is dso (in
relation to the former values) the principle of the revaluation of all former
values. Yet because the hitherto highest values ruled the sensory from the
height of the supersensory, and becausemetaphysics iswhat structured that
rule, to establish the new principle of the revaluation of al valuesis to
bring about the reversal of all metaphysics. Nietzsche takesthis reversal as
the overcoming of metaphysics.* However, every reversal of this kind will
only be aself-blinding entanglement in what is the same though become
unrecognizable.

However, so long as Nietzsche grasps nihilism as the intrinsic law op-
erating in the history of the devauation of the hitherto highest values, but
takesdevaluationin the sense of the revaluation of all values, nihilismin his
interpretation derivesfrom the rule and breakdown of values and so from
the possibility in general to posit values. This possibility isitself based on
thewill to power. Thisiswhy Nietzsche's concept of nihilism and hisstate-
ment "God is dead" can only be adequately understood on the basis of the
essence of thewill to power. Let ustherefore take the last step in shedding
light on that remark by explaining what Nietzscheisthinking with thetitle
he coined, " TheWill to Power."

The name "The Will to Power" is taken to be so obvious that it is
incomprehensible why someone would still take painsto explain this word

* First edition, 1950 i.e., for Nietzsche: of Platonism.
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combination in particular. What "will" means, after al, anyone can know
by experienceat any time. Towill isto strive after something. The meaning
of power, as everyone knowstoday from daily experience, isthe exerciseof
mastery and force. Clearly, then, thewill "to" power isthe striving to come
to power.

Thetitle" The Will to Power," according to thisview, presupposes two
different elements that were subsequently put together to form arelation-
ship: willing on one side and power on the other. When we finally come
to ask about the ground of the will to power, not just to rephrase it but
also to clarify it, what emerges is the sense that becauseit isastriving for
something that is not yet a possession, it originates from afeeling of lack.
Striving, the exercise of mastery, and the feeling of lack are states (mental
faculties) and representational modes that we grasp through psychological
knowledge. For this reason, an explanation of the essence of the will to
power belongs to psychology.

What we have just set forth about the will to power and the possibility
of knowingitisindeed clear, but in every respect such thinking misseswhat
Nietzsche thinkswith the phrase"will to power" and how hethinksit. The
title"Will to Power" provides afundamental word of Nietzsche's ultimate
philosophy, which can therefore be fairly described as the metaphysics of
the will to power. What the will to power means in Nietzsche's sense, we
will never understand by means of popular ideas about will and power, but
rather only by way of areflection on metaphysical thinking, and that means
also reflecting on the entirety of the history of Western metaphysics.

The following commentary on the essence of the will to power thinks
in terms of these contexts. Although adhering to Nietzsche's own expla-
nations, it must also put them more clearly than Nietzsche himself could
say directly. Y&t what has become clearer to us is only what has aready
grown more meaningful to us. Something is meaningful if in its essence
it grows closer to us. What has preceded and what follows, throughout, is
thought from out of the essence of metaphysics, not only from one of its
phases.

Itisin the second part of Thus Spoke Zaruthustra (written during 1883,
theyear after La Gaya Scienza was published) that Nietzschefirst placesthe
"will to power™ in the context in which it must be understood: "Where |
found theliving, therel found thewill to power; and evenin thewill of the
one who serves| found the will to be master."

Towill istowill to be master. Will thus understood isfound evenin the
will of himwho serves. Not, itistrue, inthesensethat aservant might strive
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to emerge from therole of vassa to become a master himself. Rather, the
vassa asvassal, the servant as servant, dwayshasthewill to have something
elseunder him, over which he hascommand in the course of hisserviceand
whose service he makes use of. Therefore, as avassa he is still a master.
Even to be avassa isto want to be master.

Thewillisnot adesireand not asimplestriving for something; rather, will
isinitself command (cf. Thus Jpoke Zarathustra, parts | and II; in addition,
The Will to Power, no. 668, from 1888). Command has its essencein that
fact that the commanding master is conscious that he hasat hisdisposal the
possibilitiesof effectiveaction. What is commanded in the command isthe
realization of this disposal. I n the command, the one givingthe command
(and not just the one carrying it out) is obedient to this disposal and to the
condition of having at hisdisposal: thisishow he obeyshimself. I n thisway,
by continuing to risk himself, the one giving the command is superior to
himself. To command, which is to be carefully distinguished from merely
ordering others about, is to overcome oneself and is more difficult than
obeying. Will isgathering oneself together for thetask at hand. Only hewho
cannot obey himself must continue to be specifically subject to command.
Will strivesfor what it willsnot just asfor something that it does not yet
have. Will already has what it wills. For will willsits willing. Its will is
what it haswilled. Will willsitself. It exceedsitself. In this way will aswill
willsabove and beyond itself, and therefore at the sametime it must bring
itself beneath and behind itself. Thisiswhy Nietzsche can say (The Will to
Power, no. 675, from 1887/8): “Io will at all amounts to the will to become
stronger, the will to grow. .. ” Here " stronger” indicates " more power," and
that means. only power. For the essence of power isto be master over the
level of power attained at a particular time. Power is power only when and
only for aslong asitisan increasein power and commands for itself "more
power." To halt theincrease of power only for amoment, merely to stand
till at onelevel of power, isaready the beginning of adeclinein power. Part
of the essence of power is the overpowering of itself. This overpowering
belongs to and springs from power itself, since power is command and as
command it empowers itself to overpower the level of power it has at any
time. So power isindeed constantly on the way to power itself, but not as
a will available for itself somewhere, not as a will which is trying (in the
sense of striving) to come to power. Nor does power empower itself to
overpower itslevel of power merely for thesake of the next level, but rather
for this one reason alone: in order to seizehold [bemdichtigen] of itself in the
absolute character of its essence. To will, according to this definition of its
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essence, ismuch lessastriving than striving istheresidual or incipient form
of will.

In the expression "Will to Power" the word "power™ gives the essence
of the mode in which will willsitself to the extent that it is command. As
command, will joins itself to itself, i.e., to what it has willed. This sdlf-
gathering is the empowering of power. Will existsfor itself no more than
power for itself. Will and power, therefore, are not subsequently linked by
thewill to power; rather, will, as the will to will, existsas the will to power
in the sense of the empowerment of power. Power, however, hasits essence
in the fact that it stands in relation to will as the will that isinside the will.
Thewill to power isthe essenceof power. It indicates the absol ute essence
of will which willsitself as sheer will.

Hencethewill to power cannot bedropped infavor of awill to something
ese e.g., the"will to nothing™; for thiswill too isstill thewill towill - that
iswhat enables Nietzscheto say (On the Genedlogy of Moruls, Third Treatise,
§ 1, from 1887): "it [the will] will will nothing rather than not will."

To"will nothing" in noway meansto will the sheer absenceof dl redlity,
but rather preciselytowill reality but towill it asanullity everywhereand at
every time and only in this way to will annihilation. In such willing, power
is still securing for itself the possibility of command and the ability to be
master.

Astheessenceaf will, the essenceof thewill to power isthefundamental
trait of al redlity. Nietzsche writes (The Will to Power, no. 693, from 1888):
The will to power is"theinmost essence of being." Here "being” is used
in accordance with the language of metaphysics: beingsin general. As the
fundamental character of beings, therefore, the essenceof thewill to power
and the will to power itself are not to be ascertained through psychologi-
ca observation; rather, it is the other way round: psychology itself getsits
essence, i.e., the ability to set and to recognize its object, only through the
will to power. Hence Nietzsche does not understand the will to power psy-
chologically, but rather the opposite: he gives psychology a new definition
asthe" morphology and doctrined thedeveopmentot thewill topower” (Beyord
Good and Evil, § 23). Morphology is the ontology of the 8v, whose pop¢n
(which too was changed when €iSos was changed into perogptio) appears as
thewill to power in theappetirus of theperceptio. Sinceantiquity, metaphysics
has thought beings as Umroxeipevov, subiectum, in regard to being; that meta-
physicshas turned into psychology as defined by Nietzsche attests (though
only as a derivative phenomenon) to the essential event which consistsin a
change of the beingness of beings. The ovoix (beingness) of the subiecrum:

176

NIETZSCHE'S WORD: " GOD IS DEAD"

becomes the subjectity of self-consciousness,which now bringsits essence
to light as the will to will. As the will to power, will is the command to
more-power. In order for will, in the overpowering of itself, to be able to
overcome the level it has reached at a given time, this level must already
have been attained, secured, and retained. To secure agiven level of power
isthe condition necessary for intensifying power. However, this necessary
condition is not sufficient to ensure that the will is able to will itself, i.e.,
that awill to be stronger is that an increase of power is Will must ook
into thefield of sight, must first open thisfield, in order that the possibili-
tiesfrom there (possibilitiesthat indicate theway for an increase in power)
show themselvesin thefirst place. Will must set such a condition ofwilling-
above-and-beyond-itself. Above al, the will to power must set: conditions
for the preservation and increase of power. Part of willing is the setting of
these conditionswhich belong together intrinsically.

Will,in general, amountsto thewill to becomestronger, thewill to grow -
and aso to will "the means to that end" (The Will to Power, no. 675, from
1887/88).

The essential means are the conditions of the will to power itself that
are posited by the will to power itself. Nietzsche cdls these conditions
"values." Hewrites (Werke, vol. X111, " Nachgelassene Werke," $395, from
1885): "Inall will isan esteeming estimation.” To esteem means: to constitute
and ascertain value. The will to power esteemsin that it congtitutes the
condition of increase and fixesthe condition of preservation. | n accordance
with its essence, the will to power is the will that posits values. Valuesare
the conditions of preservation-increase within the being of beings. Thewill
to power, assoon asit comesto light specificallyinits pure essence, isitself
the ground and realm for the dispensation of value. The will to power has
its ground not in afeeling of lack; rather, it isitself the ground of the most
abundant [ziberreichsten) life. Life means here thewill towill. "'Living': that
already means 'to esteem™ (loc. cit.).

Since will is the overpowering of itself, no richness [Reichtum] of life
will satisfy it. It hasits power in overreaching [im Ubeweichen] - namely, in
reaching over itsown will. Thusit, asthe same, is constantly coming back
unto itself as the Same. The mode in which beings (whose essentia is the
will to power) in their entirety exist, their existentia, isthe " eternal return of
thesame." T hetwo fundamental terms of Nietzsche’s metaphysics, "will to
power" and "eternal return of the same,” determine beingsin their being
in accordance with the perspectives which have guided metaphysics since
antiquity, the ensguz ensin the sense of essentiaand existentia.
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T heessential relation between the"will to power™ and the" eternal return
of thesame” must bethought in thisway; however, wecannot yet represent it
here directly because metaphysicshasneither considered nor eveninquired
about the origin of the distinction between essentiz and existentia.

If metaphysicsthinks beingsin their being as the will to power, then it
necessarily thinks them as setting values. I t thinks everything in the horizon
of vaues, the validity of values, devaluation, and revaluation. The meta-
physicsof modernity beginswith and hasits essencein thefact that modern
metaphysics seeks the absolutely undoubtable, what is certain, certainty.
According to Descartes words* firmum et mansurwm qQuid stabilive, it 1S es-
sentia to bring something firm and lasting to a stand [zuz Stehen]. As
object [Gegenstand], this standing [des Stindige] satisfies the essence of be-
ingsthat has prevailed since antiquity: beingsare that which are enduringly
[bestindige] present, which are everywhere aready available (moxeipevov,
subiectum). Descartes, too, like Aristotle, inquires into the ymokeipevov.
Descartes seeks thissubiectum in the course laid down for metaphysics, and
as aresult he (thinking truth as certainty) discoversthe ep cogito aswhat is
constantly [standig] present. So the ego becomesthe subiectum, i.e., the sub-
ject becomesself-consciousness. T he subjectity of the subject isdetermined
out of the certainty of this consciousness.

By positing its own preservation, i.e., the securing of its own continued
existence, as anecessary value, the will to power simultaneoudly justifiesthe
necessity of such securingin all beings which, representing in an essential
way, therefore also hold things to be true. Securing by holding to be true
is called certainty. In Nietzsche's judgment, it is only in the will to power
that certainty is truly grounded as the principle of modern metaphysics,
assuming of course that truth is a necessary value and that certainty is the
modern form of truth. Thismakes clear the extent towhich, in Nietzsche’s
doctrine of the will to power as the "essence” of al readlity, the modern
metaphysicsof subjectity is completed.

Thisisthereason Nietzschewrites: " The question of value iSmore funda-
mental than the question of certainty: thelatter becomesserious only under
the assumption that the question of value has already been settled" (The
Will to Power, no. 588, from 1887/88).

However, once the will to power has been recognized as the principle
of the dispensation of value, inquiry into value must at once reflect on
the identity of the highest value that necessarily follows from this prin-
ciple and accords with it. In that the essence of value manifests itself
as the condition of preservation-increase posited in the will to power, a
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perspective has been opened for characterizing the normative structure of
value.

To preserve thelevels of power which the will has attained at particular
times requires that the will surround itself with that which it can reliably
and at any timefall back on and from which its security isto be guaranteed.
These surroundings enclose the enduring existence [ Bestand], at theimme-
diate disposal of the will, of that which presences (otoia in the ordinary
meaning of thisword among the Greeks). This enduringness [Besandige] is
however turned into a permanence [Stindige], i.e., into that which is [szebr]
constantly [szets] at one's disposal, only by its being brought to stand [Stand)]
by having set it in place. This placing [Stelen] has the nature of a pro-
duction [Herstellens] that re-presents [vor-stellenden]. T hat which continues
to endure [Bestandige] in such a mode is that which remains. True to the
essenceof being (being = lasting presence) that has prevailedin the history
of metaphysics, Nietzsche gives to these enduring things [Bestindige] the
name "beings." Often he gives them the name "being," again true to the
manner of speaking used by metaphysical thinlung. Since the beginning of
Western thinlung, beings have been considered as the true and as truth,
whilein the meantime the sense of "beings" and "true" have transformed
themselvesin many ways. When Nietzsche gives just the simple name " be-
ing" or "beings" or "truth" to what is fixed in the will to power for the
preservation of that will, he remains in the unbroken line of the traditions
of metaphysics, despite al its reversalsand revaluations. Accordingly,truth
isacondition set in the essence of the will to power, namely, the condition
of the preservation of power. Truth, as this condition, isavaue. However,
becausethewill canwill only on the basisof having something enduring at
itsdisposal, truth isthevaluenecessaryfor thewill to power and originating
from the essence of the will to power. The name of "truth" signifiesnow
neither the unconcealment of beings nor the agreement of knowledge and
object of knowledge, nor certainty as the delivering and securing {Zu«- und
Sichergtellen] of what has been represented [Vorgesteliten). Truth - to be pre-
cise, truth that hasits essential-historical originin the modes of its essence
indicated above - is now that securing which makes durables endure [die
bestindigende Bestandsicherung] and which secures the surroundings out of
which the will to power itself wills.

For securing the level of power attained at a given time, truth is the
necessary value. But it is not enough to attain alevel of power; for what is
enduring, taken initself, is powerlessto give what the will needs before all
elsein order to go aboveand beyond itself, i.e., what it must havein order
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to go into the possibilitiesof command. These possibilitiesare given only
by a penetrating preview that is of the essence of the will to power; for as
the will to more-power, the will to power isin itself perspectival toward
possihilities. Making such possibilities open and available constitutes the
condition, characterized asfollows, for the essenceof thewill to power: that
as the condition which is antecedent in the literal sense of going before, it
exceeds the condition originally mentioned. That is why Nietzsche writes
(The Will to Power, no. 853, from 188+7/88): "But truthis not to be taken as
the highest value, and even less as the highest power."

The creation of the possibilitiesfor the will, possibilitieswhich enable
thewill to power tofreeitself for itself in thefirst place, isfor Nietzsche the
essenceof art. | n accordancewith the metaphysical concept of art, Nietzsche
does not, under the rubric "art,” think exclusively or even primarily of
the aesthetic realm of artists. Art is the essence of the willing that opens
perspectivesand takes possession of them. " The artwork, where it appears
without an artist, e.g., as body, as organization (Prussian officer corps, Jesuit
order). To what extent the artist isonly a preliminary stage. The world as
an artwork that giveshirth toitself" (The Will to Power, no. 851, from 1888).

The essence of art, grasped on the bass of the will to power, is the fact
that art excitesthe will to power toward the will in thefirst place and spurs
it to willing above and beyond itself. Because Nietzsche, in a faded echo
of the ¢wn and guois of the early Greek thinkers, often refers to the "will
to power" (understood as the reality of what isreal) as"life," heisableto
say that artis"the great stimulant of life" (The Will 1o Power, no. 851, from
1888).

Artisthecondition, setintheessenceof thewill to power, that enablesthe
will,asthewill thatitis, to climb to power and to heighten power. Becauseit
setssuch acondition, artisavalue. Asthat conditionwhich takesprecedence
inthehierarchy of the conditions for securing durables and which therefore
precedes al conditions, art is the valuewhich first opens al the heights to
be climbed. Artisthe highest value. | n comparison with thevalueof truth, it
isthe higher value. One summonsthe other, each in its different way. Both
vaues determine in their value-relationship the unitary essenceof thiswill
to power that intrinsically setsvalues. Thiswill isthe reaity of what isreal,
or, taking the word further than Nietzsche usually caresto employ it: itis
the being of beings. If metaphysicsis obliged to speak beingsin respect to
being and thereby and in accordance with its nature to specify the ground
of beings, then the ground-thesis of the metaphysics of the will to power
must state that ground. T he thesis declares which values are set essentialy
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and inwhich hierarchy of valuesthey are posited within the essence [ Wesen)
of the value-setting will to power as the "essentia [Essenz]" of beings. The
thesisruns: "Artis worth more than truth* (The Will zo Power, no. 853, from
1887/88).

The ground-thesis of the metaphysics of the will to power is athesis of
vaue.

From the highest thesis of value it becomes clear that the setting of
value as such is essentialy twofold. In the dispensation of value there is
set, whether explicitly or not, one necessary and one sufficient value; both,
however, areset on the basisof the prevailingrelationship of thetwo toward
each other. This doubleness of the dispensation of value corresponds toits
principle. The will to power is where the dispensation of value as such is
sustained and directed from. Out of the unity of its essence, it both desires
[verlangt] and suffices for [langt] the conditions for its own increase and
preservation. A look at the twofold essence of the dispensation of value
brings thinking expresdy before the question about the essential unity of
thewill to power. Sincethewill to power isthe™essentia” of beingsas such,
and since saying thisisthe metaphysically true, we will be asking about the
truth of the true whenever we think about the essentia unity of the will to
power. With this question we arrive [gelangen] at the highest point of this
and every metaphysics. Yet what do we mean here by the highest point?L et
usexplain what ismeant in connection with the essenceof thewill to power
in order to remain within the bounds set for the current examination.

The essentia unity of the will to power can be nothing but this will
itself. Its unity is the mode by which the will to power aswill brings itself
beforeitself. The unity placesthewill itself into thewill's own examination.
Moreover, it places the will before itself in such away that it is not until
the will is subject to this examination that it purely represents itself and
therefore represents [repriisentiert] itself initshighest form. Here, however,
representation [Reprdsentation] iSin no way a supplement to presentation
[Darstellung]; rather, the presence [Prisenz] that is determined on the basis
of representation isthe modein which and as which the will to power is

Yet this mode, in which the will to power is, is at the same time the
manner in which it placesitself into the unconcealment of itself. Its truth
liesin this unconcealment. The question about the essential unity of the
will to power isthe question about the nature of this truth in which thewill
is asthe being of beings. At the same time; however, this truth is the truth
of beings as such; metaphysicsis as this truth. Accordingly, the truth now
in question is not the truth which the will to power sets as the necessary
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condition of beings as particular beings, but rather the truth in which the
condition-setting will to power essences as such a will. This oneness in
which it essences, its essential unity, concerns thewill to power itself.

Of what nature is this truth of the being of beings? It can be deter-
mined only from that of which it is the truth. But within modern meta-
physics the being of beings has been determined as will and thereby as
self-willing; however, self-willingisintrinsically already self-knowing-itself;
therefore, beings, the Urokeiuevov, thesubiectum, are essentiallyin the mode
of self-knowing-itself. Beings (ubiectum) present [présentiers] themselves,
in fact they present themselvesto themselves, in the mode of the ep cog-
ito. This self-presenting, the re-presenting [Re-prasentation] (representation
[Vor-stellung)), is the being of beings qua subiectum. Self-knowing-itself be-
comes the quintessentia subject. In self-knowing-itself al knowledge and
all that knowledge can knowisgathered. | tisagathering of knowledge, like
the mountain range [Gebirge] isa gathering of mountains [Berge]. T he sub-
jectivity of the subject, asa gathering of thissort, isthe co-agitatio(cogitatio),
the conscientia, Ge-wissen, conscience.’ The co-agitatio, however, isintringcaly
aready vdle, to will. With the subjectity of the subject, will comesto light
as the essence of that subjectity. Modern metaphysics, as the metaphysics
of subjectivity, thinks the being of beingsin the sense of will.

Asthe primary determination of its essence, subjectity requiresthat the
representing subject assuresitself of itself, which means that it also con-
stantly assuresitself of what it has represented as a particular something.
In keeping with that assurance, the truth of beings as certainty [Gewissheit]
has the character of security [Sicherheit] (certitudo). Self-knowing-itself (the
place of certainty as such) isfor its part avariant of the former essence of
truth, namely the correctness (rectitudo) of representation. However, what
is correct now no longer consists of an adequation to what presences un-
thought in its presence. Correctness now consistsin adjusting al that isto
be represented to the standard that is set in the knowledge-claim of the res
cogitanssve mens. This claim appealsto the security that consistsin the fact
that representation and everything to be represented are driven together
and gathered into theclarity and distinctness of the mathematical idea The
ens is the ensco-agitatumperceptionis. Representation, now, iscorrect if it does
justiceto thisclaimto security. Demonstrated ascorrect [richtig] in thisway,
representation, as made right [recht gefertigt] and at our disposal,is justified
[gerechr-fertigr]. As security (certitudo), the truth of beingsin thesense of the
self-certainty of subjectity isfundamentally the justification [Rechr-fertigen]
of representation and what it represents before the brightness proper to
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representation. Justification [zustificatio] isthe achievement of iustitiaand is
therefore justice [Gerechtigkeit] itself. By being dwaysasubject, the subject
makesitself certain of itssecuring. It justifiesitself beforetheclaimto justice
that it hasitself set.

At the beginning of modernity, the question dawned anew how man
amidst the entirety of beings, which means before the beingmost ground of
all beings(God), can become and be certain of hisown continuing duration,
i.e., of hisown salvation. This question of the certainty of salvationis the
guestion of justification,i.e., of justice (iudtitia).

Within modern metaphysics, itis Leibniz who first thinks the subiectum
astheens percipiens et appetens. 1t isLeibniz, thinking on theviswhich charac-
terizesthe ens who for thefirst timeclearly thinks thewilling essenceof the
being of beings. I n histwenty-four thesesabout metaphysics, L eibnizwrites
(Thesis 20): ustitia nibil aliud est qUaM ordo sew perfectio circa mentes. The
mentes, i.e., the res cogitantes, are (Thesis 22) the primariae Mundi unitates.5
Truth as certainty is the securing of security, isorder (ordo) and a universal
ascertai nment [Fest-stellung), i.e., a thorough and complete making [Durch-
und Ver-fertigung) (per-fectio). Making secure characterizes the primary and
actual beingsin their being; this character isiudtitia (justice).

In his critical groundwork of metaphysics, Kant thinks the fina self-
securing of transcendental subjectivity asthe quaestioiurisof transcendental
deduction. Thisisthelegal question [Rechtsfiuge] of the justification[Recht-

fertigung] of and by the representing subject, which has fixed for itself its
essencein the self-rightedness of its"I think."

In the essenceof truth as certainty (certainty thought asthetruth of sub-
jectity and subjectity as the being of beings), justiceis hidden, experienced
on the basisof the justification by security. Although this justice prevails as
the essenceof the truth of subjectity,itis not, however, thought within the
metaphysics of subjectity as the truth of beings. And yet justice must come
into the thinking of modern metaphysicsas the being of beings that knows
itself, just as soon as the being of beings appears as the will to power. The
will to power knowsitself asthat which essentially setsval ues, that which se-
curesitself in the positing of values, and that which thereby constantly does
justicetoitself and in such doingisjustice. Itisin and asthis justicethat the
proper essence of the will to power must represent, which means, thought
in the terms of modern metaphysics: must be. In Nietzsche's metaphysics,
the thought of value is more fundamental than the fundamental thought
of certainty in Descartes metaphysics, since certainty can only count as
right if it also counts as the highest value. Similarly, in the age that has
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witnessed the completion of Western metaphysicsin Nietzsche, the lucid
self-certainty of subjectity has proved to be the justification by the will to
power in accordance with the justice that prevailsin the being of beings.

Nietzsche, in an early and more widely known piece (the second un-
timely observation, " On the Use and Disadvantage of History for Life"),
already replaced the objectivity of historical knowledgewith "justice™ (sec-
tion 6). But otherwise he was silent on the topic. Not until the decisive
years 1884-85, when the "will to power” stood before his thoughtful eye
as the fundamental trait of beings, did he write down two thoughts about
"justice," without publishing them.

Thefirst note (1884) isentitled " TheWaysof Freedom." It runs: “7ustice
as the manner of thinking which builds, eliminates, annihilates out of
vaue-estimation; the highest representatived life itsdf" (Werke, vol. X111,
"Nachgel assene Werke," $98).

The second note (1885) states: “ustice, as the function of a power that
seesfar and wide, that sees past the narrow perspectives of good and evil,
therefore hasawider horizon of interest: theintention to preservesomething
that is more than this or that person” (Werke vol. XIl1, *Nachgelassene
Werke," §158).

A meticulous explication of these thoughts would exceed the bounds of
the reflection attempted here. Here let it suffice to point to the essential
area where justice, as thought by Nietzsche, belongs. To prepare to un-
derstand the justice that Nietzsche has in mind, we must exclude al the
ideas about judtice that come from Christian, humanist, Enlightenment,
bourgeois, and socialist morality. For Nietzsche does not at al understand
morality as something determined in the first place within the ethical and
juridical realms. Rather, he thinks morality on the basis of the being of be-
ingsin their entirety, i.e., on the basisof thewill to power. What is just [das
Gerechte] isin accordance with what is right [dem Rechten]. However, what
isrightis determined on the basisof that whichisin beingasabeing. That
is why Nietzsche says (Werke, vol. X111, "Nachgelassene Werke," $462,
from 1883): "Right = the will to make a momentary power relation ob-
tain eternally. To be satisfied with that power relationis the pre-condition.
Everything venerable iscaled into let what is right appear to be eterna.”

Parallel to thisisanotefrom thefollowingYear: "' The problem of justice.
The first and most powerful thing is precisely the will and strength to
overpower. T heruler establishes"justice” only afterward, which means, he
measuresthingsin accordance with his own measure. If heiswvey powerfil,
he can go very far in recognizing and letting alone the individual who is
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trying (Werke, vol. X111, "Nachgelassene Werke,” § 181). Although it may
well be expected that Nietzsche's metaphysical concept of justice will still
disconcert conventional ideas, he nonetheless hits on the essence of the
justicewhichwasalready historically trueat the beginning of thecompletion
of the modern age, in the struggle for mastery over the earth, and which
therefore determines all human transactions in this age, explicitly or not,
hiddenly or openly.

Justice thought by Nietzsche is the truth of the beings that are in the
mode of the will to power. However, even Nietzschefailed to think justice
explicitly as the essence of the truth of beings; nor, out of such thought,
did he bring up the metaphysics of completed subjectity. Justice, however,
is the truth of beings that is determined by being itself. As this truth, jus-
tice is metaphysicsitself in its modern completion. In metaphysics itself
is hidden the reason why Nietzsche is indeed able to experience nihilism
metaphysically but nonetheless is not able to think the essence of nihilism.

We do not know what hidden form, enjoined out of the essence of jus-
tice as the truth of justice, has been obtaining for the metaphysics of the
will to power. T hefirst ground-thesis of this metaphysicshasscarcely been
expressed and not even in theform of athesis. Certainly, within this meta-
physics the thesis-character of this thesisis suz generis. Certainly, the first
thesisof value isnot themajor premisein adeductive system of theses. Even
if we understand the rubric "ground-thesis of metaphysics"in the conser-
vative sense that it identifies the essential ground of beingsas such, i.e., it
identifies them in the unity of their essence, it isstill sufficiently broad and
complexto determine, in accordance with thenatureof agiven metaphysics,
the mode in which that metaphysicsspeaksof this ground.

Nietzsche expressed the first value-thesisof the metaphysics of the will
to power in yet another form (The Will to Power, no. 822, from 1888): "We
possessart so that we do notperishd the zruth.”

This thesis about the metaphysical relation in essence (which means
here the metaphysical relation in value) between art and truth isadmittedly
not something to be grasped according to our ordinary ideas about truth
and art. If this happens, everything becomes banal and welose - and thisis
now very dire- the possibility of seeking an essential confrontation withthe
hidden position of modern metaphysicsthat isbringingitself to completion,
a confrontation that would free us from the obfuscation of histories and
world views.

In theformula just given for the ground-thesis of the metaphysicsof the
will to power, art and truth are thought as the fundamental structures of
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mastery for thewill to power inrelationto man. How theessential rel ation of
thetruth of beingsassuchto the man's essenceisinfact to bethought within
metaphysicsand in accordance with the essenceof metaphysicsstill remains
hidden from our thinking. T he questionis hardly asked, and becauseof the
predominance of philosophical anthropology, it is utterly confused. I n any
case, however, it would be amistake should someone take this formula of a
value-thesis as evidence that Nietzsche philosophized "existentialy.” That
he never did. But he did think metaphysically.We are not yet ready for the
rigor of a thought like the following, which Nietzsche wrote around the
time he was thinking about the masterpiece he had planned, The Will to
Power:

Around the hero, everything becomes a tragedy; around the demi-god, everything
turns into a satyr play; and around God, everything becomes - what? maybe the

"world" -
(Beyond Good and Evil, § 150 [1886])

Though it is bound to show a different face if taken from the point of
view of histories and rubrics, Nietzsche's thinking, aswe must now learn to
realize,isnolessrigorously substantial than thethinking of Aristotle, whoin
thefourth book of theMetaphysicsthinkstheprinciple of contradiction asthe
first truth about the being of beings. It has become the customary practice
(though not less problematic for being customary) to juxtapose Nietzsche
and Kierkegaard, but this juxtaposition fails to recognize the essence of
Nietzsche'sthinking; it thereforefailstoseethat Nietzscheasametaphysical
thinker preservesa proximity to Aristotle. Although he cites Aristotle more
often, Kierkegaard is essentially distant from him. For Kierkegaard isnot a
thinker but areligiouswriter, and not just onereligiouswriter among others
but the only one who accordswith the destiny of hisage. His greatnesslies
in thisfact - unlesstalking in this way is already a misunderstanding.

In the ground-thesis of Nietzsche's metaphysics, the essential unity of
thewill to power isidentified along with the essential relation of the values
art and truth. It isfrom this essential unity of beingsas such that the meta-
physical essence of valueis determined. Vaue is the twofold condition of
the will to power itself, acondition set in the will to power for the will to
power.

Because Nietzsche experiences the being of beings as the will to power,
histhinking must think outward to values. Thatiswhy itisessential to pose
the gquestion of value everywhere and before anything else. This question
is experienced as a historical question.
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What is happening with the hitherto highest values?What is the signif-
icance of the devaluation of these valuesin regard to the revaluation of dll
values?Becausethinking in terms of valuesis grounded in the metaphysics
of the will to power, Nietzsche's interpretation of nihilism, as the process
of devaluing the highest vaues and revaluing all values, is a metaphysical
interpretation; it is metaphysical, in fact, in the sense of the metaphysicsof
thewill to power. However, in that Nietzsche graspshis own thinking (the
doctrine of the will to power as the "principle of the new dispensation of
value") in the sense of the actual completion of nihilism, he no longer un-
derstands nihilism only negatively as the devaluation of the highest values,
but rather also positively, as the overcoming of nihilism; for the reality of
what is real asthat reality is now explicitly experienced, the will to power,
has become the origin and measure of a new dispensation of values. The
values of this dispensation of values directly determine human represen-
tation and likewise fuel human transactions. Being human is raised into a
different dimension of occurring.

Inthe excerpt weread, § 1 25 from La Gaya Scienza, the madman hasthis
to say about the action by men through which God waskilled, i.e., through
which thesupersensoryworld wasdevalued:" Therehasnever been agreater
deed - and any who will be born after us will partake, for this deed's sake,
of ahistory higher than all history in time past!"

With the consciousness that " God is dead" a consciousness begins to
form of aradical revaluation of the hitherto highest values. After such con-
sciousness, man himself movesinto another history that is higher because
initthe principle of al dispensation of value, the will to power, is specifi-
cally experienced and undertaken asthe reality of what isreal, as the being
of beings. Self-consciousness,in which modern humanity has its essence,
thereby takes the final step. It willsitself as the enforcer of the absolute
will to power. The decline of normative values is at an end. Nihilism -
"that the highest values devaluethemselves" - isovercome. The humanity
that willsits own being-human as the will to power and finds this being-
human to be at homein the reality determined in its entirety by thewill to
power isdetermined by aform of human essencethat goesbeyond erstwhile
man.

The name for this form of humanity's essence that goes beyond the
previousraceis"theoverman.” By that term Nietzschedoesnot understand
someisolated human specimen inwhom the capacitiesand intentions of the
men we see every day have been gigantically magnified and intensified. Nor
is "the overman” the sort of man who only comes into being by way of
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applying Nietzsche's philosophy to life. The name " overman” refers to the
essence of the humanity that, as modern humanity, beginsto enter into the
completion of the essenceof itsage. " The overman” isthe man which man
ison the basis of the redlity determined by the will to power and for this
reality.

The man whose essenceis the essence that is willing and willed out of
thewill to power isthe overman. Thewilling of the essencethat iswilling
and willed in thisway must correspond to thewill to power as the being of
beings. Along with the thinking that thinksthewill to power, therefore, the
guestion necessarily arises: in what shape must the human essence, willed
and willing out of the being of beings, place itself and develop so that it
will satisfy the will to power and thus be able to undertake mastery over
beings? Unexpectedly [unversebens] and above dl unprepared [unversehen),
man finds himself placed, on the basisof the being of beings, before the task
of undertaking mastery of theearth. Did erstwhile man sufficiently consider
in what mode the being of beings appearsin the meantime?Did erstwhile
man make certain of whether his essence has the maturity and strength to
redeem theclaimof thisbeing?Or haserstwhile man been helped along only
with makeshiftsand by detours that have continually driven him away from
experiencing that which is? Erstwhile man would like to remain erstwhile
man; at the same time, he is already the being that is willed and willing
among beings, the being of which beingsis beginning to appear as the will
to power. Erstwhile manin hisessenceisnot yet prepared at all for the being
that meanwhile prevailsover beings. In it prevails the necessity that man
go beyond erstwhile man, not from mere desire and not merely arbitrarily,

but solely for being's sake.

Nietzsche's thought that thinks the overman originates from athinking
that thinks being ontologically as beings and so submits to the essence of
metaphysics without, however, being able to experience this essencewithin
metaphysics. That is why, for Nietzsche just as in all metaphysics before
him, it remains hidden in what way the essence of man is determined on
the basis of the essence of being. That iswhy, in Nietzsche's metaphysics,
the ground of the essential connection between the will to power and the
overman is necessarily obscured. Yet in every obscuration an appearing is
aready prevailing at the sametime. The existentiathat is part of the essentia
of beings, i.e., of thewill to power, isthe eternal return of the same. Being,
thought in that return, containstherelation to the essenceof the overman.
However, this relation necessarily remains unthought in its essence that is
related to being [seinsmdfSigen]. That is why, even for Nietzsche himself,
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the connection is obscure between the thinking that thinks the overman
in the shape of Zarathustra and the essence of metaphysics. That is why
the character of thework Thus Sooke Zarathustra as awork remains hidden.
Only when future thinking has been brought into a position to think this
Book for Eveyone and No One al ong with Schelling's Philosophical Inquiriesinto
the Nature of Human Freedom(18o09), which means along with Hegel’s work
The Phenomenology of Spirit (1807) too, and aso along with the Monadology
(r714) of Leibniz; and only when this future thinking has been brought to
think them not only metaphysically, but also on the basis of the essence of
metaphysics; only then are the right and duty to confront thiswork, aswell
asthe ground and horizon for a confrontation, established.

It is easy but irresponsible to be outraged by the idea and the figure
of the overman, which was designed to be misunderstood; it is easy but
irresponsible to pretend that one's outrage is a refutation. It is difficult
but for future thinking unavoidable to attain the high responsibility out of
which Nietzsche reflected on the essenceof that humanity destined (in the
destiny of being asthe will to power) to undertake mastery over the earth.
The essence of the overman is not awarrant for afit of capriciousfrenzy.
It is the law, grounded in being itself, of along chain of the highest self-
overcomings, which alone will make man ripe for beings which as beings
are part of being. This being asthewill to power bringsto light its essence
asthewill to power and through this disclosureis epoch making, that is, it
makes the last epoch of metaphysics.

According to Nietzsche's metaphysics, erstwhile man is called erstwhile
because although his essence is determined by the will to power &s the
fundamental trait of al beings, he nonetheless has not experienced and
taken over the will to power as this fundamental trait. The man moving
beyond erstwhile man receivesthe will to power (as the fundamental trait
of al beings) into hisown willing and thus willshimself in the sense of the
will to power. All beingsare as beingssetin thiswill. What, in the mode of
goal and norm, used to condition and determine man's essence hasforfeited
its unconditional and immediate - and above all its ubiquitously infallibly
effective[wirksame]-power to effect [ Wirkungsmacht]. N olonger doesthat
supersensory world of goals and normsinspire and sustain life. That world
hasitself grown lifeless: dead. The Christian faith will still exist here and
there. However, the love that prevailsin such aworld is not the effecting-
effective [wirkend-wirksame] principle of that which is taking place now.
Thought as the effectivereality [wirksameWirklichkeiz] of everything real
[(Wirklichen], the supersensory ground of the supersensory world hasgrown
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unreal [unwirklich]. This is the metaphysical sense of the metaphysically
thought word "God is dead.”

Arewe going to continue to close our eyesbefore the truth of thisword
that is to be thought in thisway?Even if thisis our intention, Nietzsche's
word will not lose its truth through this unaccountable blindness. God
ceases to be aliving God if in our continuing attempts to master the real
wefall to take hisreality seriously beforehand and question it, if wefail to
reflect whether man has so matured toward the essence into which he is
forced from out of being that he withstands this destiny that sends him out
of hisessence, and does so without the falserelief of mere expedients.

The attempt to experiencethe truth of that statement of God's death
without illusionsis something different from a confession of faith in Niet-
zsche’s philosophy. Had that been our intention, then thinking would not
be served by such assent. We attend to a thinker only by thinking. This
requires that we think everything essential that is thought in histhought.

If God and the gods are dead i n the sense of the metaphysical experience
described above, and if thewill to power isconsciouslywilled asthe principle
behind every setting of conditions on beings, i.e., as the principle of the
dispensation of value, then mastery over beings as such in the shape of
mastery over the earth passesover to the new human willing, determined
by thewill to power. Nietzsche closesthefirst part of ThusSookeZarathustra
(written in 1883, a year after La Gaya Scienza) with the sentence: "All the
godsare dead: it isnow our will that the overman lived"

Itispossible, thinking crudely, to believe that Nietzsche's word says that
mastery over beings passesfrom God to man, or, even more crudely, that
Nietzsche sets man in the place of God. Those who take it in that way,
however, are not thinking very divinely about the essence of the divinity.
Man can never be set in God's place because the essence of man never
attains the essential realm of God. On the contrary, compared with that
impossibility, something far eerier happens, the essence of which we have
scarcely begun to reflect upon. The place which, metaphysically thought,
is proper to God is the region of causa effectivity and the preservation of
beingsascreated beings. Thisregionfor God canremainempty. | nitsplace,
another (i.e., aplacethat correspondstoit metaphysically) can open up that
isidentical neither to the essential realm of God nor to the essential realm
of man, who, however, is again entering into a distinctive relationship with
this other place. The overman does not, and not ever, step into the place
of God; rather the place for the overman's will is another realm of another

grounding of beingsin their other being. This other being of beings has
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meanwhile (and this marks the beginning of mudu n mmeh\ 51(,5) l)u,mm,
subjectity.

All that isis now either what is redl [dasWirkliche] as an object, or what
is effective [das Wirkendg] as the objectifying within which the objectivity
of objectsisformed. Objectifying deliversup [ste/lt zu] the object to the ep
oogito by representing it [vor-stellend]. | n thisddlivery, the ego provesitsdlf to
bethat whichliesat the basisofits own activity, itsown representing delivery
[vor-gdlenden Zu-stellen): the subiecrum. The subjectissubject for itself. The
essence of consciousness is self-consciousness. All beings, for that reason,
areeither the object of the subject or the subject of the subject. Everywhere
the being of beingsis based on posingasdf beforeitsalf [Sich-vor-sich-selbst-
stellen] and thus in imposing a self [Sich-auf-stellen]. Man rises up within
the subjectity of beingsinto the subjectivity of hisessence. Man entersinto
the uprising. World becomes object. In this insurgent objectification of all
beings, tha at which must plt.uollsh have been br rought into the disposal of
representation and. production [Vor- und Her- ~stellens) ﬁé;}j'lh — moves lﬂtt)
the centerofhumansettingand confronting. Earth itself can shm\ itse 1fnow
only as.the object of the attack arranged in the willing of man as absolute
objectifymg. Becauseit iswilled out of the essencecof being, nature appears
everywhere as the object of t(.t,hnolua,r\

From this anmI 1881/8z2, “When the “madman” piecewaswritten, comes
thisnote of Nietzsche's: "The timeis coming when the battle for the mas-
tery of the earth will be fought - and fought in the name of fundamental
philosophica doctrines” (Werke, vol. X11, " NachgelasseneWerke,” § 441).

This is not to say that the battle to exploit the earth without limit as
the domain of raw materials, and to employ "human resources" soberly
and without illusionin the servicedf the absol ute empowering of the will to
power intoits essence, explicitly makes use of an appeal to aphilosophy. We
should supposethe contrary: philosophy as the doctrine and asthe structure
of cultureis disappearingand in its current form can disappear, sinceit has
dready (so far as it has been genuine) brought the redlity of the real into
words and so has already brought beings as such into the history of their
being. The "fundamental philosophical doctrines” do not mean academic
doctrines but rather the languageof the truth of beings assuch, atruth that
is metaphysicsitsalf in the shape of the metaphysics of the unconditional
subjectity of the will to power.

Initshistorical essence, the battlefor the mastery over theearthisin fact
the consequenceof thefact that beingsassuch appearin the mode of thewill
to power, without, however, being recognized or at al understood as this
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will. At any rate, the concomitant doctrines of action and the ideol ogies of
representation never say what isand therefore happens. With the beginnings
of the battle for mastery of the earth, the age of subjectity pressesto its
completion. Its completion meansthat beings, which arein the sense of the
will to power, are becoming certain [gewiss] and therefore aso conscious
[ bewusst]of their own truth about themselves, eachinitsway in every respect.
To makesomething consciousisanecessaryinstrument of thewill that wills
out of thewill to power. It occurs, asregards the objectifymg, in theform of
planning. |t occursin theregion of man's uprising i nto self-willingthrough
the continuing analysisof the historical situation. Thought metaphysically,
the situation is dways the station for the action of the subject. Whether it
knowsit or not, each analysisof thesituationisgrounded on the metaphysics
of subjectity.

"The great noontide™ is the time of the brightest brightness: namely,
the consciousness that has become unconditionally and in every respect
conscious of itself as that knowledge which consists of knowingly willing
the will to power as the being of beings; and, as such will, rebelliously to
withstand each necessary phase of the objectification of the world, and in
this way to secure the enduring duration [bestandigen Bestand] of beings
for awilling as uniform and regular as possible. I n the willing of this will,
however, the necessity comes upon man to will along with the conditions
of suchwilling. This means: to set valuesand esteem everything according
to vaues. In thismanner, value determines dl beingsin their being. Which
brings usto the question:

What is now, in the age when the unconditional mastery of the will
to power is manifestly dawning and when this manifestness and its public
character are themselves becoming a function of this will?What is? We
are not asking about incidents and facts; in the realm of the will to power,
testimonies for any fact or incident are produced or dismissed at any time,
asrequired.

What is?We are not asking about this or that being but about the being
of beings. Or rather: we are asking, what is going on with being itself? And
we are not asking thisidly but in regard to the truth of beings as such, a
truth that is articulated verbally in the shape of the metaphysicsof the will
to power. What is going on with being in the age when mastery beginsto
be exercised by the unconditional will to power?

Being has become value. To make the duration of durables endure
[Bestindigung der Bestandigkeit des Bestandes] is a condition that is set by
thewill to power itself and that is necessary for securing the will to power.
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After all, how can being be more highly esteemed than through its express
elevationintovalue?And yet, by being appreciated asavalue, beingis dep-
recated as a mere condition set by the will to power itself. For ages now,
through having been esteemed at al and so appreciated, being has been
robbed of the worth of its essence. When the being of beingsis stamped
asvalueand its essenceis thereby sealed, then within this metaphysics(i.e.,
constantly within the truth of beings as such during this age) every path
toward the experience of beingitself isobliterated. I n this manner of speak-
ing, perhaps we are presuming what we must by no means presume: that
such a path toward being ever existed and that a thinking about being has
ever thought being as being.

Oblivious of being and of its own truth, Western thinking since its be-
ginning has constantly thought beings as such. During that time, it has
thought being only in the lund of truth that verbalizes the name "being"
rather awkwardly and also ambiguously, since the multiplicity of its mean-
ingisnot known by experience. This thinking that has remained oblivious
of beingitself isthe simple and all-bearing (and for that reason enigmatic
and unexperienced) event of Western history, which meanwhileis about to
expand itself into world-history. I n the end, being hassunk down to avalue
in metaphysics. Thisshowsthat beingisnot permitted asbeing. What does
that mean?

What is going on with being? With being nothing is going on. And
what if it is only in that nothing that the formerly disguised essence of
nihilism announcesitself? Would thinking in valuesthen be pure nihilism?
But yet Nietzsche grasps the metaphysics of the will to power precisely
as the overcoming of nihilism. And indeed, the metaphysics of the will to
power is an overcoming of nihilism - provided that nihilism is understood
only as the devaluation of the highest values and the will to power as the
principle of the revaluation of al valueson the basis of anew dispensation of
values. However, in this overcoming of nihilism, value-thinking is elevated
intoaprinciple.

If, however,valuedoesnot | et being bebeing," bethatwhichitisasbeing
itself, then what was supposed to be the overcoming is but the completion
of nihilism. For metaphysics now not only fails to think being itself, but
thisfailureisveiled under the guise of appearing to think beingin the most
worthy way, by esteemingit asvalue, with the result that all questions about
being become and remain superfluous. If, however, the thinking that thinks

 Firsgt edition, 1g50. What does"being” mean here?
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everything accordingto vauesisnihilism when thought in relation to being
itself, then even Nietzsche's experience of nihilism asthe devaluation of the
highest valuesisstill nihilistic. T heinterpretationof thesupersensoryworld,
theinterpretation of God asthe highest valueis not thought on the basis of
beingitself. T hefinal blow against God and against the supersensory world
consistsin reducing God, the beingness of beings [das Sdende des Seienden],
to the highest value. T he harshest blow against God is not that God isheld
to be unknowable, nor that God's existenceis proved to be unprovable, but
rather that the Godwhoistakenfor real iselevatedto the highestvalue. This
blow is the harshest precisely becauseit does not come from unbelievers
standing about, but from the faithful and their theologians, who talk of the
beingmost of al beingswithout ever letting it occur to them to think about
being itself and thereby become aware that this thinking and that tallung,
from the perspective of the faith, is absolute blasphemy when it is mixed
into the theology of thefaith.

Only now has even afaint light come into the darkness of the question
that we had wanted to put to Nietzsche when we were listening to the
passage about the madman: how canit really happen that men are capabl eof
ever killing God?Obviously, however, thisis exactly what Nietzschethinks.
For in the entire passage only two sentences are specificaly emphasized by
italics. The first reads: "We killed him,” that is, God. The other: "and yet
they have doneit themsdves” that is, men did commit the act of thelulling of
God, although they had not yet heard anything about it to that day.

Thetwo emphasized sentences givetheinterpretationfor theword " God
is dead.” It does not mean (as it would if spoken from denial and a low
hatred): thereisno God. The word means something more dire: God has
been killed. It isonly in this way that the critical thought comes to light.
However, understanding it has become even more difficult. For the word
"God isdead" would be far more readily understood if it announced: of his
ownwill God himself removed himself fromlivingpresence. But that Godis
supposed to bekilled by others, and by men at that, isunthinkable. Nietzsche
himself is surprised by this thought. That is why, immediately after the
critical declaration "Weve killedhim-youand |. Weare dl hismurderers!™,
he has the madman ask: "But how have we done this?" Nietzsche clarifies
the question by repeating it in three images. " How were we able to drink
theseadry?W ho gaveusthespongeto wipetheentire horizon away?W hat
did we do when we unchained this earth fromitssun?"

We could offer this answer to the last question: what men did when
they unchained the earth from its sun is told by the European history of
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the last three and a hdf centuries. But what has happened, in the ground
of this history, with beings?When he cites the relationship between earth
and sun, Nietzsche is not just thinking of the Copernican revolution in
the modern conception of science. The word "sun" will also remind us
of Plato’s parable. According to the parable, the sun and the realm of its
light are the surroundingsin which beings appear in accordance with their
appearance, in accordance with their visible aspect (in accordance with the
ideas). The sun forms and delimits the field of visionin which beingsshow
themselves as beings. The "horizon™ means the supersensory world as the
one that truly is. This is at the same time the entirety that embraces and
includeseverything initself likethesea. T heearth asthe residence of manis
unchained fromitssun. The realm of the supersensory which hasits being
in itself [an 9ch sedenden) is no longer the normative light above man. The
whole field of vision has been wiped avay. The entirety of beings as such,
the sea, has been drunk dry by men. For man has risen up into the I-hood
of the ep cogito. With this uprising dl beings become objects. As what is
objective, beings are swallowed up into theimmanence of subjectivity The
horizon no longer illuminates of itself. It is now only the viewpoint set in
the dispensation of value of the will to power.

With the help of these three images, "sun, horizon, sea" (which, for
our thinking, are probably something quite other than images), the three
guestions explain what is meant by the event in which God islulled. This
killing means the elimination, through man, of the supersensory world that
hasits beingin itself. Thiskilling identifies the processin which beings as
such are not absolutely annihilated, but rather become otherwise in their
being. However, in this process, man too, and above al, becomes other-
wise. He becomes the one who eliminates beingsin the sense of beings
in themselves [des an 9ch Seienden]. The human uprising into subjectivity
makes beingsinto objects. However, what isobjectiveisthat which, through
representation, has been brought to astand. The elimination of beingsin
themselves, thelulling of God, isaccomplished in the securing of duration
[Bestandsicherung] through which man secures bodily, material, spiritual,
and intellectual durables [Bestinde]; however, these are secured for the sake
of man's own security, which wills the mastery over beings (as potentialy
objective), in order to conform to the being of beings, the will to power.

Securement, asthe obtaining of security,isgroundingin the dispensation
of value. Setting, dispensing, values has killed beneath itself al beingsin
themselves, thereby doing away with them as beings for themselves. This
final blow in the murder of God is struck by metaphysics, which as the
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metaphysics of the will to power accomplishes thinking in the sense of
value-thinking. Ye this fina blow, through which being is struck down
to a mere vaue, is no longer recognized by Nietzsche himsdlf for what
_ that blow is when it is thought in relation to being itself. But does not
Nietzsche himself say: "We are dl hismurderers — you and 1" ?0Of coursg;
Nietzsche, accordingly, still conceives even the metaphysics of the will to
power as nihilism. To be sure; but for Nietzsche that only means that as
the countermovement in the sense of the revaluation of al former values,
this metaphysics accomplishes the antecedent " devaluation of the former
highest values" most intensely becauseit does so with finality.

Yetitisprecisely thisnew dispensationof value, based on the principleof
al dispensationsof value, that Nietzsche must no longer think as akilling
and anihilism. I n the field of vision of the will to power that willsitself,i.c.,
in the perspective of value and the dispensation of value, it is no longer a
devaluation.

But what goes on with value-settingitself, when it is thought in regard
to beingsassuch, i.e., at the same time on the basis of the regard to being?
Then, to think in valuesis to kill radicdly. It not only strikes down beings
& such in their being-in-themselves[An-sich-sein] but it aso puts being
entirely aside. Being, when it is still needed, istaken to bevalue only. The
value-thinkingof the metaphysicsof thewill to powerisdeadlyin an extreme
sense becauseit does not permit being itself to comeinto the dawning, i.e.,
thevitality,of itsessence. To think in accordancewith vauesforestall sbeing
itself from coming to essential presenceinitstruth.

But is thiskilling at the roots primarily or exclusively the nature of the
metaphysics of the will to power?Isit merely the interpretation of being
asvaue that doesnot let beingitself bethe being that it is?1f thiswerethe
case, then the metaphysics of pre-Nietzschean epochs would have to have
experienced and thought beingitself initstruth or at |east have asked about
it. But nowhere db we find such experienceof beingitself: Nowhere do we meet a
thinking that thinksthetruth of beingitself and thereby truth itself asbeing.
Thisis not thought even where pre-Platonic thinking, as the beginning of
Western thinking, preparesfor the unfolding of metaphysics by Plato and
Aristotle. The toriv (30v) yap sivar® doesindeed name being itself. But to
think of presencing as presencing out of the truth of presencingis precisely
what it does not do. The history of being begins — necessarily begins -
with the forgottenness of being. So it is not the fault of metaphysics as the
metaphysics of the will to power that beingitself remainsunthought in its
truth. Thisstrange staying-absentof beingis then the sole responsibility of
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metaphysics as metaphysics. Ye what is metaphysics? Do we know its
essence?ls it itself able to know this essence? When it comprehends its
essence, it graspsit metaphysically. But the metaphysical concept of meta-
physicscontinually lags behind its essence. The sameistrue of every logic,
assuming that logic is still in fact able to think what Aéyos is. Every meta-
physicsof metaphysicsand every logic of philosophy that attempt in what-
ever way to clamber past metaphysics most certainly fal down beneath it,
without coming to know in the processwhere they havefallen to.

I nthe meantime, however, at least onetrait of the essenceof nihilismhas
becomeclearerin our thought. The essenceof nihilismisrooted in history;
accordingly, there is nothing in the appearance of beings as such in their
entirety that is going on with beingitself and its truth; indeed, as aresult,
the truth of beings as such is taken as being, since the truth of being stays
absent. Nietzsche indeed came to know, in the age in which nihilism wes
beginning to be completed, some of the traits of nihilism, but at the same
time he interpreted them nihilistically, thereby completely burying their
essence. Nietzsche never recognized the essence of nihilism, like every other
metaphysics before him.

However, if the essence of nihilismis rooted in the history that in the
appearancedf beingsassuchintheir entirety thetruth of beingsstaysabsent,
and if accordingly there is nothing going on with being itself and the truth
of being, then metaphysics, as the history of the truth of beings as suchin
their essence, is nothing. If in the end metaphysicsis the historical ground
of the world history that is being determined by the West and by Europe,
thenitisnihilisticin quite another sense.

Thought in terms of the destiny of being, the#z4:7 of nihilismmeansthat
there is nothing going on with being. Being does not come to the light of
its own essence. I n the appearanceof beingsas such, beingitsaf staysaway.
The truth of being escapes us. It remainsforgotten.

So nihilism then would be in its essence a history that happens with
beingitself.1twouldliethenin the essenceof beingitsdlf that beingremains
unthought becauseit removesitself. Beingitself removesitselfintoitstruth.
It saves [birgt] itself inits truth and conceals [verbirgt]itself in such shelter
[Bergen).

In looking at the self-concealing shelter [dassich verbergende Bergen] of
its own essence, perhapswe catch a glimpse of the essence of the mystery
in which the truth of being essences.

Accordingly, metaphysicsitself would not be ssimply overlookingaques-
tion about being that isstill to be reflected upon. In the end it would not be
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an error. Metaphysics, asthe history of thetruth of beingsassuch, would be
what cameto beout of the destiny of beingitself. Inits essence metaphysics
would be the unthought - becausewithheld — mystery of beingitself. Were
it otherwise, a thinking that diligently holds to what must be thought, to
being, could not ceaselesdy ask: What is metaphysics?

Metaphysics is an® epoch of the history of being itself. In its essence,
however, metaphysics is nihilism. The essence of nihilism is part of the
history in which, as which, being itself essences. If the nothing, wherever
elseit points, aso points to being, then it may well be more likely that
the being-historical determination of nihilism shows the region, at least,
within which the essence of nihilism is able to be experienced, in order to
become something that is thought [erwas Gedachtes], something that con-
cernsour remembrance [Andenken]. Wearevery much accustomed to hear a
discordant notein the name nihilism. However, assoon aswe reflect on the
being-historical essenceof nihilism, then something discomfiting is added
to our merely hearing a discordant note. The name nihilism says that the
nihil (the nothing) is, and isin an essential way, in what it names. Nihilism
means. with everything in every respect, the nothing is going on. Every-
thing: beingsin their entirety. Moreover, a particular being [das Seiendd],
when it is experienced as a particular being, stands in each of its respects.
Nihilism means, then, that the nothing is going on with beings assuch in
their entirety. But beings are what they are and how they are on the ba-
sis of being. Provided that every "is" is the responsibility of being, then
the essence of nihilism consistsin the fact that there is nothing going on
with being itself. Being #tself is being in its truth, which truth belongs to
being.

If we hear in the namenihilism that other note, inwhich theresoundsthe
essenceof what it names, then we also hear differently into the language of
the metaphysical thinking that has experienced something of nihilism but
without being able to think its essence. Perhaps with that other notein our
ear, we will one day think differently than we have so far about the agein
which nihilism was beginning to be completed. Perhaps we will then rec-
ognize that neither sociological, nor technological, nor scientific, nor even
metaphysical and religious perspectives are enough to think what is hap-
pening in this age. What thereisfor thinking to think is not some deeply
hidden deeper meaning, but rather something lying close by: something
that islying most closaly, which we, becausethat isall it is, have therefore

2 First edition, 1950: the?
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continually already passed over. By passingit over, we continually accom-
plish (without attending to it) that killing of the being of beings.

In order to attend to it and to hear how to attend to it, it must already
sufficefor usto think for once about what the madman says of the death of
God and how he saysit. Perhaps we will now no longer overlook in arush
whatissaid at the beginning of the passagewe discussed - that the madman
"cried out ceasalesdly: I'm loohng for God! I’'m looking for God!*

In what way is this man mad?H e is de-ranged [}er-riickt]. He is moved
out [ausgeriick?] of thelevel of erstwhile man on which theideals, now grown
unreal, of the supersensory world are passed off as real while the opposite
idealsare being realized. This de-ranged man is moved out [binausgeriickt]
beyond erstwhile man. In moving out, nonetheless, he has only fully moved
into [eingeriickt] the predetermined essenceof erstwhile man, to be theani-
mal rationale. The man de-ranged in thisway has, then, nothingin common
with the sort of men standing about in public, *who do not believein God."
For these are not unbelievers because for them God, as God, has become
unworthy of belief, but because they themselves have abandoned the pos-
sibility of faith since they are no longer able to seek God. They can seek
no longer becausethey can nolonger think. Those standing about in pub-
lic have abolished thinking and replaced it with gossip that smellsnihilism
everywhereit fearsits opinions are threatened. The self-delusion, whichis
perpetually gaining the upper hand against genuine nihilism, is trying in
this way to talk away its dread at thinking. This dread, however, is dread
at dread.

It is clear from the first sentences and even clearer for those who can
hear from the last sentences of the passage that the madman, in contrast,
is seeking God by crying out after God. Perhaps a thinking man has here
really cried out de profundis? And the ear of our thinhng?Does it not still
hear the cry?It will not hear the cry solong asit does not begin to think.
Thinking does not begin until we have come to know that the reason that
has been extolled for centuriesis the most stubborn adversary of thinking.
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Why Poets?

“...and why poetsin adesolate time?* Holderlin asksin the elegy "Bread
and Wine." Today we hardly understand the question. How are we ever
going to grasp the answer that Holderlin gives?

“,..and why poets in a desolate time?" The word "time" here means
the age to which we ourselvestill belong. The appearance and sacrificial
death of Christ, for the historical experience of Holderlin, mean that the
end to the days of divinity hasset in. Evening isfalling. Since the "united
three,"* Herakles, Dionysus, and Christ, forsook theworld, the evening of
theworld-era has been drawing toits night. Theworld's night disseminates
itsdarkness. T heageisdetermined by God's keeping himself afar, by " God's
default.”' However, the default of God which Holderlin experienced does
not contradict thefact that aChristian rel ationshipto God continuesamong
individuals and in the churches, and it certainly does not disparage this
relationship to God. T hedefault of God meansthat aGod nolonger gathers
men and thingsto himself visibly and unmistakably and from this gathering
ordains world-history and man's stay within it. However, in the default of
God noticeis given of something even worse. Not only have the gods and
God fled, but the radiance of divinity is extinguished in world-history. The
time of theworld's night is the desolate time because the desolation grows
continually greater. T he time has already become so desolate that it is no
longer able to see the default of God as a default.

With thisdefault, theground for theworld ceasesto be grounding. Abyss
[Abgrund ] originally meansthe soil and ground toward which, asthelowest
level, something hangs down a declivity In what follows, however, let us
understand the “Ab-” as the total absence of ground. Ground is the soil
for taking root and standing. T he age for which the ground failsto appear
hangs in the abyss. Assuming that a turning point in any way still awaits

200

WHY POETS?

this desolate time, it can only come one day if the world turns radically
around, which now plainly meansif it turnsaway from the abyss. In the age
of the world's night, the abyss of the world must be experienced and must
be endured. However, for thisitis necessary that there are those who reach
into the abyss.

Theturning of an age does not occur at just any time by the eruption of
anew God or by the new eruption of an old God from an ambush. Where
ishe supposed to turn to, upon hisreturn, if men havenot already prepared
for him hisresidence? How could there ever befor God a residence fit for
God unlesstheradiance of divinity had already begun to appear indl thatis?

The godswho "once were here" "return” only "at the proper time”3 -
namely, when thereisaturn among men in theright placein the right way.
Thatiswhy Holderlinsaysin the unfinished hymn “Mnemosyne”+ (written
shortly after the elegy "Bread and Wine"):

All things are not

Within the power of heavenly ones. That is,
Mortalsfirst reach into the abyss. For so it turns
with them. The timeis

Long, but what is true

Comes to pass.

Nicht vermogen

Die Himmlischen alles. Nemlich es reichen

Die Sterblichen eh' in den Abgrund. Also wendet essich
Mit diesen. Langist

Die Zeit, es ereignet sich aber

Das Wahre.

Long is the desolate time of the world's night. It reaches [gelangen] its
midpoint only at length [lang]. I n the midnight of thisnight, the desolation
of thetimeisthe greatest. T he destitute timeisthen nolonger ableeven to
experienceits distress. Thisincapacity, by which even the distress of deso-
lation sinksinto darkness, isthevery desolation of thetime. The distressis
fully eclipsed becauseit now appearsonly asaneed to besatisfied. Nonethe-
less, the world'snight is to be thought as a destiny that takesplace this side
of pessimism and optimism. Perhaps the world's night is now approaching
itsmidpoint. Perhaps the time of theworld isnow fully becoming adesolate
time. Perhaps not, however, not yet, still not yet, despite the immeasurable
hardship, despite al the sufferings, despite theindescribable sorrow, despite
the incessant rampant disquiet, despite the mounting confusion. Thetime
islong because even terror, treated initself as a ground for aturn, can do
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nothing aslong as there is no turn among mortals. It turns, however, only
when mortals comeinto their own essence. Their essenceis based on the
fact that they are the ones who reach into the abyss, rather than the gods.
Mortals keep closer to absence (if we think of their essence) because they
are concerned by presence, the name of being since antiquity. But since
presence simultaneously conceals [verbirgtjtself, itisitself already absence.
The abyss, therefore, saves [birgt]land observes [ merkt]everything. In his
hymn" TheTitans," Holderlin calsthe abyss“all-observing.”s Themortal
who is to reach into the abyss rather than or differently from others expe-
riences the marks [ Merkmal€elthat the abyssobserves [ vemer kt] These, for
the poet, are the tracks of the fugitive gods.® This track, in Holderlin's
experience, iswhat Dionysus, the wine-god, brings down for the God-less
during the darknessof their world's night. For thegod of thevine preserves
initandin its fruit the essential mutuality of earth and sky as the site of
the nuptials of men and gods.” Only within this site, if anywhere, can the
tracks of thefugitive godsyet abide for God-less men.

and why poetsin a desolatetime?
... und wozu Dichter in diirftiger Zeit?

Holderlin answers shyly through the mouth of his friend, the poet
Heinze, to whom the question was addressed:

They are, you sy, like the wine-god's sacred priests,
Who roamed from land to land during the sacred night.
Abe Se dnd, sagst du, wie des Weingottsheilige Priester,
Wechevon Landezu Land zogen in heiligeNacht.

Poets are the mortalswho gravely sing the wine-god and sense [spiiren]
thetrack [ Sourof thefugitivegods; they stay onthegods' track, and so they
blaze [spuren] a path for their mortal relations, a path toward the turning
point. However, the aether, in which alone gods are gods, istheir godhead.
Theelement of thisaether, that in which the godhead itself still essences, is
thesacred. Theelement of theaether for the advent of thefugitivegods, the
sacred, isthe track of the fugitive gods. Y& who is capable of tracing such
tracks? Tracks are often inconspicuous, and they are dways the legacy of
instruction scarcely divined. To be apoet in adesolate time means: singing,
to attend to the track of the fugitive gods. Thisiswhy the poet, at the time
of the world's night, utters the sacred. This is the reason that the world's
night, in Holderlin's language, is the sacred night.
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Itisin the essenceof poetswho are truly poets at such aworld-era that
from out of the desolation of the time, the condition and vocation of the
poet have first become poetic questions for them. That iswhy "poetsin a
desolate time" must specifically speak the essence of poetry in their poems.
Where this happens we may infer that the condition of the poet accords
[s. schicke] with the destiny [Geschickof the age. The rest of us must learn
to listen to what these poets say — which assumes that we are not deceiving
ourselves about the time that conceals [verbirgtlbeing by saving [birgt]it;
deceiving ourselves, that is, into calculating the time only on the basis of
beings, by dissecting them.

The closer it comes to the midnight of the world's night, the more ex-
clusively desolation reigns in such away that it withdraws its essence. It is
not only that the sacred is vanishing as the track to the godhead, but that
even thetracksto thislost track are almost erased. The more the tracksare
effaced, the less an individual mortal who reaches into the abyss can still
attend there to a hint or instruction. Thenitistruedl the more that each
person getsfarthest if heisableto go asfar ashe can along theway granted
to him. The third strophe of the same elegy that asks"and why poetsin a
desolate time?" pronounces the law which governsits poets:

One thing is certain; whether at noon or late,
Toward themiddled the night, a measure endures,
Common to dl, though eech dsois granted his own,
Wherewe come and where we go to, as we can.

Fest bleibt Eins; es & um Mittag oder es gehe

Bis in die Mitternacht, immer besteht én Maas,

Allen gemein, doch jeglichem auch ist eignes beschieden,
Dahin gehet und kommt jeder, wohin er es kann.

I n hisletter to Boehlendorf on December 2, 1802, Holderlinwrites: " and
the philosophical light around my window is now my joy; may | preserve
the memory of how | have come thusfar.”

The poet thinks into the place that is determined from that illumi-
nation of being which has been stamped as the realm in which Western
metaphysicsis fulfilled. Holderlin's thinking poetry has also stamped this
realm of the poetic thinking. His poetry dwells in this place more inti-
mately than any other poetry of histime. The placeinto which Holderlin
cameisone where being is manifest, a manifestnesswhich itself belongsin
the destiny of being; out of this destiny, the manifestnessis intended for
the poet.

203



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

Perhaps, however, this manifestness of being within the fulfillment of
metaphysicsis simultaneously the extreme oblivion of being. What if this
oblivion werethe concealed essenceof the desol ation of the desol ateness of
the time?Then there would certainly be no time for an aesthetic flight to
Holderlin’s poetry. Then it would not be the moment to fabricate a myth
out of thefigureof the poet. Therewould be no chance then to mistreat his
poem as a rich storehouse for a philosophy. However, there would be and
thereisthe singlenecessity: by thinking soberlyin what issaid in hispoetry,
to experiencewhat is unsaid. This is the course of the history of being.
If we enter upon this course, it brings thinking and poetry together in a
dialogue engaged with the history of being. Researchersin literary history
will inevitablysee the dialogue as an unscholarlyviolation of what they take
to be the facts. Philosophers will seeit as a baffled descent into mysticism
[einAbweg der Ratlosigkeit in die Schwirmerei]. However, destiny pursuesits
course untroubled by al that.

Doesa poet of today encounter us of today on thiscourse?Doesthat very
poet encounter us, a poet who today is often and hastily dragged into the
vicinity of thinking and plastered over with agood deal of half-thought-out
philosophy?Yet let us ask this question more clearly with the stringency
appropriate toiit.

Is Rainer Maria Rilke a poet in a desolate time? How does his poetry
bear on the desolateness of the time?How far doesit reach into the abyss?
Whereisit that he comesto, assuming he goesto where he can?

Rilke’s valid poems stretch across two slim volumes, patiently collected:
the Duino Elegiesand the Sonnetsto Orpheus. The long path to these po-
emsisitself a path of poetic questioning. En route Rilke experiences the
desolateness of the age more clearly. The ageis desolate not only because
God is dead but also because mortals scarcely know or are capable even of
their own mortality. Mortals are still not in the possession of their essence.
Death withdrawsinto the enigmatic. The mystery of sufferingis covered
over. No oneislearningtolove. But mortalsare. They are so long asthere
islanguage. Song till lingers over their desolateland. The singer's words
stay on the track of the sacred. A song from the Sonnetsto Orpheus says it
@, 19):

What though the world changes swiftly
like shapes of the clouds,

all that isfinished fals home

to the primeval.
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Above the passage and change,
more wide and more free,
your foresong yet endures,
God with thelyre.

Sufferingsare not recognized,
no oneislearning to love,
and what in death displaces us

isunreveaed.
Over the land only song
sanctifiesand celebrates.

Wandelt sich rasch auch die Welt
wie Wolkengestalten,
dlesVollendetefalt

heim zum Uralten.

Uber dem Wandel und Gang,
weiter und freier,

wahrt noch dein Vor-Gesang,
Gott mit der Leier.

Nicht sind die Leiden erkannt,
nicht ist die Liebe gelernt,
und wasim Tod uns enfernt

ist nicht entschleiert.
Einzig dasLied iiberm Land
heiligt und feiert.

Meanwhile even the track of the sacred has become unrecognizable. It
is an open question whether we still experience the sacred as the track to
the godhead of the divine, or whether what we now encounter is only a
track to the sacred. It is not clear what this track to a track could be. It is
questionable how such atrack would show itsdlf to us.

Thetimeis desolate because it lacks the unhiddenness of the essence of
pain, death, and love. This desolationisitself desolate becausethe essential
realm in which pain and death and love belong together is withdrawn.
Hiddenness exists so long as the realm where they belong together is the
abyss of being. However, song till remains and gives a name to the land.
What issong itself?How is a mortal capable of it?Where does song sing
from?How far doesit reachinto the abyss?

In order to judge whether or to what extent Rilkeis a poet in adesolate
time, in order therefore to know what poets are for, wewill try to set afew
stakes on the path to the abyss. For stakeswe will take afew basic words of
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Rilke'svalid poetry. They areto be understood only in relation to therealm
out of which they are spoken. That realm is the truth of beings asit has
developed since thefulfillment of Western metaphysicsby Nietzsche. Rilke
experienced poetically and borein hisown way the unhiddenness of beings
which was stamped by this fulfillment. We will see how beings as such, for
Rilke, show themselvesin their entirety. In order to bring this realm into
view, wewill attend to a poem that waswritten in thevicinity of Rilke’s fully
accomplished poetry and after it chronologically.

We are not prepared to interpret the elegiesand sonnets, for the realm
from which they speak has, in its metaphysical condition and oneness, not
yet been sufficiently thought from out of the essence of metaphysics. For
two reasons this thinking is difficult. First, because Rilke's poetry, in its
course within the history of being, remains behind Holderlin in rank and
position. Next, because we scarcely know the essence of metaphysics and
are unversed in what being says.

Not only arewenot prepared tointerpret the el egiesand sonnets, but we
are not entitled to do so, since the essential realm of the dia ogue between
poetry and thinking can be reconnoitered, attained, and thought through
only dowly. Who today would claim that he is equally at home in the
essenceof thinhng and in the essence of poetry? And even more, that heis
powerful enough to bring the essenceof both into extreme discord in order
to establish their concordance?

Rilke did not himself publish the poem that we will explicate below.
It isfound on page 118 of the volume of the Gesammelte Gedichte that was
publishedin 1934 and on pagego of the collection Spate Gedichte (published
in1935). Thepoem hasno heading. Rilke drafted itinJune 1g24. In aletter
to ClaraRilke on August 15, 1924 from Muzot, the poet writes: *However,
| have not been dilatory and remiss in all directions, fortunately: Baron
Lucius received his fine Malte even before my departure inJune; hisletter
of thanks haslong been ready to be sent off to you. | aso enclose for you
the improvised verseswhich | inscribed for him in the first volume of the
handsome | eather edition.”

The improvised verses which Rilke mentions in this letter (according
to anote by the editor of the Briefe aus Muzot, on p. 404) constitute the
following poem:

As nature gives the creatures over

to the risk of dull desire and shelters

nonein particular, in soil or bough,

so We too are not more dear to the utmost depth
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of our being; it risks us. Only that we,
still more than plant or animal,

gowith thisrisk, will it, sometimes even
risk more (and not from self-interest),
than lifeitself does, by a breath

risk more...This fashionsus, outside of all defense,
asafebeing, there where the gravity

of the pure forces takes effect; what savesus at last
isour defensel essnessand that seeing it threaten

we turned it into the open

in order, somewhere, in the widest compass,
where law touches us, to say yesto it.

Wie die Natur die Wesen iiberlasst

dem Wagnisihrer dumpfen Lust und keins
besonders schiitzt in Scholle und Geast,

so sind auch wir dem Urgrund unsres Seins

nicht weiter lieb; eswagt uns. Nur dass wir,

mehr noch asPflanze oder Tier

rit diesem Wagnis gehn, eswollen, manchmal auch
wagender sind (und nicht aus Eigennutz),

asselbst dasLeben ist, um einen Hauch

wagender . . . Dies schafft uns, aufierhalb von Schutz,
ein Sichersein, dort, wo die Schwerkraft wirkt

der reinen Krifte; was uns schlieilich birgt,

ist unser Schutzlossein und dasswirsso

ins Offne wandten, dawirs drohen sahen,

um es, im weitsten Umkreis irgendwo,
was das Gesetz uns anriihrt, zu bejahen.

Rilke refersto the poem as"improvised verses.” However, this unforeseen
quality opens up for usa point of view from which wewill be able to think
Rilke's poetry more clearly. Admittedly, thefirst thing we must learn at this
moment of world history isthat mahng poemsisalsoamatter of thinking.
We will take the poem as a practice exercisein poetic reflection.

Thestructure of the poemissimple. Itisclearly articulated in four parts:
lines 1—3, lines s—1o, lines 1o-12, and lines 12-16. Corresponding to the
beginning "As nature...” isthe "so we too...” of lines4-5. The “Only”
of line 5 subsequently refers back to this "we." “Only” has a restrictive
force, but in away that marks adistinctive quality, which ismade explicitin
lines 5—10. Lines 1o-12 state the potential of thisdistinction. What it really
consists of isthought in lines 12-16.
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Through the "As...so" at the beginning, human being enters as the
theme of the poem. Human being is contrasted with creatures. These are
the living beings, plant and animal. The beginning of the eighth Duino
Elegy, making the same comparison,® calls living beings by the name of
"creature."

A comparison sets different things together as equals, in order to make
thedifference between themevident. They areegual, thesedifferent beings,
plant and animal on the one hand, human on the other, provided they agree
inwhat isthesame. What isthe sameisthe relationship they haveas beings
totheir ground. T heground of creaturesisnature. Theground of menisnot
merely of the samekind asthe ground of plant and animal. I n both casesthe
ground isthe same. It is nature as "full Nature" (Sonnetsto Orpheus11, 13).

We must think Nature here in the wide and essential sense in which
Leibniz used the capitalized word “Natura.” It means the being of beings.
It essences as the vis primitiva activa. This is the potential to begin which
gathers everything to itself, but in such a way that it releases al beings
to their own selves. The being of beingsis the will. The will is the self-
mustering gathering of each enstoitself. All beingsare, asbeings, in thewill.
They are as thingswilled. D o not misunderstand: beingsare not primarily
and only asthingswilled; rather they are, solong asthey are, themselvesin
the mode of willing. Only as things willed are they what willsin the will,
each in its own way.

What Rilke calls Natureis not set off against history. Above al it is not
understood as the objective domain of the natural sciences. Nor is Nature
opposed to art. It is the ground for history and art and for nature in the
narrower sense. Intheword Nature asit is used here, the echo still lingers
of the earlier word ¢uois, which is also equated with Zeon, trandated by us
aslife. In early thought, the essence of lifeis not represented biologically
but rather as ¢puo1s, the emergent, that which arises. In the poem, " Nature”
isalso caled "life" inline 9. Here, Nature, lifeindicate beingin the sense
of beingsin their entirety. Nietzsche once wrote in a note from 1885-86
(The Will to Power, no.582): ""being — we have no conception of it other than
'life'. - How then can something dead 'be’?"

Rilke callsNature, asthe ground of the beings which we ourselvesare, the
utmost source [Urgrund]. This indicates that men reach further into the
ground of beings than other beings. Since antiquity, the ground of beings
has been called being. Therelation of being that groundsto beingsthat are
grounded isthesamewith men on the one hand and with plants and animals
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ontheother. Itisamatter in each caseof beinggiving beingsover to therisk.
Being lets beingsloose into the risk. This letting-loose that casts off is the
actual risking. The being of beingsis the relation of casting-off to beings.
The beings that are at a particular time are what is being risked. Being is
preeminently therisk. It risksus, human beings. | trisksliving beings. Beings
aresolong asthey remainwhat iscontinually beingrisked. Beings, however,
aredtill riskedinto being, that is, into arisk. That iswhy beings, given over
totherisk, themselvesrunrisks. Beingsare by going with therisk into which
they areletloose. T hebeing of beingsistherisk. Thisrisk is basedin thewill,
which, sinceL eibniz, hasshownitself moreclearly asthe being of beingsthat
isreveaedin metaphysics. Thewill thatitisnecessarytothink hereisnotthe
abstract generalization ofwilling asitispsychologicallyunderstood. Rather,
human willing, experienced metaphysically,is only the willed counterpart
to will asto the being of beings. So long as Rilke represents Nature as the
risk, heis thinking of it metaphysically in terms of the essence of the will.
This essencestill concealsitself, both in the will to power asin the will as
the risk. Will essencesas the will to will.

The poem does not say anything directly about the ground of beings,
that is about being as preeminently the risk. But if being as the risk isthe
relation of casting-off, and if it therefore retains even what is risked in the
casting-off, then the poem tells us something indirectly about the risk by
speaking of what is risked.

Nature risks living beings and "shelters none in particular." Likewise,
neither are we men, having been risked, "more dear" to the risk that is
risking us. In both cases, casting-off into danger is part of therisk. To risk
is to play with dangerous stakes. Heraclitus thinks of being as the world-
era and the world-era as a child's play (Fragment s2 in Diels, Fragmente
der Vorsokratiker): Aidv mais o1 mallwv, Teoosiwy Toudds f PaciAnin.
"The age of the world is a child playing a child's game; dominion is a
child's." Were what is cast off to remain out of danger, then it would not
be risked. Beingswould be out of danger, however, if they were sheltered
[geschiitzt]. Schutz (defense, shelter), Schiizze (marksman), and schiitzen (to
defend, shelter) are related to schieffen (to shoot) as Budk (curvature) and
biicken (to stoop) are to biegen (to bend). Schiefsen (to shoot) means schieben
(to push): to push [varschieben] a bolt shut. The roof jutsout [*shoots out,”
schiefSt vor] over the wall. In the countryside, we still say: the peasant is
"shooting in [schiefSr €in]": she pushes [schiebt] molded dough into the oven
to bake. Shelter ispushed inadvanceandinfront of. It prevents danger from
harming, or even concerning, the one under threat. To be sheltered is to
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be entrusted to the sheltering. Instead of "entrusted,” our older and richer
language would say "plighted” or "betrothed": loved, held dear. What is
unsheltered on the other hand is not more dear. Plant, animal, and man
have thisin common: that as beings at al, that is, as being risked, they are
not specially sheltered. Yet they arein fact distinguished in their being, and
therefore there will also be a differencein their unshelteredness.

Although the unsheltered are risked, they are nevertheless not aban-
doned. If they were, they would beaslittlerisked essheltered. Delivered only
unto annihilation, they would no longer hang in the balance[in der Wage.
In the Middle Ages the word “IWage [balance]" still meant something al-
most like danger. To bein the balance means to bein asituation that can
turn out in one way or the other. That is why the instrument that moves
[bewert] like this, by dipping one way or the other, is called the balance
[Wagd). It librates; it plays about the beam and plays itself out. The word
"Wege [balance] " in the sense of danger and as the name of the instrument
is derived from wigen, wegen, to make a way, that is, to go, to be going.
Be-wagen means to get something underway, to get it going: wiegen (to sway
orweigh). Something weighs becauseitisableto tip the balanceone way or
the other into the play of motion. What weighshasweight. To risk [wagen]
isto set the play into motion, to lay something on the balance [Wage], to l et
itlooseinto danger. Thereby what isrisked isindeed unsheltered, but since
itliesonthe balance,itisretained by therisk. Itissustained. It continuesto
be saved by itsground initsground. For beings, to beriskedisto bewilled;
retained in thewill, they themselvesremain in the mode of willing, and risk
themselves. In this way, what is risked is care-less, Sne cura, securum, that
is, safe. Only so long as what is risked rests safely in the risk, can it follow
therisk, follow it, that is, into the unshelteredness of what is risked. What
isrisked is unsheltered; but not only does this not exclude asafebeingin its
ground, it necessarilyimpliesit. What is risked goeswith therisk.

Being, which holdsal beingsinthe balance, therefore constantly attracts
beings toward and unto itself, unto itself as the center. Being, as the risk,
holdsall beings, asrisked, in thisrelation of attraction. However, this center
of attractive relation retractsitself from all beingsat the same time. In this
way the center gives beings over to the risk as which they are risked. In
this letting-loose that is a gathering, the metaphysical essence of the will,
thought in termsof being, concealsitself. T he center of beingsthat attracts,
that mediates everything, therisk, isthe faculty that lendsaweight, that is,
heaviness, to what is risked. Therisk is the force of gravity. A late poem,
entitled " Gravity," speaksabout it (Spate Gedichte, p. 156):
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Gravity
Center, how you withdraw yoursdf
from everything, even from thosewho fly
you recover yoursdlf, center, you, the strongest.

He, standing: as a drink
rushesthrough thirst, 0 gravity him.

Yd from the deeper fdls,
as from thelow-hanging cloud,
ample rain of heaviness

Schwerkraft
Mitte, wie du aus allen
dich ziehst, auch noch aus Fliegenden dich
wiedergewinng, Mitte, du Starkste.

Stehender: wie én Trank den Durst
durchstiirzt ihn die Schwerkraft.

Doch aus dem Schiafenden fallt,
wie aus lagernder Wolke,
reichlicher Regen der Schwere.

Herewhat iscalled gravity isnot the same as physical gravitation, which
is what we usually hear about; instead, it is the center of beingsin their
entirety. Rilke calsit therefore "the unheard center" (Sonnetsto Orpheus,
11, 28). The center isthe ground, the fellowness, which by mediating holds
one thing to another and gathers everything in the game of risking. The
unheard center is"the eternal fellow-player"u in the worldgame of being.
The same poem which speaks poetically of being as the risk cdls (lines
11 and 12) the mediating attraction "the gravity of the pure forces." Pure
gravity, the unheard center of al risking, the eternal partner in the game of
being, isthe risk.

By casting off what is risked, the risk simultaneoudly retainsit in the
balance. Risk lets what is risked loose, indeed in such a way that it lets
loose what is cast off into none other than pull or traction [Zzg] toward
the center. What is risked is vested with this traction toward the center.
In this pull, the risk dwaysretrieves what is risked. To retrieve something,
to get hold of something from somewhere, to have it come, to attract it,
we call "beziehen." Thisis the origina meaning of the word "Bezug." We
still speak of the "Bezug" of merchandise, salary, or current. T he traction,
which asthe risk concerns and affects all-beings with traction, and retains
them in traction toward itself, is attraction [Bezug] absolutely. The word
"das Bezug” is afundamental word of Rilke'svalid poems; to be precise, in
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the expressions "the pure Bezug," "the entire,” "the rea," "the clearest,”
and "'the other Bezug" (i.e., the same attraction in another respect).™®

We only half understand Rilke's word "Bezug," which is to say that we
do not understand it at all in such acase when we graspit only in terms of
its current meaning of reference [Beziehung],and reference in the sense of
relation. We misinterpret theword to an even greater degreeif we represent
thereference asthe human 1" relating an object toitself. Thismeaning“to
relate to oneself' comes later in the history of the language. Rilke’s use of
theword "der Bezug" isindeed aso familiar with this meaning, but it does
not mean that primarily but only asderived from the original meaning.The
phrase "the whole Bezug" cannot even be thought if we represent Bezug as
mere relation. The gravity of the pure forces, the unheard center, the pure
Bezug, the whole Bezug, full Nature, life, therisk are all the same.

All the names just offered name beings as such in their entirety. The
conventional idiom of metaphysics offers the name "being” for them as
well. According to the poem, Nature is to be thought as the risk. Here
the word "risk" simultaneously names the ground that risksand the risked
beingsin their entirety. This ambiguity is not an accident, and it is not
enough to make a note of it. In it the language of metaphysics speaks
unambiguously.

Everything that is risked, as a particular kind of being, is admitted into
theentirety of beingsand restsin the ground of the entirety. T he particular
being in each caseiseach according to the attracting by whichitisretained
in the traction of the whole attraction. The kind of attracting within the
attraction isthe mode of the relationship toward the center as pure gravity.
Thatiswhy Natureis portrayed when one tellshow the thing that is risked
is, each time, attracted into the traction toward the center. Accordingly,
each timeitistheninthemidst of beingsintheir entirety.

The whole attractive relation to which al beings (as beings that are
risked) are given over iswhat Rilke likesto call "the open." Thisisanother
fundamental word of his poetry. In Rilke's language, "open" means that
which does not impede. It does not impede becauseit does not bar. It does
not bar becauseit is in itself free of dl barriers. The open is the great
entirety of al that is unbarred. It lets the creatures that are risked into the
pure attraction pull as things pulled, so that they draw onward together
in diverse ways without hitting against barriers. Pulling as they are pulled,
they open out in the unbarriered, into theinfinite. They are not dissolved
[s. auflisen] into the void nothing, but they redeem [s einlisen]| themselves
intothewhole of the open.
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What Rilke is naming with this word "open™ isin no way to be defined
by openness in the sense of the unhiddenness of beings, an unhiddenness
that lets beings as such come to presence. If we were to try to interpret
Rilke's" open™ in thesense of unhiddennessand the unhidden, then it would
be necessary to say: what Rilke experiences as the open is precisely the
hidden, the unlit, which draws onward in the unbarriered in such a way
that there isno possibility of encountering something unusua or anything
at al. Wherever thereis an encounter, there a barrier arises. Where there
isabarring, what is barred is forced back onto itself and so it is bent back
upon itself. Barring twists, cordons off, the relationship to the open and
makes this relationship itself into a twisted one. The barring within the
unbarriered is constructed [erstellf] by human representation [Vorstellen].
Theathwartness of objectsthat oppose him [Das gegenstebender Gegeniiber]
does not permit man to be directly in the open. It excludes man from the
world, in acertain sense, and places him before the world, where what is
meant by "world" isbeingsin their entirety. In contrast, it isthe open itself
that has the quality of world; the open as the entirety of unopposingness,
unobjectiveness. However, even the term "the open,” like the expression
"therisk," isambiguous asametaphysical term. It signifiesboth the entirety
of the unbarred attractions of the pure attraction and also opennessin the
sense of the unbarring which prevails everywhere.

The open letsin. Letting in, however, does not mean: granting an en-
trance and accessto what is closed, as though what is hidden were to un-
conceal itself so that it might appear as unhidden. Tolet in means. to draw
into and fit into the unlit entirety of the tuggings of the pure attraction.
Toletinisthe mode of the open, and it therefore has the character of an
attracting inclusion, in the manner of the gravity of the pure forces. The
less that admittance into the pure attraction is denied to what is risked, so
much themore doeswhat is risked belongin the great entirety of the open.
That is why Rilke calls creatures that are directly risked into this whole
and are being swayed in it the "great-accustomed things" (Spate Gedichte,
p.22).** Manisnotoneof them. Thesong that singsthisdifferent relation-
ship of living beings and of men to the openisthe eighth Duino Elegy. The
differenceisbased in the different degrees of consciousness. To distinguish
beingsin this respect is, after Leibniz, familiar to modern metaphysics.

What Rilke is thinking with theword "the open™ can be adduced from a
letter that hewrotein thelastyear of hislife (February 2,1926) in response
to aRussian reader who had asked him about the eighth elegy. (Cf. M. Betz,
Rilke in Frankreich: Erinnerungen, Briefe, Dokumente, 1938, p. 289.) "You
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must grasp the concept of the ‘open’ that | attempted to put forward in
this elegy in such away that the animal's degree of consciousness placesit
into the world but without the animal placing itself each moment athwart
[ gegendiber] the world (aswe are); theanimal isin the world; we stand efore
it, because of the direction and intensification that our consciousness has
characteristically taken." Rilke continues: "Neither is sky, air, and space
intended by the 'open’; for the observer and judge, these too are 'object
[Gegenstand]’ and therefore 'opague’ and shut. Animals, flowers, | suppose,
aredl that, without having to account to themselvesfor it; and so they have
before and above them that indescribably open freedom which perhaps has
(at most momentary) equivalentsamong us only in the first moments of
love when a man seesin someone else, in the beloved, his own expanse, or
in his exaltation to God."

Plant and animal are admitted into the open. They are "in the world."
The "in" means: attracted into the unlit attraction-nexus of the pure at-
traction. The relationship to the open (if we can still speak of a*to" at
dl) is the unconscious one of a striving-drawing stride into the entirety
of beings. With the intensification of consciousness, the essence of which,
for modern metaphysics, is representation, the position [Szand] and op-
position [Gegengehen] of objects [Gegenstinde} also intensifies. The higher
the consciousness, the greater the degree to which the conscious crea-
ture is excluded from the world. That is why, in the words of the let-
ter, man is "before the world." He is not admitted into the open. Man
stands athwart the world. He does not live directly in the pull and wind of
the whole attraction. The quoted passage facilitates the understanding of
the open particularly since Rilke here expressy denies that the open may
be thought in the sense of the openness of sky and space. The open in
the sense of the essentially more original lightening of beingis foreign to
Rilke’s poetry, which remains moderately in the shadow of a Nietzschean
metaphysics.

That which has its proper place unmediatedly in the open is taken up
[eingenommen] by it into the pull of attracting to the center. Therefore of
al the beings that are risked, the ones that belong most in the open are
taken away [henommen] in accordance with their own essence, so that in
the resultant daze [Benommenheit] they never aspire to anything that could
stand in opposition to them. What so essencesis"in dull desire.”

As nature gives the creatures over
to therisk of dull desire...
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Dull has here the sense of being muted: not breaking avay from the
attraction-nexusof an unrestricted drawing onward which is not made un-
quiet by restless back-and-forth attraction - the state in which conscious
representation movesin excessve hurry. Dull meansat thesametimeadull,
muffled tone, which comes from a depth and hasfound away of carrying.
Dull is not meant in the negative sense of tifling and oppressive. Rilke
does not think of dull desire as base and inferior. It testifiesthat the great-
accustomed things of Nature are part of the entirety of the pure attraction.
That iswhy Rilke can say in alate poem: "that for us the being of aflower
be great" (Spite Gedichte, p. 89; cf. Somnets 10 Orpheus 11, 14). As the passage
quoted from the letter thinks of man and living beingswith regard to their
different relations [Verbiltnis] of consciousness to the open, so the poem
names "creatures” and "us’ (men) with regard to their different behavior
[Verbalten] toward therisk (1. 5££.):

... Only that we,
till more than plant or animal,
gowith thisrisk,. ..

That man, till more than plant or animal, goes with the risk might
at first glance mean that man is admitted into the open with even less
hindrance than those creatures. If the "with" were not stressed withitalics,
the""'more" might very well imply exactly that. Thestressof the"with™ does
not indicate that man, with heightened freedom, goes along with the risk;
rather it means:for man, to go alongwith therisk isspecificallyrepresented,
and represented as something set before him [des Vorgeserze] in hisintention
[Vorsarz]. The risk and what it has risked, Nature, beingsin their entirety,
the world, are set out prominently [herausgestdIt] before man, from out of
the mutednessofunbarred attraction. But that whichisset up [dasGestelite] -
whereisit set up [ geszeliz], and by what? Nature is brought before man by
human re-presentation [Vor-stellen]. Man sets up the world &s the entirety
of objectiveness before himself and himself before the world. Man delivers
[stelltzu] theworld unto himself and produces[gtellt her] Nature for himself.
Wemust think of thisproduction [Her-gtdllen]initswide and diverseessence.
Man tills [bestelir] Nature when it does not satisfy his representation. Man
producesnew thingswhen they arelackingto him. M an rearranges [usmstellt]
things when they bother him. Man adjusts [s verstellr] things when they
distract him from his plans. Man displays [ausstdllt] things when he extols
themfor saleand use. M an displayshimselfwhen heemphasi zes[berausstellt]
his accomplishmentsand advertises his business. In manifold production,
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the worldis brought to astop [zu Sehen] and into position [inden Stand].
T he open becomesan object and is diverted toward the human creature. It
is man who, athwart the world as an object, turns out to be [S. beraustellt]
and displays himsalf as the one who deliberately assertsall this production.

To put something before onesdlf in such a way that what has been put
forth (and which has aready been represented) determines dl the modes of
production in every respect is afundamental trait of the attitude we know
as the will. What is called will here is production, or rather production in
the sense of the deliberate self-assertionof objectification.Plant and animal
do not will since, muted in their desire, they never bring the open before
themselves as an object. They cannot go with the risk as with something
they had represented. Because they have been admitted into the open, the
pure attraction is never the objectiveother of themselves. Man on the other
hand goes"with" the risk, because he is the creature who willsin the sense
we have given:

... Only that we,
dill more than plant or animd,
gowth thisrisk, will it,. ..

Will, in the sense given here, is the self-assertion whose intention has
already posited the world as the entirety of objects that can be produced.
Thiswill determines the essenceof modern man, without his having known
anythingat first about its far-reaching consequences,and without his being
ableto know even today the will which, asthe being of beings, isthe source
of thiswill that iswilled. In such willing, modern man turns out to be the
one who surges up — in every relation to everything that is and therefore
aso to himsdlf - as the producer who asserts himself and establishes this
insurgency as absolute mastery. The whole inventory of objects, in which
guise the world appears, is entrusted to, enjoined upon, the production
that assertsitself, and so it is subordinated to the command of production.
Will hasin itself the nature of command; for deliberate self-assertionis a
way in which the situation [Zustandliche]of producing and the objectivity
[ Gegenstandliche]of the world muster themselves together in an absolute
and therefore complete [volistindige] oneness. In this self-mustering, the
imperative character of the will is announced. With it, in the course of
modern metaphysics, there comes to light the long-hidden essence of the
will that has long since been essencing as the being of beings.

Accordingly, human willing can aso be in the mode of self-assertion
only by forcing everythinginto its realmin advance, even beforeit surveys
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anything. For this will, everything, aready in advance and therefore in
the consequence, is relentlessly turned into the material of self-asserting
production. Earth and its atmosphere are turned into raw material. Man
becomesa human material that is applied [#ngeserzt] to goalsthat have been
set out before him [vorgesetzt] T he absol ute self-assertion of the deliberate
production of the world is unconditionally established as the condition of
human command; thisis a processthat comes out of the hidden essence of
technology. Only in the modern era doesthis begin to develop as adestiny
of the truth of beingsin their entirety; in contrast, until recently its scat-
tered appearancesand eff ortshad beenincorporated i nto the comprehensive
realm of culture and civilization.

Modern scienceand the total state, as necessary consequences [Folgen|
of the essenceof technology, are also attendant [Gefolge] upon it. The same
holds true for the ways and forms that are applied to the organization of
global public opinion and the ordinary ideas of people. Not only is life
objectifiedin the techniques of commercial breeding and exploitation, but
the attack of atomic physics upon the phenomena of life as such is going
full tilt. Fundamentally, the essence of life itself is to be handed over to
technical production. That people today in al seriousness find, in the re-
sultsand the standpoint of atomic physics, possibilitiesof showing human
freedom and setting up a new theory of value, is asign of the mastery of
technological representation. Such mastery has long since evolved far re-
moved from the precinct of individuals personal views and opinions. The
essential force of technology is aso shown where people are still trying, in
the vicinity as it were, to master technology with the help of the former
deployment of values: in these efforts they nonetheless aval themselves
of technical means which are by no means only outward forms. For in
general the use of machinery and the manufacturing of machines is not
technology itself, but rather only one of its appropriate instruments to es-
tablish its essence in the objectiveness of its raw material. Even this, the
fact that the man has turned into the subject and the world the object,
is a consegquence of the self-establishing essence of technology, not the
reverse.

If Rilke experiences the open as the unobjectiveness of full Nature, by
contrast the world ofwilling men must stand out for him s correspondingly
objective. Conversely, to look out for the integral entirety of beingsis to
take a hint from the phenomena of advancing technology, a hint in the
direction of those regions from where, perhaps, an originary, constructive
[ bildende]overcoming of the technical could come.
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The amorphous [bildiosen] formations [Gebildg] of technical production
fight their way before the open of the pure attraction. Thingswhichin the
past used to grow are rapidly dwindling avay. They can no longer show
their own across the objectification. In a letter dated November 13, 1925,
Rilkewrites:

Even for our grandparents a "house," a "spring,” afamiliar tower, yes even their
clothes, their coat: infinitely more and infinitely more intimate; each thing, almost,
avess in which they found the human, and preserved and added the human to
it. Now, from America, empty indifferent things, sham things, counterfeit life are
pushing their way across. . . A house, in the American sense, an American apple, or
avine over there, has nothing in common with the house, fruit, grape, into which
the hope and solicitude of our ancestors had gone.. .

(Briefe aus Muzot, pp. 3351L.).

However, this Americanness is already only the collected recoil of the
willed essence of modern Europe onto a Europe for which, in Nietzsche’s
fulfillment of metaphysics, there were forethought some areas at least of
the essential questionablenessof aworld in which being has begun to rule
asthewill towill. Itisnot Americathat isthe primary threat to us of today;
in fact the unexperienced essence of technology had aready threatened
our ancestors and their things. What is significantin Rilke’s reflection is
an attempt to rescue still the things of the forefathers. With even greater
forethought, we must recognize what it is that is becoming questionable
about the thingnessof things. For Rilkewriteseven earlier from Duino on
March 1, 1g12: “The world withdrawsinto itself; and things, for their part,
behave in the same way, by transferring their existence increasingly into
the vibration of money and developingfor themselvesakind of spirituality
there that even now exceeds their tangible redlity. I n the period that | am
dealingwith" — Rilkemeansthe fourteenth century - " money wasstill gold,
till metal, alovely object, the handiest, the most lucid thing of al" (Briefe
aus den Jabren 1907 iS1914, p. 213). A decade earlier still, he published in
the"Book of Pilgrimage,” the second of the Badk of Hours, thefar-foreseeing
verses (Gesammdte Werke, vol. 11, p. 254):

The kingsof the world are old,

and they will have no heirs.

The sonsare dying as boys,

and their pae daughters gave

al the sickly crownsto force.

The rabble grinds them into specie;
the time-servinglord of the world
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distends them in the fire: makesthem machines
that grumble and serve hiswill;

but happinessis not among them.
Theoreishomesick. Itsdesire

isto forsake the coinsand whedls

that teach it to livesmall.

And from the factoriesand from the tills

itwill return into the earthly veins;

the adits of the mountains

close behind it on its return.

Die Kénige der Welt sind alt

und werden keine Erben haben.

Die Sohne sterben schon als Knaben,
und ihre bleichen Tochter gaben

die kranken Kronen der Gewalt.

Der Pobel bricht sieklein zu Geld,
der zeitgemifie Herr der Welt

dehnt sieim Feuer zu Maschinen,
die seinem Wollen grollend dienen;
aber das Gluck ist nicht mitihnen.
Das Erz hat Heimweh. Und verlassen
will es dieMunzen und die Rader,
dieesein MeinesLeben lehren.

Und aus Fabriken und aus Kassen
wird es zuariick in das Geader

der aufgetanen Berge kehren,
diesich verschliefen hinter ihm.

T he objectiveness of technical domination over the earth is pushingin-
creasingly faster, more recklesdy, and more totaly into the place where
the worldly content of things used to give of itself freely since it used to
be safeguarded. The mastery not only sets up al beings as produciblesin
the process of production, but it also delivers the products of production
through the market. What is human about humansand thingly about things
isdissolved, within the self-assertionof producing, to the calculationof the
market value of amarket that is not only aglobal market spanning the earth
but that a so, asthe will towill, marketsin the essenceof beingand so brings
dl beingsinto the business of calculation, which dominates most fiercely
precisely where numbers are not needed.

Rilke’s poem thinks man as the creature that is risked into a will that,
without yet experiencingit, iswilled in the will towill. Willingin thisway,
man can go with the risk in such away that he thereby setshimself forthin
al that he does as the one who asserts himself. Therefore man risks more
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than plant or animal. Accordingly he isaso differently in danger than they
are.

None of the creatures (plant and animal) are particularly sheltered even
though they are admitted into the open and madesecureinit. Man, in con-
trast, as the one who wills himself, is not merely not particularly sheltered
by the entirety of beings, but he is also outside of al defense (v. 13). As
the representer and the producer [Vor- und Herstellende], he stands before
the obstructed [vergdlte] open. Thereby he himself and his things are ex-
posed [#usgesetzt] to the growing danger of becoming mere material, amere
function of objectification. The intention [Vorsarz] itself of self-assertion
[Sichdurchsetzen] expands the realm of the danger that man will lose his
own sdf to absolute producing. T he threat which the human essenceincurs
arisesfrom thisessenceitself. However, thishuman essenceislocated in the
attraction of being toit. Therefore, by hisself-willing, man in an essential
senseisthreatened, i.e., in need of defense, but by the nature of hisessence,
heis at the same time defenseless.

This "our defenselessness’ (v. 13) differs from the not-particularly-
shelteredness of plants and animalsin the same way that their dull desire
differsfrom the self-willing of man. T he differenceisan infinite difference
because there is no transition from dull desire to objectification in self-
assertion. However, not only does this put man " outside of all defense,” but
aso to assert the objectificationof the world destroys, with increasing de-
cisiveness, even the possibility of defense. By setting up [#ufbaut] the world
technol ogicallyas an object, man blocks|s. verbaut] willfully and completely
the way into the open that was already obstructed in any case. Whether he
asanindividua knowsit or not, willsit or not, self-asserting manisafunc-
tionary of technology. He not only standsbeforethe open only from outside
it, but through the objectification of the world, he turns specifically avay
from "the pure attraction.” Man cuts himself off [sich scheidet ab] from the
pure attraction. Man in the age of technology stands, in such a departure
[Ab-schied), against the open. This departure is not adeparture from.. . but
adeparture against. . .

Technology is the absol ute establishment (posed in man's self-assertion)
of the absolute defensel essnesswhich is based on the turning away (which
dominatesin dl objectivity) against the pure attraction, which as the un-
heard center of beings draws dl the pure forces to itself. Technica pro-
duction isthe organization of the departure. Theword "departure,” in the
meaning sketched just now, is another fundamental word of Rilke’s vaid
poetry.

220

WHY POETS?

Itis not as a particular deadly machine that the much discussed atom

bombis deadly. What haslong threatened man with death, indeed with the
death of hisessence, isthe absol utenessof hissheer willingin the senseof his
deliberate self-assertionin everything. What threatens man in his essence
is the willful opinion that through the peaceful release, transformation,
stockpiling, and delivery of natural energies, man could make man's being
bearablefor al and happy in general. However, the peace of this peaceful-
nessismerely the undisturbed, | asting frenzied restlessness of self-assertion
deliberately thrown back on itself. What threatens manin hisessenceisthe
opinion that this assertion of production would be risked without danger if
only other interests in addition to it, perhaps those of afaith, remain vaid
- asthough the present relationship of our essenceto the entirety of beings
(arelationship into which the technol ogical mode of willinghas shifted us)
could still be housed in some separate annex, some residence on the side
that would be able to offer more than temporary resorts to self-deception,
such as the flight to the Greek gods. What threatens man in his essenceis
the opinion that technol ogi cal production would bring theworldinto order,
whenitisexactly thisordering that flattensout each ordo, that is, each rank,
into the uniformity of production and so destroysin advancethe realm that
is the potential source from which rank and appreciation originate out of
being.

Itisnot only the fact that thiswilling has becometotal that isthe danger;
rather, the danger is willing itself in the form of self-assertion within a
world that is alowed to be only will. The willing that is willed in terms
of thiswill has aready decided on absolute command. With this decision
willing is aready delivered into the service of total organization. Above
dl, however, technology itself precludesany experienceof its essence. For
while technology is being fully realized, it devel opsin science aknowledge
of akind that is prevented from ever gaining access to the essential realm
of technology, let alone thinking back to its essentia source.

Theessenceof technologyisdawningonly dowly. Thisday istheworld's
night made over as the purely technological day. This day is the shortest
day. I traisesthe threat of asingleendlesswinter. Man now forgoesnot only
defense, but the unbroken entirety of beings remainsin darkness. What is
whole [das Helle] withdraws. The world is being emptied of what is whole
and heals [/eil-los]. As aresult, not only does the holy [des Heilige] remain
hidden as the track to the godhead, but eveh what iswhole, the track to the
holy, appears to be extinguished. Unless there are till mortals capable of
seeing what is unwhole and unhealing threaten as unwhole and unhealing.
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Theywould haveto discernwhichisthedanger that assailsman. The danger
consistsin the menace that bears on the essence of man in hisrelationship
to being itself, but not in accidenta perils. This danger is the danger. It
concedlsitself in the abyssin its relation to dl beings. In order to see and
to expose the danger, there must be such who first reach into the abyss.

But where the danger lies, there also grows
that which saves.
(Holderlin, Simtliche Werke, vol. IV, p. 190)**

Wo aber die Gefahr ist, wachst
Das Rettende auch.

Perhapsany salvationother than that which comesfromwherethe danger
liesis still within the unhealing unholiness. For man endangered in his
essence, any salvation by any makeshift, however well intended, is till an
empty sham for aslong as his destiny endures. Salvation must come from
where there is a turn among mortals in their essence. Are there mortals
whofirst reach into the abyssof the desolate and desolation of the desolate?
These most mortal of mortalswould be the most risked. They would risk
even more than the self-asserting human essence that aready risks more
than plant and animal.

Rilkesaysinlines sff.:

... Only that we,
till more than plant or animal,
gowth thisrisk, will it,. ..

And Rilke continuesin the sameline:

... SOmetimes even
risk more (and not from self-interest),
than lifeitself does, by abreath

risk more

Man not only in his essence risks more than plant and animal. Man, at
times, evenrisksmore"than lifeitself does.” Lifemeanshere: beingsintheir
being: Nature. Man at timesrisksmore than therisk,ismore being than the
being of beings. However, beingis the ground of beings. Who risks more
than the ground riskshimself to where al ground islacking, into the abyss.
However, if man isthe one who, being risked, goeswith therisk by willing
it, then men who sometimes risk even more must also will even more.
But can this willing be intensified beyond the absoluteness of deliberate
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self-assertion?No. Those, then, who sometimes risk more can only bemore
willing provided their willingisdifferent initsessence. Thenwillingwould
not at once be the same aswilling. The ones who will to a greater degree
out of the essence of willing stay more in keeping with will as the being of
beings. They accord rather with being that shows itself as will. They will
moreinsofar asthey are more willing. Who are the morewilling ones, who
risk more?T he poem, apparently, does not have an explicit answer to this
guestion.

Still, lines 8-1o0 say something about the oneswho riskmore, by negation
and i n approximate terms. Those who risk more donot risk themselvesfrom
self-interest, for the sake of their own person. They are attempting neither
to obtain an advantage nor to indulge in self-seelung. Neither can they,
although they risk more, lay claim to an outstanding achievement. For they
only risk dightly more: ""by a breath risk more.” The"more, they riskisas
dlight as a breath that remains fleeting and imperceptible. From such hints
itisnot possibleto identify who are the ones who risk more.

On the other hand, lines 1o0-12 say what this risk brings which is risked
out beyond the being of beings:

... Thisfashionsus, outside of all defense,
asafebeing, there where the gravity
of the pure forces takes effect;

We, likedll creatures, are beingsonly by being riskedin therisk of being.
Yet becausewe (as creatureswho will) go with the risk, we are risked more
and so sooner given up to the danger. Solong as man isset fast in deliber-
ate self-assertion and establishes himself by the absolute objectification in
departure against the open, he himself promotes his own defensel essness.

On the other hand, the risk that risks more fashions us a safebeing. Of
course this does not take place by erecting asheltering defense around the
defenseless; for in that case a defense would be set up only in those places
whereitwas absent. For that purpose, production would again be required.
Thisisonly possiblein objectification, which, however, seasus off against
the open. The risk that risks more does not produce a defense. However,
it fashions us a safebeing. Safe, securus, Sne cura Means: without care. Care
has here the nature of deliberate self-assertion along the ways and by the
meansof absolute production. Wearewithout thiscareonlywhenwedo not
set up our essence exclusivelyin the precinct of production and command,
of utilization and defense. We are safe only where we are neither taking
the defenselessinto account nor counting on a defense erected in the will.
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A safebeing exists only outside of the objectified turning away from the
open, only "outside of al defense,” outside of the departure against the
pure attraction. Thisisthe unheard center of al attracting that draws each
thingintotheunbarriered and attractseach thingfor thecenter. Thiscenter
isthe"there" wherethegravity of the pureforcestakeseffect. T hesafebeing
isthe sheltered repose in the attraction-nexus of the whole attraction.

Therisk that risks more, which wills more than each self-assertion be-

causeitismorewilling, "fashions" usasafebeingin the open. Fashion [schaf-
fin] means: create or retrieve [schipfen]. To retrieve from a source means to
takeinwhat rises up and to bring away what has been received. The more
risking risk of the willing will manufactures nothing. It receivesand gives
what it has received. It brings away by realizing what it has received in
its fullness. The more risking risk brings to completion, but it does not
produce. Only arisk that risks more so long as it iswilling can bring to
completion by receiving.

Lines 1 2-16 encompass that which constitutesthe more risking risk, the
riskwhichventuresinto the outside of defenseand bringsusinto asafebeing
there. In no way does this eliminate the defenselessnessthat is posed with
deliberateself-assertion. So long asthe essenceof manisengrossed into the
objectification of beings, it remains defensel essamidst beings. Undefended
inthisway, manisof course, inthemode of deprivation, attracted to defense
and so inside of defense. Safebeing on the other hand is outside of every
relation to defense: "outside of all defense.”

Accordinglyitappearsthat safebeingand our attaining safebeing requires
arisk that abandons every relationto defenseand defensel essness.However,
thisonly appearsto bethe case. I n truth, when we think from the closure of
thewhole attraction, we comeat last to know that whichintheend (that is,
in advance) relievesus of the care of undefended self-assertion (lines 121£.):

...what saves us at last
isour defensel essness. .

How is defensel essnesssupposed to bring us to safety [ergen] when only
the open affords security [Geborgenheit] and when defensel essnessconsists
in continuous departure against the open? Defensel essness can only save
when the turning away against the open is reversed, so that it is turned
toward the open - and turned intoit. Therefore, defenselessnessin reverse
is that which saves us. To bring to safety means here, on the one hand, that
it completes the reversal of departure and, on the other, that in a certain
way defensel essnessitself affords safebeing. What saves:
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isour defenselessnessand that seeing it threaten
weturneditinto the open...

The"and" leadsinto the explanation that tells us how this astonishing
thing is possible, that our defenselessness outside of defense sends us a
safebeing. Certainly defensel essnessnever saves anything by our turningit
eachtimethat it threatensin aparticular case. Defensel essnesssavesonly so
far aswe have already turned it. Rilkesaysthat "weturned itinto the open.”
In having turned it, thereis anotable mode of reversal. In having turned it,
defensel essness sturnedin advanceasawholeinitsessence. Whatisnotable
about thisturning isthat we saw defensel essnessas that which threatens us.
Only such having-seen seesthe danger. It seesthat defensel essnessas such
threatens our essencewith thelossof belongingin theopen. Having-turned
must be rooted in this having-seen. Then defenselessnessis turned "into
the open.” Through having seen the danger as a danger to our essence, we
must have completed thereversa of theturning away against theopen. This
implies: the open itself must haveinclined itself toward usin away that we
can turn defensel essnesstoward it:

in order, somewhere, in the widest compass,
where law touches us, to say yestoit.

W hat isthewidest compass?Presumably Rilke isthinking of theopen and
moreover in aparticular respect. The widest compass encircles everything
that is. To encompassisto unite around al beings, so thatitisindeed, inthe
union that unites, the being of beings. But what isit to be "being [seiend]”?
Thepoet,itistrue, calsbeingsintheir entiretyby thename™ Nature,” "life,"
"the open,” "the whole attraction.” Following the conventional language
of metaphysics, he even cdlls this round entirety of beings: "being." But
till, we do not experience which essence belongs to being. However, is
something not said about it when Rilke designates being the risk that risks
everything?Certainly. Accordingly we tried to think this designation back
into the modern essence of the being of beings, into the will to will. But
now this talk of the widest compass has nothing very clear to tell uswhen
we try to think of it as the entirety of beings, and of encompassing as the
being of beings.

It is true that, when we think, we remember the fact that originaly
the being of beings was already thought with regard to the encompassing.
Nonetheless, our thinking about this sphericality of being is too facile and
will dways be superficial unlesswe have already asked and experienced how



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

the being of beings originally essences. T he ¢dv, the being, of the éévra,
of beingsin their entirety, is caled the"Ev, the One that ones, the union
that unites. What, however, is this encircling union, as afundamental trait
of being? What is being? ¢4v, being, means. presencing, that is presenc-
ing precisely in the unhidden. In presencing, however, there is hidden the
displaying that comes from unhiddenness, which dlowswhat is present to
essence as such. But what is actually present is just presencingitself, which
iseverywherethesameinitsown center and, asitsown center, isthe sphere.
Thesphericalityisnot based on acirclingwhich then surrounds, but rather
ontheunconcealingcenter that in throwing light saveswhat is present. The
sphericality of the union and the union itself have the character of an un-
concealingillumination, within which what is present can presence. That is
why Parmenidescallsthe ¢v, the presencing of what is present, the elxuxkios
ogaipn (Fragment 8, line 43, in Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker). This
well-rounded globe should be thought as the being of beingsin the sense
of the unconcealing-illuminatingunion. Thisunion that unites everywhere
in thisway permits us to cadl it the illuminating globe which does not em-
brace, but rather itself releases illuminatingly into presencing. We must
never represent the globe of being and the sphericality of the globe of be-
ing objectively. Therefore, non-objectively?No; that would be merely to
dodge behind a phrase. The sphericality must be thought in terms of the
essence of original beingin the sense of unconcealing presencing.

Does Rilke’s phrase about the widest compass mean this sphericality of
being? Not only do we not have a ground for such an interpretation, but
also his characterization of the being of beings as the risk (will) completely
goesagaingtit. Nonethel ess, Rilke himsalf at one point speaksof the*globe
of being," and he doesthisin acontext that directly bearsupon theinterpre-
tation of thistalk of the widest compass. He writesin aletter on Epiphany
Uanuary 6], 1923 (cf. Insel-Almanach af des Jubr, 1938, p. 109): “...like
the moon, so life surely has aside continually turned away from us, which
is not its opposite, but rather its complement toward perfection, toward
full measure, toward the real, whole, and full sphere and globe of being.”
Although we must not press the figurative reference to heavenly bodies
that are presented objectively, it nonethelessremainsclear that Rilkeis not
thinking of sphericality from the perspectiveof being in the sense of the
illuminating-oneing presencing, but rather from the perspectiveof beings
in the sense of the full measure of dl their sides. What Rilke cals here the
globe of being (that is, the globe of beingsin their entirety) is the open as
the closure of the pure forces that overflowinto each other without barrier
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and so act toward each other. The widest compass is the entirety of the
whole attraction of attracting. To this widest circle there corresponds the
strongest center, "the unheard center” of pure gravity.

To turn defensel essnessinto the open means.'to say yes' to defenseless-
ness within the widest compass. Such an affirmationis possibleonly where
the entirety of the compassin every respect is not only in full measure but
aso of equal measure, and so aready lies before us and accordinglyis the
positurn. Only position and never negation can correspond to it. Even the
sidesof lifethat areturned away from usareto be taken positively, provided
they arein being. Theletter of November 1 3,1925, mentioned above, says
"Death isthedded lifeturned away from us, unlit by us* (Briefe aus Muzot,
p. 332). Death and the kingdom of the dead belong, as the other side, to
theentirety of beings. Thisreamis"the other attraction,” that is, the other
side of the whole attraction of the open. In the widest compassof the globe
of beings, there are such realms and placesthat, since they are turned away
from us, appear to be something negative, but they are nothing of the sort
if we think into the widest compass of beings.

Seenfrom the open, defensel essnesstoo, asthe departure againstthe pure
attraction, seemsto be something negative. T he departing self-assertion of
objectificationeverywhereintends the constancy of produced objects; it lets
only this constancy count as a being and as positive. T he self-assertion of
technol ogi cal objectificationisthe constant negation of death. Throughthis
negation, deathitself becomessomething negative;it becomesthearchetype
of theinconstant and the void. However, when we turn defensel essnessinto
the open, weturnitinto the widest compassof beings, withinwhichwe can
only affirmdefenselessness. Turninginto the openisthe refusal to read that
whichisasnegative. Butwhatismorebeing, and theref ore, asmodernsthink
it, what ismore certain than death?T he | etter cited above from January 6,
1923, Systhat it isvalid "to read the word 'death’ without negation."

When we turn defenselessness as such into the open, we then reverse
itinitsessence(i.e., asthe departure against the whole attraction) into an
inclining toward the widest compass. It only remains to affirm what has
been reversedin thisway. Ye thisaffirmationdoesnot mean turning the no
into ayes, but rather to acknowledgethe positive as that which already lies
before us and presences. This happens when we alow the defensel essness
that has been inverted to belong within the widest compass, “where law
touches us." Rilke does not say: a law. Hetherefore does not mean arule.
He s thinking of what "touches us." Who are we?We are the ones who
will,who set up, in the mode of deliberateself-assertion,theworld asobject.
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When we are touched from out of the widest compass, then this touching
concerns our essence. To touch means: bring into motion. Our essenceis
brought into motion. In stirring us, our will is shaken, so that only then
does the essence of will cometo light and become setin motion. Only then
itis possibleto will willingly.

Yet what isit that touches us directly from out of the widest compass?
What is it that, in the ordinary will to objectify the world, is obstructed
and withdrawn from us by us ourselves? It is the other attraction: death.
It is death that touches mortalsin their essence and so places them on the
way to the other side of life and so into the entirety of the pure attrac-
tion. Thisis how death gathersinto the entirety of what has already been
placed, into the pesituzz of the whole attraction. As this gathering through
placement [Sezzen], death is the law [Ge-setz], just as the mountain range
[Gehirg] isthe gathering of the mountains [Bergd into the entirety of their
nexus [Gezdiges]. There where law touches us within the widest compassis
the place where we can admit inverted defenselessnesspositively into the
entirety of beings. Defenselessness so turned saves us at last outside of al
defense, into the open. Yet how is this turning possible?n what way can
the reversal [Umkehrung) of turning away [Abkehr] that departs against the
open take place? Presumably in this way alone: this reversal first inclines
us [zukebrt] toward the widest compass and lets us in our essence come
[einkehren] intoit. Therealm of safebeing must first beshownto us; it must
be accessible beforehand as the potential scopefor reversal. However, what
brings ussafebeing, and withit thedimension of certainty in general, isthat
risk which sometimes risks more than lifeitself does.

But thisrisk that risksmore does not busy itself here and there about our
defensel essness.| t does not attempt to adjust thisor that way of objectifying
the world. On the contrary it turns defensel essnessas such. The risk that
risks more actually brings defensel essnessinto its own realm.

What is the essence of defenselessness, if it consists of objectifi-
cation which is based on deliberate self-assertion? The objectiveness
[Gegengtandige] of the world becomes congtant [szindig] in representational
production. This representing makes a presentation. However, what is
presentispresent in arepresentation that hasthe nature of calculation. This
representing knowsnothing of theimmediatelyvisible [Anschauliches]. What
isimmediatelyvisible in things, the picture they offer to direct sensibleintu-
ition [Anschauung],falls away. Calculating production isan "action without
image" (Ninth Elegy). Facing theimmediately visibleimage [B7/d], deliber-
ate self-assertion, in its projects, places a scheme based only on calculated
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constructions [Gebildgl. When the world enters into the objectiveness of
factitious constructions, it is placed in the insensible, the invisible. This
constancy of objectiveness [das Standige] owes its presence to a placement
whose activity belongs to the res cogitans, that is, to consciousness. The
sphere of the objectivity of objects remains within consciousness. Thein-
visibility of objectiveness belongs to the inwardness of the immanence of
CONSCiousSness.

However, if defenselessnessis departure against the open, and if depar-
ture nonetheless rests on the objectification that belongs to the invisibility
and inwardness of calculating consciousness, then the essential sphere of
defensel essnessis theinvisibility and inwardness of consciousness.

If, however, theinversion of defensel essnessinto the open concerns the
essenceof defensel essnessin advance, then thereversal of defensel essnessis
areversal of consciousness, or more preciselywithin thesphere of conscious-
ness. T he sphere of theinvisibleand the inward determines the essence of
defensel essness, but it also determines the nature of the turning of defense-
lessnessinto the widest compass. Consequently, it can only be to the most
invisible invisibility and the most inward inwardness that the essentialy
inward and invisible must turn itself in order to find what is actualy its
own. In modern metaphysics, the sphere of theinvisibleinward is defined
astherealm of the presence of calculated objects. Descartes characterized
the sphere as the consciousness of the egp cogito.

At about the same time as Descartes, Pascal discovered the logic of the
heartincontrast tothelogicof calculatingreason. T heinterior and theinvis-
ible of the heart's spaceisnot only moreinward than theinterior of calculat-
ing representation, and therefore moreinvisible, but at thesametimeit also
reachesfurther than the realm of objectsthat are merely produced. Onlyin
theinvisibleinnermost of the heart doesman tend toward that whichisto be
loved: ancestors, the dead, childhood, those who are coming. These belong
in the widest compass, which proves now to be the sphere of the presence
of the whole integral attraction. Admittedly, this presence, like that of the
conventional consciousness of calculating production, is a presence of im-
manence. However, theinterior of unwonted consciousnessremainsthein-
terior spaceinwhicheverything, for us, isbeyond thenumbering [Zah/bafte]
of calculationand, freed from these barriers, can overflowinto the unbarred
entirety of the open. Thisoverflowing beyond number [éberziblige] Springs
up, with regard toits presence, in theinward and invisibleof theheart. The
last words of the Ninth Elegy, which sings of men belonging to the open,
run: " Existence beyond number springs up in my heart."”
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Thewidest compass of beings becomes present in theinner space of the
heart. The entirety of the world attains here a presence in each of its at-
tractionsthat is essentially equal. Rilke calsthis presence, in the language
of metaphysics, "existence" [Dasein]. The whole presence of the world is
"worldly existence" in thelargest sense. T hat isanother namefor the open;
this other name comes from thinking the open itself out from the imma-
nence of the calculating consciousnessand into theinner space of the heart,
which meansthat therepresenting-producing turning away against the open
has been reversed. The heartful inner spacefor worldly existenceis there-
fore also caled the "world inner space.” "Worldly" means the entirety of
beings.

Rilke writesin aletter from Muzot on August 1 1, 1924:

As extended as the"outside" is, with al its sidereal dimensionsit hardly bears com-
parison with the depth dimension of our inwardness which does not even need the
spaciousnessof the universe to bein itself almost immeasurable. So if the dead, if
the future ones, need a residence, what refuge would be more pleasant and more
proffered to them than thisimaginary space?l tincreasingly appearsto me asthough
our customary consciousnessinhabits the apex of a pyramid whose base in us (and
in acertain sense beneath us) extendsto so great a breadth that the more competent
we find ourselvesto descend into it, the more generally we seem involved in the
facts of earthly, of worldly (in the widest sense) existence, factsindependent of time
and space.

However, the objectivenessof theworldisstill to be calculatedin repre-
sentation which treatstime and spaceasquantafor cal culation and can know
aslittle of the essenceof time as of the essence of space. Even Rilkefailsto
consider the spatiality of the world'sinner space further, nor does he even
begin to ask whether world inner space, since after al it providesan abode
for worldly presence, is grounded by this presence in atemporality whose
essential time together with essential space forms the originary oneness of
that time-space by which even being itself essences.

However, what Rilkeis trying to do, within the sphericality of modern
metaphysics (i.e., within the sphere of subjectivity as the sphere of inward
and invisible presence), is to understand the defensel essness posed by the
self-asserting essence of man in such away that the defensel essnessitself,
reversed, saves usin theinnermost and most invisible region of the widest
inner space of the world. Defensel essness as such brings us to safety. For
astheinward and invisible, it gives to its essence the sign for areversal of
the turning away against the open. The reversa points into the inward of
the interior. The reversal of consciousnessis therefore a memory of the
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immanence of the objects of representation, amaking inward into presence
within the heart's space.

Aslongasman isexclusivelyabsorbed in deliberatesel f-assertion, itisnot
only he himself that is defenseless, but a so things since they have become
objects. In this, itistrue, thereisanother transformation of thingsinto the
inward andinvisible.However, thistransformationsubstitutesfor thefrailty
of things the factitious constructions of calculated objects. These objects
are produced for consumption. The more quickly they are consumed, the
more necessary it becomes to replace them ever more quickly and eesly.
That which is enduring about the presence of objective thingsis not their
resting-in-themselves in their own world. What is constant about things
produced as mere objects of consumptionisthe substitute [Ersatz].

Just as the waning and disappearance of familiar things within the
supremacy of objectivity is part of our defenselessness, so the safebeing
of our essence demands that things be saved from mere objectivity. The
salvation of things consistsin their being able to rest in themselveswithin
the widest compass of thewhole attraction, that is, to rest unrestrictedly in
each other. Perhapstheturning of our defensel essnessintoworldly existence
withinworldinner spaceactually hasto commencewith our turning thefrail
and therefore provisional quality of objectivethingsfrom out of theinward-
nessand invisibility of merely productive consciousnessand into the actual
interior of the heart's space and our permitting it to rise up thereinvisibly.
Accordingly theletter of November 13,1925 says(Briefe aus Muzot, p. 335):

...our task is this, to imprint this provisiond, frail earth so deeply, so sufferingly
and passionately that its essencerisesup again within us"invisibly."Weare the bees
of theinvisible. Nous butinons Cperdument le miel du visible, pour accumuler dans
la grande ruche d'or de I'Invisible. [We gather constantly the honey of the visible
in order to preserveit in the great golden hive of the Invisible.]

Memory, making inward, inverts our essence that only wills assertively,
and its objects, into the innermost invisibility of the heart's space. Here
everythingisinwardly then: not only doeseverything remain turned toward
this actual interior of consciousness, but alsowithin thisinterior one thing
turnsitself for usinto another without restriction. T heinwardlinessof world
inner space unbars the open for us. Only what we inwardly keep (par ceur)
in this manner do we really know by heart. I n thisinwardlinesswe are free,
outside of therelationship to objectsthat only appear to protect usand that
are placed around us. In the inwardliness of world inner space there is a
safebeing outside of al defense.
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Ye the question we have been asking al along is how can this memory,
thismakinginward, of the already-immanent objectivenessof consciousness
happen in the innermost of the heart? It is a matter of the inward and
the invisible. For what is remembered (made inward) as wel as where it
is remembered (made inward) are of such an essence. Memory, making
inward, reverses departure into the arrival into the widest compass of the
open. Who among mortalsis capableof thisreversingmemory, thismaking
inward that reverses?

Admittedly, the poem says that a safebeing of our essence would be
brought to us by the fact that men " sometimes even risk more. . . than life
itself does, by a breath risk more."”

What do they risk, those who risk more? The poem, it appears, issilent
about theanswer. Wewill therefore try to accommodatethe poem thought-
fully and draw on other poemsfor help.

We ak the question: what else could be risked, what would risk more
than life itsdlf, that is, more than the risk itself, that is, risk more than the
being of beings?In each case and in every respect what is risked must be of
suchakind that it affects all beings becausethey are beings. Beingis of such
akind; that is, it is not one particular kind among others, but the mode of
beings as such.

If being is the uniqueness of a being, how is it possible to go beyond
being? Only through beingitself, only through what isits own, or rather
in such away that it comes specificaly into its own. Then being would
be the uniqueness that preeminently goes beyond itsdlf (the trunscendens par
excellence).However, thissurpassingdoes not go up and over unto another,
but rather it comes over unto itself and back into the essence of its truth.
Beingitself traversesthis passage and isitsdlf its dimension.

Thinking this, we find by experiencethat within being itself thereisa
"more" belonging toit and so wefind the possibility that there too, where
being is thought as the risk, that which risks more than even being itself
can prevail, if we are representing being as we usualy do, on the basis of
beings. Being traverses, as itsdlf, its precinct [Bezirk] which is demarcated
[bezirkt] (vtnpvew, tempus) by the fact that it essencesin the word. Language
isthe precinct (zemplum), i.e., the house of being. The essence of language
isneither exhaustedin reference, nor isit only a matter of signsand ciphers.
Sincelanguageis the house of being, we therefore arrive at beings by con-
stantly going through this house. If we go to the fountain, if we go through
the woods, we are aready going through theword "fountain," through the
word "wood," even if we are not saymg these words aoud or have any
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thoughts about language. By thinking in terms of the temple of being, we
canimaginewhat it is they risk, the oneswho risk more than the being of
beings. They risk the precinct of being. They risk language. All beings, the
objectsof consciousnessand the things of the heart, the self-assertingmen
and the menwho riskmore, al creatures, eachinitsownway, are (asbeings)
in the precinct of language. That is why oy in thisprecinct, if anywhere,
can the reversal from the region of objectsand their representation into the
innermost of the heart's space be realized.

For Rilke’s poetry, the being of beingsis determined metaphysically as
worldly presence, a presence which remainsattracted to representation in
consciousness, whether thishasthe character of theimmanenceof calcul at-
ing representation or that of inwardly turning to the open made accessible
by the heart.

The entire sphere of presenceis present in saying. The objectivenessof
production isfound in the expression of cal culatingpropositions and theo-
remsof reason that proceed from proposition to proposition. The realm of
self-assertive defensel essnessis dominated by reason. Not only has reason
set up a specia system of rulesfor its saying, for the Aéyos as explanatory
predicates, but also the logic of reason itself organizesthe domination of
deliberate self-assertion within the objective. In the reversal of objective
representation, the logic of the heart corresponds to the saying of mem-
ory. In both reams, which are metaphysicaly determined, logic prevails
because memory, making inward, is to fashion a safebeing from defense-
lessnessitself and outside of all defense. This bringing to safety concerns
man asthe creature that haslanguage. Within being that has been stamped
metaphysically, thisis how man has [hat] language: he takesit in advance
and only as a possession [Habe] and thus as a handle [Handhabe] for repre-
sentation and behavior. T hat iswhy the Aéyos, saying as organon, iSin need
of organization by logic. Only within metaphysicsis there logic.

Now when, however, at the fashioning of safebeing man is touched by
the law of the entireworld inner space, he is himself touched in his essence
by the fact that he, as the one who wills himself, is the one who is aready
saying. Nonetheless, in that the fashioning of a safebeing comesfrom the
ones who risk more, they must risk it with language. The ones who risk
more are the oneswho risk saying. Yet if this precinct of risking, language,
belongsto beingin the uniqueway that beyond and outsideit nothing else
of its nature can exist, where is that which is supposed to be said spoken
by those who must say?Their saying concerns the remembering (making
inward) reversal of consciousnesswhich turns our defensel essnessinto the
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invisibility of world inner space. Becauseit concerns the reversal, their say-
ing speaks not only from both realms but also from the oneness of both,
if the reversal has aready taken place as the saving union. For this reason,
when the entirety of beingsis thought as the open of the pure attraction,
the remembering reversal must be a saying that says what it hasto say to
a creature already secure in the entirety of beings becauseit has already
carried out the transformation of represented visibility into the invisibil-
ity of the heart. This creature isincluded in the pure attraction by both
sides of the globe of being. This creature, for whom limits and differences
among attractions hardly exist any longer, isthe creature who managesthe
unheard center of the widest compassand letsit appear. This creature, in
Rilke’s Duino Elegies, is the angel. This name is another fundamental word
of Rilke’s poetry. It, like"the open,” "theattraction,” " departure,” " nature,”
isafundamental word becausewhat issaidin it thinksthe entirety of beings
in terms of being. In the letter of November 13, 1925 (Briefe aus Muzot,
p. 337), Rilke writes:

The angel of the Hagesis that creature in whom the transformation of the visible
into theinvisible, which we are achieving, is already accomplished. . . Theangel of
the elegiesis that being who affirms the recognition of a higher rank of reality in
theinvisble.

The extent to which, within the fulfillment of modern metaphysics, the
attraction to such a creature is part of the being of beings, the extent
to which the essence of the Rilkean angel is metaphysicaly the same, with
al their differencesin content, as the Nietzschean figure of Zarathustra,
can only be shown from a more originary unfolding of the essence of
subjectivity.

The poem thinks the being of beings, Nature, astherisk. All beingsare
risked into the risk. Asthat whichisrisked, they lie upon the balance. The
balanceis the way that being alwaysweighs beings, i.e., holds them in the
movement of swaying. Everything that is risked is in danger. The realms
of beings are differentiated according to the nature of their relationship to
the balance. T he essence of the angel must also be clarified with respect to
the balance, assuming the angel occupiesthe higher rank in theentirerealm
of beings.

Plant and animal, in "the risk of their dull desire,” are held free from
carein the open. Their physicaity does not confuse them. Living beings
arelulledinto the open by their drives. Indeed, they too are threatened, but
not in their essence. Plant and animal lie upon the balance in such a way
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that the balance always plays out in the cam of a safebeing. The balance
into which plant and animal are risked does not yet reach into the realm
of the essentially and therefore constantly uncalmed. T he balance upon
which the angel isrisked also remains outside the uncalmed; not, however,
because the balance does not yet belong in the realm of the uncalmed, but
because it no longer belongs there. In accordance with the angd's incor-
poreal essence, potential confusion through what is visible to the angel's
senses has been transformed into theinvisible. The angel essencesfrom the
calmed quiet of the equilibrated oneness of both realmswithinworld inner
space.

Man, on the other hand, asonewho deliberately assertshimself, isrisked
into defenselessness. The scales of danger are essentially uncalmed in the
hand of the man who hasbeen so risked. T he self-willingman always cal cu-
lateswith thingsand people as he doeswith objects. That with which he has
calculated turns into merchandise. Everything is constantly changed into
new orderings. Departure against the pure attraction is established in the
unquiet of the constantly swaying balance. Departure, in the objectifica-
tion of theworld, against its own intention, pursues the inconstant. Risked
into defenselessnessin this way, man movesin the medium of businesses
and "exchanges." Self-asserting man lives by his will's stakes. He lives es-
sentialy in the hazard of his essence within the vibration of money and
the validity of values. Man, as this constant exchanger and middleman, is
"the merchant.” Heweighsand eval uatesconstantly and yet doesnot know
theactual weight of things. Nor doesheever know what, in him, actually has
weight and outweighs. Thisiswhat Rilke saysin one of the Spate Gedichze

(pp. 21ff.):

Alas, who knowswhat weighs the most in him.
Mildness?Terror?Glances, voices, books?

Ach wer kennt, wasin ihm ubenviegt.
Mildheit? Schrecken? Blicke, Stimmen, Bucher?

However, man outside of all defense can at the same time fashion a
"safebeing" by turning his defensel essnessas such into the open and trans-
forming it into the heart's space of the invisible. Once this happens, the
uncalm of defensel essnesspassesover towhere, in the equilibrated oneness
of world inner space, the creature appears who brings to light the way in
which oneness unites and who in that way represents being. T he scales of
danger then pass from the realm of the calculating will over to the angel.
Four lines are preserved from Rilke'slate period which evidently constitute
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the beginning of adraft of alarger poem. They run (Gesammelte Werke, vol.
111, p. 438):

When from the merchant's hand

the balance passes over

to that angel who in the heavens

calms and soothes it with the equilibrium of space

Wenn aus des Kaufmanns Hand

Die Wageiibergeht

an jenen Engel, der sein den Himmeln

tillt und beschwichtigt mit des Raumes Ausgleich. ..

The equilibrating spaceis the world inner spacein that it makes space
for theworldlyentirety of the open. In thisway it grants both to the oneand
to the other attraction the appearance of their uniting union. This union,
astheintegral globeof being, encompassesall the pure forces of beings by
circulating through al creatures, in-finitely unbarring them. Such things
become present when the balance passesover. When doesit passover?Who
lets the balance passfrom the merchant over to the angel ?If such a passing
happensat dl, then it occursin the precinct of the balance. The element of
the scalesis the risk, the being of beings. We have been thinking language
specificallyas the precinct of being.

The usual life of today's man is the ordinariness of self-assertionin the
defensedlessmarket of exchangers. In contrast, to pass the balance over to
the angdl is unusud. It is even unusua not only becauseit constitutes the
exception within the rule but also because it takes man with regard to his
essence into the outside of the rule of defense and defenselessness. This
is the reason that passing over happens "sometimes.” In no way does that
mean here: from time to time or asyou like; " sometimes* meansrarely and
at theright timein each single case in its singular way. Passing the balance
over from the merchant to the angedl, i.e., the reversal of departure, happens
as the remembering (the makinginward) into world inner spaceat the time
when there are such men who "sometimes risk more...by a breath risk
more."

Because those who risk more risk it with being itself and therefore risk
themselvesinto language, the precinct of being, they are the oneswho say.
Butisnot man, then, the onewho haslanguageby hisessenceand constantly
risks his essence with language? Certainly. Then the one who willsin the
usual way aso aready risks saying in calculating production. Of course.
Then, however, those who risk more cannot be those who merely say. The
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saying [Sagen] of those who risk more must specifically risk what is said
[Sage]. Those who risk more are only who they are when they are the ones
who say more.

When, in our representing and producing relationship [Verbdiltnis] to
beings, we conduct ourselves|s verhalten] by making statements, then such
saying is not what is being willed. M ahng statements remains a way and
a means. In contrast, there is asaying that is specialy engaged with what
issaid without, however, reflecting on language and thereby turning it too
into an object. To enter into what issaid characterizesa saying that pursues
what is to be said solely in order to say it. What is to be said would then
be that which, in accordance with its essence, belongsin the precinct of
language. That, in metaphysical thinking, would be beingsin their entirety.
Their entirety is the unbrokenness of the pure attraction, the wholeness of
the open, in that it grants man space. This happensin world inner space.
Thisspacetouchesmanwhen, within the reversinginward memory, heturns
himself [s zuwendet] to the heart's space. Those who risk more turn [wenden|
the unwholenessof defensel essnessinto the wholenessof worldly existence.
Thisiswhatisto besaid. I nthesayingthereisaturn [s wendet] toward men.
Thosewho risk more are the oneswho say morein the manner of thesinger.
Their singing is stolen [entwenden] from dl deliberate self-assertion. It is
not awillingin the sense of coveting. Their song does not solicit [bewirit]
something to be produced. In song it isworld inner spaceitself that grants
space. The song of thissinger is not an advertisement [Werben] and not a
business [Gewerbd.

The saying that says more, by those who risk more, is song. However,

"Songis existence"
"Gesangist Dasein”

is what the third sonnet says in the first part of the Sonnets o Orpheus.
The word "existence" is here in the traditional sense of presence and is
synonymous-with being. To sing, to say specificaly worldly existence, to
say it from the wholeness of the whole pure attraction and only this, that
means: to belong in the precinct of beings themsalves. As the essence of
language, this precinct is beingitself. To sing song, means: to be presentin
presencing itself; it means: existence.

Ye since only those who risk more are capable of it, the saying that
says more is only occasional. For it remairs difficult. What is difficultisto
accomplish existence. What is difficult is not only the difficulty of mahng
awork of the language, but also to passfrom the saying work of thevision
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still covetous of things, from the work of the visage to the "heart's work.”*3
Song is difficult when the singing may no longer be solicitation but must
be existence. For the god Orpheus, who abides endlesdy in the open, song
is essy, but not for man. That is why the second stanza of that sonnet
asks

But when arewe?
Wann aber sind wir?

The stressis on the "are,” not on the "we." There is no question that
we belong among beings and are present in this respect. However, there
is gtill the question of when we are in such away that our being is song.
And not just song whose singing resounds indiscriminately; but song that
is truly a singing, song whose sound is not attached to something to be
attained in the end but instead is shattered even in the sounding, so that
only the very thing that is sung comes to presence. Thus men say more
when they risk more than beings themselves are. Those who risk more,
accordingto the poem, "by a breath risk more." T he sonnet we have cited
concludes:

Tosingin truthis another breath.
A breath for nothing. A blowingin God. A wind.

I'n Wahrheit singen, ist ein andrer Hauch.
Ein Hauch um nichts. Ein Wehn im Gott. Ein Wind.

Herder writesin his Reflectionsan the Philosophy ¢ the History 6 Mankind
(Samtliche Werke, ed. Suphan, vol. X111, p. 355):

A breath of our mouth is the picture of the world, the type of our thoughts and
feelingsin the soul of another. Every human thing that man has ever thought,
willed, done, and will do upon earth has depended on the movement of a bit of air;
for wewould all still bewanderersinthewoodsif thisdivine breath had not inspired
us and hovered on our lipslikeacharm.

The breath by which those who risk more risk more does not only or
primarily mean the hardly noticeable (because fleeting) measure of a dif-
ference; rather, it signifies directly the word and the essence of language.
The ones who by a breath risk more risk it with language. They are the
saying ones who are saying more. For this one breath by which they risk
moreisnot just sayingin general; rather, the one breath isan other breath, a
saying other than what human saying usuallyis. The other breath nolonger
solicitsfor this or that objective thing; itisa breath for nothing. Thesaying
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of the singer says the integral entirety of worldly existence that grants its
space invisibly in the world inner space of the heart. Song does not even
pursue first what is to be said. Song is the belonging in the entirety of the
pure attraction. To singis drawn [gezogen] from the draft [Zug] of the wind
of the unheard center of full Nature. Songisitself: "A wind."

So, then, the poem in its poetry does after al unambiguously say who
they are who risk more than life itself does. They are the oneswho "by a
breath risk more.” Thereisa point to the élipsisthat followsin the text of
the poem after "by a breath risk more." It sayswhat is silently withheld.

Those who risk more are the poets, but poets whose song turns our de-
fensel essnessinto the open. Because they reverse the departure against the
open and inwardly remember its unwholeness[Heil-loseg into the integral
[helgl whole, these poets sing the integral in disintegration [im Unbeilen
dasHeil€]. The remembering reversal that is made inward has aready over-
taken the turning away against the open. 1t is"ahead of dl departure”4 and
surmounts, in theworldinner spaceof the heart, everything objective. The
reversing inward remembrance is the risk that is dared out of the essence
of man in that he haslanguage and is the one that says.

Modern man, however, is called the one who wills. The ones who risk
more are the oneswho will more, in that they will in another mode than the
deliberativeself-assertionof the objectificationof the world. Their willing
wills nothing of this nature. If will remains only self-assertion, they will
nothing. They will nothing in this sense because they are more willing.
They comply rather with the will which, as the risk itself, draws dl the
pureforces untoitself asthe pure whole attraction of the open. Thewilling
of those who risk more is the willingness of those who say more, who are
resolute {enz-schlossen], N0 longer shut [verschlossen] in departure against the
will by which being willsbeings. Thewilling essenceof thosewho risk more
says more sayingly (in the words of the Ninth Elegy):

Earth, isn't it thisyour will: invisibly

to risewithin us?- Isn't it your dream

to beinvisibleone day?-Earth! invisible!

What, if not transformation, isyour urgent mission?
Earth, dear one, | will.

Erde, ist esnicht dies, was du willst: unsichtbar

in uns erstehn? - Ist es dein Traum nicht,

einmal unsichtbar zu sein? - Erde! unsichtbar!

Was, wenn Venvandlung nicht, ist dein drangender Auftrag?
Erde, du liebe, ich will.
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Intheinvisibility of worldinner space, asthe unity of which the angel ap-
pears, thewholeness of worldly beings becomesevident. Only in thewidest
compass of the whole is the holy able to appear. Because they experience
unwholenessas such, poets of the kind who risk more are underway on the
track of the holy. Their song sanctifiesover the land. Their song celebrates
the unbrokenness of the globe of being.

Theunwhole, asthe unwhole, tracesfor uswhat iswhole. What iswhole
beckonsand callsto the holy. The holy binds the divine. T he divine brings
God closer.

Those who risk more experience defensel essnessin unwholeness. They
bring mortals the track of the fugitive godsin the darkness of the world's
night. Those who risk more, as singers of what is whole, are "poetsin a
desolate time.”

The distinctivemark of these poets consistsin the fact that for them the
essence of poetry has becomeworth questioning, since they are poetically
on the track of that which, for them, is to be said. On the track to what is
whole, Rilke arrivesat the poetical question: when may song be that sings
essentially?T hi squestion doesnot stand at the beginning of the poetic path,
but rather at the point where Rilke’s saying arrives at the poetic vocation of
the poetry that answersto the coming world-era. This erais neither decay
nor decline. Asdestiny it liesin being and lays claim to man.

Holderlinis the forerunner of the poetsin adesolatetime. That iswhy
no poet of thiseracan overtakehim. Theforerunner, however, doesnot go
away into afuture, rather he arrives from it in such away that in the ad-
vent [Ankunft] of hiswords alonethe future [Zukunft] presences. The more
purely the advent takes place, the more essentialy, the more essenced, it re-
mains. The morewhat iscomingissecretly conservedin theforetelling, the
purer the arrival. That iswhy it would be erroneous to say that Holderlin's
timewould comeonly when" everyone" understands hispoetry. It will never
comein such adeformed way. Its own desolationiswhat putsat the disposal
of theeratheforcesby which, knowing not what it isdoing, the eraprevents
Holderlin's poetry from becoming timely.

Theforerunner [Vorginger] can eslittle be overtaken as he can pass away
[verganglich id], for his poetry remains as something that has been in an
essential way [Ge-wesenes]. What essences[das Wesende| in the advent gathers
itsdlf back into destiny. What does not fall into the course of passing avay
[Vergeben] overcomesat the start al that istransient [Verginglichkeit]. What
has merely passed away is dready, in advance of its passing awvay, without
destiny. What has been in an essential way, by contrast, isthe destining. I n
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what we supposeis eternity, something merely transitory [Vergingliches] has
been concealed, put awvay into the void of a now without duration.

If Rilke is a"poet in adesolate time,” then only his poetry will answer
the question why heisa poet, what it is hissong is underway to, where the
poet belongsin the destiny of the world's night. T hi sdestiny will decidethe
guestion of what within his poetry remainsdestining.

241



Anaximander’s Saying

Itis considered to be the oldest saying of Western thinking. Anaximander
is said to have lived on the idand of Samos from the end of the seventh
century until the middle of the sixth.

According to the generally accepted text the fragment reads:

e€ v Bt 1) yéveois tom Tols oUol kad Thv ¢biopav els Talta yiveoBon katd T
ypeov: Bibovan yop aUTta Sikny kai Tiow dAANAolg TRs dBikias katd TV TOU
Xpovou T&EIv.

Whence things have their cominginto being there they must also perish according
to necessity; for they must pay apenalty and be judged for their injustice, according
to the ordinance of time.

Thustheyouthful Nietzsche'stranglationin histreatise of 1873 entitled
"Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks." Thi's treatise was first pub-
lished posthumously in 1903, thirty years after its composition. It is based
on a lecture course Nietzsche had given severa timesin Badein the early
1870s under the title " The Pre-Platonic Philosophers with Interpretation
of Selected Fragments.”

In the same year, 1903, in which Nietzsche's treatise first became
publicly available, Hermann Diels' Pre-Somatic Fragments [Fragrmente dexr
Vorsokratiker| appeared. It contained texts critically established according
to the methods of modern classical philology, together with a trandlation.
The work is dedicated to Wilhelm Dilthey. Dielstranslates Anaximander's
saying asfollows.

But where things derive their coming into being, there their passing away also
occurs according to necessity; for they pay each other punishment and penalty for
their dastardliness according to firmly established time.
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Thetrandationsof Nietzscheand Dielsarisefrom differentimpul sesand
intentions. Nonetheless they are hardly distinguishable. Diels' translation
isin many respectsthe more literal. But if atrandation is merely literal it
cannot be assumed to be faithful. It only becomesfaithful when its words
arewords that speak out of the language of the matter.

M oreimportant than the general agreement of the twotrand ationsisthe
conception of Anaximander which underliesthem. Nietzsche takes him to
belong to the pre-Platonics, Diels to the pre-Socratics. Both designations
say the same. The implicit standard for explicating and judging the early
thinkers is the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle. Both are taken as the
philosophers of the Greeks who set the standard both before and after
themselves. This perception, via Christian theol ogy, hasestablisheditsalf as
ageneral convictionthat, to thisvery day, remainsunshaken. Even where,
in the meantime, philological and historical research has occupied itself
more thoroughly with the philosophers before Plato and Aristotle, their
interpretationisstill guided by modernversions of Platonic and Aristotelian
representations and concepts. This is even the case where one seeks to
discover the archaicin early thinking by looking for parallelsin classical
archeology and literary history. It remainswithin classical and classicistic
representations. One speaks of archaiclogic heedless of the fact that such
athing aslogic exigtsfor the first time within the Platonic and Aristotelian
curriculum.

Merely ignoring later representations leads nowhere unlesswe, first of
all, look to how it stands with the matter which, in the trandation from
one language to another, is to be trandated. The matter here, however,
is the matter of thought. Granted that in translation we must take every
care to attend to the philologically clarified language, first and foremost,
nonethel ess, we must think about the matter itself. Hence only the thinkers
canhelpusintheattempttotrandatethesaying of thisearly thinker. When,
however, we cast about for such help we searchin vain.

Theyoung Nietzsche doesindeed, in hisown way, establish alively rela-
tionship to the personality of the pre-Platonic philosophers, but hisinter-
pretation of the texts are thoroughly commonplace, even quite superficial.
The only Western thinker who has thoughtfully experienced the history
of thought is Hegel. Y& even he has nothing to say about Anaximander’s
saying. Moreover, Hegel, too, shares the prevalent conviction concerning
the classical character of Platonic and Aristotelian philosophy. H e endorses
the view which classfiesthe early thinkers asthe " pre-Platonics" and “pre-
Socratics' precisdly through graspingthem asthe " pre-Aristotelians.”
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In hislectureson the history of Greek philosophy, at the point where he
comesto speak about the sourcesfor our knowledge of the oldest epoch of
philosophy, Hegel says the following:

Aristotleisthe richest source. He made athorough study of, i n particul ar, the ol dest
philosophers. At the beginning of his Meigahyscs (but in many other places too)
he speaks of them in asystematically historical way. He is as philosophical as he is
scholarly;we can rely on him. For Greek philosophy we can do nothing better than
get to work on the first book of hisMegahyscs

(Werke, vol. X111, p. 189)

What Hegel recommends, here, to hislistenersin the first decadesof the
ni neteenth century was practiced, in Aristotl€'sown time, by Theophrastus,
his pupil and immediate successor asleader of the Peripatetics. Theophras-
tus died in 286 BC. He composed a text with the title ®uowkédv 86,
"The Opinions of Those Who Speak of euoa 8vta.” Aristotle also cals
them the gucioAéyor, meaning the early thinkers who discuss the things
of nature. ®Uoi1s meanssky and earth, plantsand animals, and in a certain
sense, human beingsaswell. Theword designatesaspecia region of beings
which, in Aristotleand in the School of Plato in general, is separated from
fifos and Adyos. For them ®uois no longer has the wider meaning of the
totality of beings. From the beginning of Aristotle's thematic observations
in the Physics the kind of being caled Uoe &vrais contrasted with that of
T¢xvn évta. The former is that which bringsitself forth by arising out of
itself, the latter isthat which is brought forth through human planning and
production.

Hegel’s remark that Aristotleis as philosophical as heis scholarly means
the following: that Aristotle sees the early thinkers from the historical
perspective of his Physcs For us this means that Hegel understood the
pre-Platonic and pre-Socratic philosophers as the pre-Aristotelians. After
Hegel, two positionswithin the general view of philosophy beforeAristotle
and Plato becamefirmly established. (1) In their searchfor thefirst origins
of beings the early thinkers, first and foremost, took nature alone as the
object of their reflections. (2) Their pronouncements on nature are inade-
guate approximationscompared with the knowledge of nature which later
unfolded in the Platonic and Aristotelian schools, and with the Stoics and
in the schoolsof medicine.

The duoikédv  86&an of Theophrastus became the chief source for
textbookson the history of philosophy during the age of Hellenism. These
textbooks determined the interpretation of those of the early thinkers
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original texts that still survived. Out of them, too, grew the subsequent
doxographical tradition in philosophy. Not just the content but aso the
styleof thistradition formed the rel ationship of later thinkersto the history
of thought - up to Hegel and beyond.

In about AD 510, the neo-Platonist, Simplicius, wrote a comprehensive
commentary on Aristotle's Physcs In it he reproduces the text of Anaxi-
mander’s saying, thereby preservingit for the West. He took it over from
Theophrastus ®ucixédv 86Ean. From the time that Anaximander uttered
his saying - we do not know where, or how, or to whom - until the time
Simpliciusinscribed it in hiscommentary, more than a thousand years had
elapsed. Between the time of hisinscription and the present lies another
millennium and a half.

Can the saying of Anaximander,from the historical distance, chronol og-
icaly reckoned, of two and a half thousand years still speak to us? From
what authority should it speak? Only the authority of being the oldest?
In themselves, the ancient and the antiquarian carry no weight. Besides,
though the sayingisindeed the oldest preservedin our tradition, we do not
know whether it is the earliest saying of its kind in Western thought. We
may surmise this provided we first think the essence of the West from out
of that of which the early saying spesks.

But by what right does the early address us, presumably the latest of
the latecomersto philosophy?Are we the latecomersof a history that now
speedstoward itsend, an endinwhich everythingterminatesin an ever more
desolate ordering of uniformity? Or is there, concealed in the chronolog-
ical remoteness of the saying, a historical proximity to the unspoken, an
unspoken that will speak out in that which is coming?

Do westand in the very twilight of the most monstrous transformation
of thewholeearth and of the time of the historical spacein whichitissus-
pended? D o we stand before the evening of the night of another dawn?Are
wesetting forth on ajourneyinto the historical land of the earth's evening?
Isthe Land of the Evening® only now emerging?Will this Evening-Land,
rising above Occident and Orient and transcending the European, become
the place of the coming, more primordially destined, history? Are we men
of today aready "Western" in a sense that first arises out of our passage
into the world's night? What are merely historiographically constructed
philosophiesof history supposed to tell us about history if they only dazzle
uswith areview of the material they adduce; if they explain history without
ever thinking the foundations of the principles of explanation out of the
essenceof history, and thisfrom out of being itsdf? Are we the latecomers
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who we are? Ye are we aso the forerunners of the dawn of an altogether
different agewhich hasleft behind today's historiographical representations
of history?

Nietzsche (fromwhaose philosophy,all too crudely understood, Spengler
calculated the demiseof the West in the sense of the historical world) wrote
in his The Wanderer and Hs Shadow, which appeared in 1880:

An exated condition of humanity is possible, one in which the Europe of nations
will belost in dark forgetful ness, but in which Europe will liveon in thirty very old,
but never antiquated, books.

(Aphorism 1 25)

All historiography calculateswhat isto comefrom itsimages of the past,
images which are determined by the present. Historiography is the con-
tinual destruction of the future and our historical relation to the advent of
destiny. Historicism today has not only not been overcome, but is entering
only now the stage of its expansion and establishment. The technical or-
ganization of the publicimage of the world by radio and the press (which
is already struggling to keep up) is the authentic form of the dominion of
historicism.

Can we, however, represent and portray the dawn of an epoch in ways
other than those of historiography? Perhaps it is for us the indispensable
method of bringing the historical into the present. That in no way means,
however, that historiography, taken in itself, enables us to form a relation
that is adequate to reach to the historical within our history.

The antiquity which conditions Anaximander’s saying belongs to the
dawn of the dawn of the Land of the Evening. What if, however, that very
first dawn overtook the latest, overtook it, indeed, by the greatest distance?
The "once" of the dawn of destiny would then come as the "once™ of the
latest (¢oxatov), that is, as the departure of the long-conceal ed destiny of
being. The being of beings gathersitsalf (Aéyeoban, Adyos) in the ultimacy
of its destiny. The hitherto prevailingessence of being? disappearsinto its
still concealed truth.” The history of being gathersitself in this departure.
The gathering in this departure, as the gathering (Aéyos) of the utmost
(foxoTov) of its hitherto prevailingessence, is the eschatology of being. As
destining, being itself isinherently eschatological.

* First edition, r950. Presence - the alowing of presence: the essencing-to-presence(das
An-wesendg].
 First edition, rg50. Clearing [Lichtung] of the self-concealing.
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We do not, however, understand the word "eschatology™ in the phrase
"eschatology of being” as the title of atheological or philosophical dis-
cipline. We think of the eschatology of beingin the sense in which the
phenomenology of Spirit is to be thought, i.e., from within the history of
being. This phenomenol ogy itself represents a phasein the eschatol ogy of
being in as much as being gathersitsalf, in the extremity of its hitherto -
metaphysically determined — essence, as the absol utesubjectivity of the will
towill.

If we are to think from out of the eschatology of being we must one day
await the"once" of the dawnin the"once" of what is approaching and must
today learn to ponder this*once" from out of this approach.

If we can manage, just once, to hear the saying it will speak to us
no longer as a historically remote opinion. If that happened, then we
would not be mided into the vain attempt to reckon historically, that
is, psycho-philologicaly, what was really present in the past, in the man
caled Anaximander of Miletus, as the condition of his representation of
the world. What, however, presuming we have for once heard what is said
in the saying, binds usin our attempt to trandate it? How do we arrive
at what is said in the saying so that it will preserve our trandation from
arbitrariness?

We are bound to the language of the saying and we are bound to our
own nativelanguage. | n both respectswe are essentially bound to language
and to the experience of its essence. This bond is stronger and further-
reaching, although less conspicuous, than the standard provided by al the
philological and historical facts- which only derive their factuality fromiit.
Aslong as we fail to experience this bond, every trandation of the saying
must come to light as something completely arbitrary. Ye even when we
are bound through that which is said in the saying, not just the translation
but the bond, too, retains the appearance of violence. It isasif that which
isto be heard is compelled to suffer violence.

Only through adial ogue between thought and what this thoughtful say-
ingsayscanit betrandated. The thinking is, however, poeticizing- though
not in the sense of poesy or song. The thinking of being is the primordial
form of poeticizinginwhich, beforeeverythingelse, languagefirst becomes
language, enters, that is to say, its essence. Thinking sayswhat the truth of
being dictates® Thinking is the ur-poetry which precedesall poesy. But it

* First Edition, 1950. That is to say, thinking is saying which releases[Enz-sagen], the saying
of the Event.
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precedes, too, the poetic in art insofar as art's becoming an artwork hap-
pens within the realm of language. All poeticizing, in both this broader
and narrower sense of the poetic is, at bottom, thinking. The poeticizing
essenceof thought preservesthesway of the truth of being. Becauseit poet-
icizes thoughtfully, the translation which wishes to allow the oldest saying
of thinking to speak necessarily appearsviolent.

We shall try to translate Anaximander's saying. This requires that we
bring hither [beriibersetzen] into our German language what is said in the
Greek. Tothisend it is necessary that, before the translating, our thinking
istrandated [#berserzt] into what issaid in Greek. To make this thoughtful
translation to what comes to language in the saying is to leap over a gulf.
This by no means consists merely in the chronological-historical distance
of two and ahalf millennia. The gulf iswider and deeper. To leap overitis
hard, above al becausewe stand right on its edge. We are so close to the
gulf that we do not have a run up that is adequate for the take off and for
the breadth of theleap. It is easy, therefore, to fdl short - if, indeed, that
lack of asufficiently solid basisallows any take off at all.

What comes to language in the saylng?T he question is still ambiguous
and therefore imprecise. 1t might ask for that about which the saying says
something. It might also mean that which issaid itself.

More literally trandated, the saying runs.

But that from which things have their arising also givesrise to their passing avay
accordingto necessity;they givejusticeand pay penalty toeach other for theinjustice
according to the ordinance of time.

Theusud view isthat the sentence speaksabout the arising and decay of
things. It specifiesthe nature of this process. Arisingand decay return to the
placefrom where they came. Things develop and then they decay, exhibit-
ing thereby akind of barter system in nature's unchanging economy. The
exchangebetween the constructive and destructive processesis, admittedly,
established only roughly asageneral characteristic of nature. The motions
in which residesthe mutability of all things are not yet represented in their
precise measure. At this point an appropriate formula for alaw of motion
isstill lacking. T he judgment of later, more progressive times, isindulgent
enough not to ridicule this beginner's attempt at scientific research. It even
finds it to be perfectly in order that afirst attempt at the observation of
nature should describe processesin thingsin terms of those familiar from
the human sphere. This is why Anaximander'ssaying speaksof justice and
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injustice, punishment and penalty, sin and recompense inrelation to things.
Moral andlegal conceptsinfiltrate the picture of nature. ThusTheophrastus
criticizes Anaximander for moinTikewTépors oUTws dvduacy oUTd Adywv,
for speaking more poetically than is necessary. Theophrastus has in mind
thewords ikn, Tiois, &Sixic, 5186van Bikmy.. .

First and foremost, what we must do is to determine what the subject
matter of thesayingis. Only then will we be ableto tell what it saysabout it.

From agrammatical point of view the saying consists of two sentences.
Thefirstbegins: i€ év &t # yéveois tom1 T0is oUot ... Thetopicof discussion
is the &vra. Literally trandated, & &vra means “"the being.” The neuter
plural names +& moArsd, "the many,” in the sense of the multiplicity of
beings. But t& évta does not mean an arbitrary or boundless multiplicity:
rather, T& mévra, the totality of beings. Hence t& dvra designates the
multiplicity of beingsasawhole. The second sentence begins: 8:15dvo yé&p
o¥rd ... The attd refers back to the tois oot of the first sentence.

The saylng speaks about the manifold being. Not only things, how-
ever, belong among beings. In the fullest sense, things are not just natural
things. Human beings, the things they produce, and the situations and
circumstances effected and realized by human actions and omissions be-
long, too, among beings. And so do daemonic and divine things. All these
thingsare not merely "also" beings, they are even morein being than mere
things. The Aristotelian-Theophrastean presupposition that t& &vro are
the pUoer &vTo, natural thingsin the narrower sense, is completely ground-
less. Itis, for our trandation, untenable. But even thetranslation of t& dvra
as "the things" does not suit the matter which comes to language in the
saying.

If, however, the presupposition that the sayingis concerned to say some-
thing about natural things fails, then so does al support for the assertion
that what, strictly speaking, should be representedin thelanguage of natural
scienceisdtill interpreted in moral and legal terms. With the collapseof the
presupposition that the saying strivesfor knowledge about the specificaly
demarcated realm of nature another assumption becomesinvalid, namely,
that at thistime the ethical [sizt/iche] and the just were thought in terms of
academicdisciplinescalled "ethics" and " jurisprudence.” Thedenial of such
boundaries between disciplinesdoes not at dl mean that those early times
recognized no law or ethics. If, however, our usua way of thinking within
arange of disciplines (physics, ethics, philosophy of law, biology, psychol-
ogy) has, here, no place, then, where boundaries between disciplines are
absent, there is no possibility of boundary transgression, no possibility of
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the illegitimate transfer of representations from one area to ancther. The
absence of boundaries between disciplinesdoes not necessarily mean, how-
ever, the boundlessness of indeterminacy and flux. On the contrary, it can
well be that purely thought - free of over-simple categorization - the actual
structure of the matter comes to language.

The words 5ikn, &dikia, Ticis have a broad signification which cannot
be enclosed within particular disciplines. "Broad,” here, does not mean
extensivein the sense of flattened or thinned out, but rather far-reaching,
rich, and containing much that has been thought out. For this reason it
followsthat precisdly these and only these words are capable of bringing to
language the manifold totality in the essencedf itsauthentic unity. For that
to happen the unified totality of the manifold, with its own characteristics,
must, of course, be thought purely asitisin itself.

Thisway of letting the manifold being come, initsunity, to essential view
is anything but akind of primitive and anthropomorphic representation.

I n order to trans-late ourselvesinto that which comesto languagein the
saymg we must, prior to al translating, consciously set asideal inappropri-
ate preconceptions. For example, that the saying deals with the philosophy
of nature in a way such that inappropriate notions from morality and the
law are mixedinto the discussion. Or that sharply separated representations
takenfrom the specialized areas of nature, ethics, and jurisprudencearerel-
evant to the discussion. Or, finaly, that a primitive outlook still prevailsin
the sayingwhichinterpretstheworld uncriticallyand anthropomorphically,
and therefore takes refugein poetic expressions.

However, even this casting aside of presuppositionswherever we find
them inappropriate is insufficient so long as we fail to alow ourselves to
be drawn into and to listen for that which comes to language in the say-
ing. Only from out of such listening will one succeed in having a dia-
logue with early Greek thinking. It belongs to such a dialogue that the
conversation speaks of the same thing, indeed out of a participation in
the same. According to its wording, the saying speaks of the &vra. It ex-
presseswhat and how it iswith them. Beings are spoken of in such a way
that their being is expressed. Being comes to language as the being of
beings.

At the summit of the completion of Western philosophy the following
wordsare said: " To stamp becomingwith the character of being - thatisthe

highestwll to powe." Thuswrote Nietzschein anote entitled "' Recapitul a-
tion." Going by the character of the handwritingwe must |locatethenotein
theyear 1885, the time at which, having completed Zarathustra, he planned
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his great work of systematic metaphysics. "Being," e Nietzsche thinksit
here, is "the eternal return of the same." It is the mode of permanencein
which the will to power wills itself and secures its own presencing as the
being of becoming. Thisishow the being of beingsis expressed in the final
stage of the completion of metaphysics.

Although the early aphorism of early thinking and the late aphorism of
recent thinking bring to language the same, what they say is not the same.
Nonetheless, if we can speak of the same being addressed from out of the
different, then the fundamental condition for athoughtful dial ogue between
the late and the early is automaticallyfulfilled.

Or doesthat merely seem to bethe case?Doestherelieconcea ed beneath
this appearance the gulf between the language of our thinking and the
languageof Greek philosophy?Only if we taket& évra to mean "the being™
and sivan to mean nothing other than "to be” do we cross whatever gulfs
there may be and - in spite of dl the differences between the ages - place
ourselvestogether with the ancient thinkersin the region of thesame. This
samevdidatesfor usthe tranglation of t& dvta and eiven a8 "the being” and
"to be." Ortodemonstrate the unimpeachabl ecorrectnessof thistransation
doweneedfirstto produce asevidenceabroad selectionof textsfrom Greek
philosophy?All interpretations of Greek philosophy are based already on
thistranslation. Every dictionary givesusthefullestinformation totheeffect
that efvoca means™to be," ¢&orv "is," év "being,” and t& dvra 'the being.”

Thisishow thingsstand. We havenointention of castingdoubt on any of
it. We do not question the trand ation of v as"being," nor that of sivon a™to
be." We ask, merely, whether in these correct translations correct thinking
is occurring. We ask, merely, whether, in these most commonplace of al
trandations, anything at al is thought.

Let us put it to the test. Let us examine ourselves and others. Here
something manifests itself: that in these correct trandations everything
evaporatesinto fluctuating and imprecise meanings. I t becomes clear that
the dways hasty approximations of the familiar trandations are not seen
& an inadeguacy nor do they disturb, in the slightest, scholarly research
and presentation. Greater efforts are perhaps made to bring out what the
Greeks may have really represented to themselves with words like 6gés,
wux, Goory, TUXM, X&pts, Adyos, euots and idéa, Téxvn and vépyeia. But
what we fal to noticeis that these and similar efforts get nowhere and fail
to refer to any realm, so long as that realm of al realms, the v and the
elvan, isinsufficientlyclarifiedin its Greek essence. Scarcely, however, have
we named sivor a "realm” than its character as a realm is represented as
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universal and all-embracingvi a the logical explication of y£vos and kowév.
This grasping-together [concipere] in the manner of the representational
concept is supposed, in advance, to be the only possible way in which to
think beingassuch. Itisstill takento be applicablewhen onetakesrefugein
the dialecticof concepts [Begriffe] or in the un-graspability (Un-Begriffliche)
of magic signs. It remains completely forgotten that the supremacy of
the concept and the interpretation of thinking as conceptually graspingis
based solely on the unthought —because unexperienced - essence of the &v
and eivoa.

In the main we thoughtlesdly attribute to the words év and eiven that
which we mean by the corresponding (but unthought) words of our own
language: beings and being. To be precise, we attribute to the Greek words
no significanceat dl. We adopt them directly from whatever vague com-
prehensibility is lent to them by the ordinary understanding of our own
language. We support the Greek words with nothing but the accommodat-
ing negligenceaf hasty opinion. This may do at a pinch when we read, for
example, eiven and gomwv in the historical works of Thucydides or fv and
¢oton in Sophocles.

How isit, however, when t& évra, 8v and eivea come to sound in lan-
guage & the fundamental words of thinking; not just some particular way
of thinking, but rather as the key words for al Western thinlung?Then an
examination of the use of languagein the translation reveals the following
state of affairs:

Itisneither clear nor firmly established what we ourselvesthink with the
words “being” and "to be";

nor isit clear or firmly established whether what we variousy mean
correspondsto what the Greeks talk about with the words &v and eiven.

Itisneither clear nor firmly established what &v and €ivaa, thought in the
Greek manner, say;

nor, given thissituation, can we ever conduct an examinationof whether,
and to what extent, our thinking correspondsto that of the Greeks.

Thus, simple relations are thoroughly confused and unthought. Within
them, however, and hovering above them, a boundless chatter about being
has spread itself far and wide. In conjunction with the formal correctness
of the trandation of v and eivon & "being” and "to be" this continually
covers over the confused state of affairs. But it is not only we of today
who wander about in this confusion. All representations and presentations
[eft to us by the philosophy of the Greeks remain in it, too, captivated for
millennia. T he confusion stems neither from mere philological negligence
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nor from an imprecisionin historical research. It arises, rather, out of the
abyss of the relationship in which being? has appropriated the essence of
Western humanity. Thus the confusion cannot be removed by creating, via
some kind of a definition, a more precise meaning of the words &v and
givan, "being™ and "to be." On the contrary, the attempt to be aware of the
confusionand to bring its dogged power to aresolution may well proveto
be the occasion which releases another destiny of being. The preparation
of such an occasion would be reason enough to set in motion, within the
abiding confusion, a dialoguewith early thinking.

If we stubbornly insist on thinking Greek thought in a Greek manner,
thisis by no means becauseweintend to producea portrait of the Greeksas
apast humanity intended to be, in numerous respects, more accurate. We
seek what is Greek neither for the sake of the Greeks nor for the advance-
ment of science. We seek aclearer dialogue not for its own sake but solely
for the sake of that which wishes to come to languagein such a dialogue,
provided it comes of its own accord. Thisis that same which, in different
ways, is destined to concern both the Greeks and us. It is that which brings
the dawn of thinking into the destiny of the West. It is & a consequence
of this destiny that the Greeks first became, in the historical sense, the
Greeks.

As we use the word, " Greek" designatesneither an ethnic nor national,
neither a cultural nor an anthropological characteristic. What is Greek is
that dawn of destiny aswhich beingitself® lightsitself up in beingsand lays
claim® to an essence of humanity, a humanity which, as destined, receives
its historical path, apath sometimes preserved in, sometimesrel eased from,
but never separated from being.

The Greek, the Christian, the modern, the global, and, in the already
indicated sense, the Evening-land, we think out of afundamental trait of
being which, as the ’AAre1a in the A#on, is more concealed than revealed.
But this concealing of its essence and essentia origin is the trait in which
being's primordial self-illuminationoccurs, occurs,indeed, so that thinking
can precisely not pursueit. The beingitself does not step into the light of
being. The unconcealment of the being, the brightness granted it, darkens
the light of being.

By revedling itsdlf in the being, being withdraws.

* First edition, 1950. Asappropriating[als er-eignen].
b First edition, 1950, The Event.
© First edition, rg50. Custom-uniting [Brauch-Vercignung).
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Inthisway, initsilluminating, being investsthe being with errancy. The
being happensin errancy in whichit straysfrom being and so - to speak in
the manner of princesand poets- founds error. Thisis the essential space
of history. Init the historically essentia strays past what islike being. This
iswhy what happens historicallyis necessarily misinterpreted. Throughout
this misinterpretation destiny waits for what will become of its seed. It
brings those whom it concernsinto the possibility of the destined and the
un-destined. Destiny tries out its destiny. Theinability of human beingsto
seethemselvescorrespondsto the self-conceal mentof thelighting of being.

Without errancy there would be no connection from destiny to destiny,
no history. Chronological distance and causal sequence belong to histori-
ography, but not to history. When we are historical we are at neither alarge
nor asmadl distancefrom the Greek. But we are in errancy toward them.

By revedlingitsalf in the being, being withdraws.

In thisway being, withits truth, keepsto itself. This keeping to itself is
theway it disclosesitself early on. Itsearly signisthe’A-AnBeia. By bringing
the being's unconcealment, it founds, for the first time, the conceal ment of
being. Concealment remains, however, the characteristic of the refusal that
keepstoitsalf.

"This illuminating, keeping to itself with the truth of its essence, we may
cal the ¢oyr) of being. Here, however, thisword which is taken from the
language of the Stoics does not mean, as it does for Husserl, the method-
ologicd setting aside of the act of thetic consciousnessin objectification.
The guode of being belongsto being itself. We think it out of the oblivion
of being.

Out of the gode of being comes the epochal essence of its destining
in which authentic world-history lies. Each time that being keeps to itself
in its destiny, suddenly and unexpectedly, world happens. Every epoch of
world-historyisan epoch of errancy. T he epochal essenceof being belongs
to the concealed temporal character of being and indicates the essence of
«ime” thought from within being. What one may otherwise represent by
thistermisonly the vacuity of the appearance of time derived from beings
thought of as objects.

For us, however, the correlate of the epochal character of being we
can experience most immediately is the ecstatic [ekdatische] character of
Dasain [being-there]. The epocha essence of being appropriates the

1 Firstedition, 1950. The space of temporal play [Zeit-Spiel-Raum] as theillumination of the
self-concealing concealing.
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ecstatic essence of Da-sain. Man's ek-sistence [Ek-sistenz] sustains the ec-
static thereby preservingwhat is epochal in being, to whose essencethe Da
[there],* and therefore Da-sein, belongs.

Epochally thought, the beginning of the epoch of being liesin what we
cal "the Greek." This beginning, which isitself to be thought epochaly, is
the dawn of the destiny in being from out of being.

Little depends on what we represent and present to ourselvesfrom the
past; but a great deal depends on the manner in which we are mindful of
the destined. Can this ever happen without thinking?If it happens, how-
ever, then we abandon the claims of shortsighted opinion and open our-
selves to the claim of destiny. Does this claim speak in the early saying of
Anaximander?

We are not certain whether its claim speaks to our essence. It re-
mains open to question whether the glance - and this means the lightning
(Heraclitus, Fragment 64in Diels, Fragmente dexr Vorsokratiker) — strikesinto
our relation to the truth of being; or whether only the wegk glimmer of a
storm long past casts the pallid light of its brightnessinto our knowledge
of what has been.

Does the saymng speak to us of the 8vra in their being? Do we appre-
hend what it says, the sivan of the being? Does alightning-glance penetrate
through the confusion of errancy from what Bv-ra and eivea say in Greek?
Only in the brilliance of this glance can we trans-late ourselvesinto what
issaid in the saying so asthen, in athoughtful dialogue, to makethe trans-
lation. Perhaps the confusion which permesates the use of the words &vra
and sivan, the being and being, comes not so much from the fact that the
language cannot say everythingadequately but rather from thefact that we
do not think the matter with sufficient clarity. Lessingonce said: "'language
can express everything we think clearly.” Soit is up to us to watch out for
the right opportunity which alows us clearly to think the matter which the
saying bringsto language.

We are inclined to discover the opportunity we are looking for in the
saying of Anaximander. But in this case we till fail to pay attention to what
the way of trandation requires.

For what is necessary beforeinterpreting the sayingis to trans-late our-
selves - at first without the help of the saying - to the place from which
what issaid in the saying comes; to, that isto say, T& Bv-ra. Thisword names
that of which the saying speaks, not only what it expresses. That of whichit

* First edition, 1g50. In the senseof theillumination of the self-concealing.
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speaksis aready, beforeits expression, what is spoken about by the Greek
languagein both its everyday and its elevated use. For this reason we must
seek the opportunity which dlows us to trans-late ourselves outside the
sayingitself, in order to discover what t& 8vra, thought in the Greek way,
says. Furthermore, we must at first remain outside the saying because we
have not yet delineated itsterms. This delineationisultimately (first of dl
in the matter, that is) governed by the knowledge of what in early times
was thought and thinkable in such terms - as distinct from the prevailing
representations of later times.

The text quoted and translated above from Simplicius commentary on
the Physics has traditionally been accepted as the saying of Anaximander.
However, the quotation in the commentary is not clear enough for it to be
possibleto say with certai nty where Anaximander's saying beginsand where
it ends. Eventoday there areleading authoritieson the Greeklanguagewho
accept the text of the sayingin theform in which it was introduced at the
beginning of our reflections.

In fact, however,John Burnet, the distinguished and important scholar
of Greek philosophy to whom we are indebted for the edition of Plato,
already expresses doubts, in his Early Greek Philosophy, as to whether the
Simpliciusquotation beginswhereit isusually said to begin. I n criticism of
Diels, Burnet says

Diels ... beginstheactual quotationwith thewordsz€ &v 8 7 yéveois. .. The Greek
practice of weaving quotation into the text speaks against this. It isvery rare for a
Greekwriter to beginimmediatel ywith aliteral quotation. Itis, moreover,safer not
to ascribe the terms yéveois and gopd, in the technical sensethey havein Plato, to
Anaximander.

(Second edition, 1go8. German trandation, 193, p. 43, footnote 4)

On the basis of these considerations Burnet has Anaximander's saying
beginning only with kot 6 ypecov. What Burnet says about Greek quota-
tionin general speaksin favour of excludingwhat precedes thesewords. On
the other hand his remarks based on the terminological use of the words
yéveois and pbopd cannot be accepted asthey stand. That yéveois and gbop&
arefirmly established conceptual termsin Plato and Aristotle, and therefore
become academicterms, iscorrect. But y¢éveois and ¢8op& are old words, al-
ready known to Homer. Anaximander would not have used them as concep-
tual terms. H ecannot haveused themin thisway since conceptual language
is something necessarily foreign to him. For thisfirst became possiblewith
theinterpretationof being asidta, after whichitindeed becomesinevitable.
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Nevertheless, the whole of the sentence that precedes kard Tt xpecv IS,
interms of construction and sound, far more Aristotelian than archaic. The
same later character is betrayed by the xara tHv 10U yxpdvou Té&E1v at the
end of the customarily accepted text. Whoever is persuaded to strike out the
part of the text found dubious by Burnet cannot retain the usually accepted
closing part either. What would therefore remain as the original saying of
Anaximander is only this:

. KOTX TO Xpecov 8186van yap adtd Sikny kai Tiow dAARAors Tfis &dixias.

... according to necessity; for they pay one another punishment and penalty for
their injustice.

These are precisely the wordsin reference to which Theophrastus notes
that Anaximander speaksin a more poetic way. Since the whole issue -
one which often comes up in my lectures — is one | thought through a
few years ago, | am inclined to take only these words as the immediately
genuine words of Anaximander, albeit with the proviso that the preceding
part of the text is not simply abandoned but is rather retained, on the ba-
sis of the strength and eloguence of its thought, as secondary testimony
concerning Anaximander's thought. This requires that we understand, in
particular, the words yévesis and ¢fopd as they were thought in Greek,
whether they be pre-conceptual words or Platonic-Aristotelian conceptual
terms.

Accordingly, yévesis in no way means the genetic in the sense of the
developmental as conceived in modern times; pfopé& does not mean the
counter-phenomenon to development, as though it involved some kind of
regression, shriveling, or wasting away. Rather, they areto bethought out of
and within gUois: asways of self-illuminating rising and decline. Certainly
one can trandlate yéveois as emergence; but we must think this emergence
as an escape which allows every emergent thing to rise out of concealment
and come forth into unconcealment. Certainly we can translate ¢fop as
"passingaway"; but in doing so we must think passing away as a movement
which again originates in the unconcealed and departs and withdrawsinto
conceal ment.

Presumably Anaximander spoke of yéveois and pfopd. Whether hedid so
in theform of the traditional statement remains questionable. Nonetheless
word-conjunctionsas paradoxical as yéveois torv (as| would like to read it)
and gpfop yiveron - "cominginto beingis' and " passing away comesto be"
— again suggest an ancient language. The yéveois is the coming forth and
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arriving in unconcealment. The ¢fop& means. the departure and descent
into conceal ment of that which hasarrived there out ofunconcealment. The
"coming forward into ...” and the "going away to ...” presence within
unconceal ment between the concealed and the unconcealed. They concern
the arrival and departure of what has arrived.

Anaximander must have spoken of that which is named in yéveo1s and
pfop&. Whether he actually named & dvta must remain open, though
nothing speaks against it. The o7& in the second clause, in the breadth
with which it speaksand as a consequence of its reference back to the korr&
To Xpecov, can name nothing other than beingsasawhole, experiencedin a
pre-conceptual way: & ol T évTa, "the being." Wearestill speaking
this way with respect to T& 8vra, without having clarified what &v and €ivoa,
thoughtin the Greek manner, name. Y& wehavein the meanwhileachieved
amore open field in which to attempt this clarification.

We began with the customarily accepted text of the saymg. In the pre-
liminary review of that text we have excluded the usua presuppositions
which determine itsinterpretation. I n doing so we have received a hint as
to what comes to language from yéveois and ¢8opé. T he saying speaks of
that which, in coming forth, arrivesin unconcealment and, having arrived
there, withdrawing, departs.

What, however, hasits essential naturein such arrival and departure we
would prefer to cal the coming and the going rather than the being; for we
have, for along time, been accustomed to opposing becoming and being, as
if becoming were nothing, not bel ongingwithin being, which hasfor along
time been understood as mere perdurance. If, however, becoming is, then
we must think beingin so essential amanner that it embraces becoming not
in an emptily conceptual way but rather so that being bears and molds the
essence of becoming (y#veois — pbopd) in an essential way.

Hence, whether, and with what right, we represent becoming as the
transitory does not, here, require discussion. What does, rather, need to be
discussed is the question of what essence of being the Greeks think when,
in the realm of the évta, they experience coming forth and going away as
the fundamental trait of arrival.

What is it that finds expression in their language when the Greeks
say & dvta? Where is there, apart from Anaximander’s saying, a guide-
line that would trans-late us there? Since the word in question, together
with its variations o, fv, #oTau, givan, speaks everywhere throughout
the entire language - before, indeed, thinking specificdly takes this word
& its fundamental term - we must become cognizant of an opportunity
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which, in terms of subject matter, time, and the realm to which it belongs,
lies outside philosophy and, in every respect, precedes what thinking has
tosy.

We find this opportunity in Homer. In him, we possess a passagewhere
theword comesto theforein amorethan merely lexica way. It isapassage,
rather, inwhich what évro namesis brought to language poetically. Because
all M&is of thelexicographical sort presupposesthe thought of theey dpevov,
wewill refrain from thefutile assembly of parallel passages, apracticewhich,
all too often, only goes to show that none of the texts have been thought
through. With the help of this much-favored method it is supposed that,
by shoving an unclarified passage together with other equally unclarified
passages, clarity will suddenly emerge.

T he passage we seek to explicate comes from the beginning of the first
book of thelliad, lines 68-72. It gives us an opportunity to transport our-
selves over into what the Greeks name with the word évra, provided we
alow the poet to carry us over to the distant shore of what is being said.

Some preliminary remarks concerning the history of language are nec-
essary with respect to what follows. These observations cannot claim to
present the philological problem on which they touch adequately, still less
to solveit. In Plato and Aristotle, &v and &vra confront us as conceptual
words. The later terms “ontic” and "ontological" are formed from them.
Linguistically, however, 8v and &vro are presumably forms of the origina
words &v and #évta which have somehow become abbreviated. Only in
the original words is the sound still preserved with which we say ¢v and
tdvta. The epsilon in v and 2vta isthe 2 in the root of o, in o, est,
esse, and "is" In contrast, v and &vra look like rootless participial endings,
a though, by themselves, they specifically designate what we must think
in those word forms called by grammarians petox, participium; in other
words, those word forms which participate in theverbal and nominal sense
of aword.

Thus &v says "being" in the sense of  be a being; but &v also names a
beingwhich is. In the duality of the participial signification of v there lies
concesal ed the distinction between "being [seiend)” and "a being [Seienderm)].”
Thusrepresented, whatishereset forthlooksat first sight likeagrammatical
splitting of hairs. Intruth, however, itistheenigmaof being. T he participle
svistheword for that which, in metaphysics, appears as the transcendental
and the transcendent transcendence.

Archaic Greek, and so, too, Parmenidesand Heraclitus, usezév and édvra
all thetime.
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But 24v, "being [sezend],” isnot only the singular of the participle &vra,
"the being [Sdended],” but aso names the singular as such, which, as one
in its singleness, is uniquely the uniquely unifying One that precedes al
number.

We might say - in an exaggerated way which nevertheless touches on
thetruth - that the destiny of the West rests on the translation of the word
#ov, given that the trandation [Ubersetzung] isacrossing over [Ubersetzung)
to the truth of what comesto languagein the ¢év.

What does Homer tell us about this word? We know the situation of
the Achaeans before Troy at the beginning of the Iliad. For nine days
the plague sent by Apollo has raged in the Greek camp. At the assembly
of thewarriors Achillescommands Kalchas, the seer, tointerpret thewrath
of the god:

...Toiol & dwéoTn

Kéhxas Geotopidng olwvomdhwy &)’ &ploTos

85 fi5n Té& T’ EdvTa T T EooouEva pd T EovTa
kol vieoo’ fiyfoot 'Aycady “Thiov gow

fiv 81& pavtooUvny, THY of épe Doipos "AToAAwY

According to Voss’ trandation:

...agan sood up

Cdchas, Thestor's son, thewisest bird-interpreter

Who knew whét is, what will be or what once was,

Who guided here before Troy the shipsd the Acheans,
Through the propheticspirit granted him by Phoebus Apallo.

BeforeHomer dlowsK alchasto speak, he designateshim the seer. Some-
one who belongs to the realm of seersisone 8s #%n. .., "who knew...".
#5n is the pluperfect of the perfect oidev, he has seen. Only he who has
seen genuinely sees. To seeis to have seen. What is seen has arrived and
remains for him in sight. A seer has dways seen aready. Having seen a-
ready he seesin advance. H e seesthe future tense out of the perfect. When
the poet speaks of the seer's seeing as a having-seen he must say what the
seer saw in the pluperfect: 430, he had seen. What isit that has come to
the seer's sight in advance? Obvioudly it can only be that which is present
in the light that illuminates his sight. What is seen in such a seeing can
only be that which, through unconceal ment, comes to presence. But what
comesto presence? T he poet names something threefold: t& 17 gdvra, the
being, t& T’ éoodueva, the being-becoming, pd T’ vta, the being that
oncewas.
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Thefirst thing we gather from the poetic word is that t& éévra is dis-
tinguished from both t& 2ocdépeva and mwpo évra. Accordingly, Té édvra
designates the beingin the sense of the present. When we latecomers speak
of "the present” either we mean what is"now" - representing this as some-
thing that is within time, the "now" counting as a phase within the flow
of time - or we bring " present [gegenwdrtig]” into relation to the objective
[Gegengtandigen]. As something objective [das Objective] this is related to a
representing subject. If, however, wewant to use" present™ for amore accu-
rate comprehension of ¢évta, then we must understand " present” from out
of the essence of ¢svta and not vice versa. But ésvre embraces, too, what
is past and what isin the future. Both constitute a way of being a present
being, namely, being an unpresently [ungegenwirtig] present being. Clari-
fying matters, the Greeks called the presently present t& wopedvro; Toap
means"alongside,” that is, having arrived alongsidein unconcealment. The
“gegen [againgt]” in “gegenwirtig [present]” does not mean standing over
against a subject, but rather the open region [Gegend] of unconceal ment
into and withinwhich that which hasarrived lingers [verweilt]. Accordingly,
"present,” asatrait of the ¢6vta is equivalent to: having arrived for awhile
within the region of unconceal ment. Spoken first, and thereby emphasized,
gévta, which is expressly distinguished from both wpoedvra and oodpeva,
names, for the Greeks, that which is present insofar as, in the explicated
sense, it has arrived in the while within the region of unconcealment. This
coming hither is the authentic arrival, the presencing of what is authenti-
caly present. What is past and future are also present, present, that is to
say, outside the region of unconceament. The unpresently present is the
absent. Assuch, it remains essentially related to the presently present, inso-
far asit either comesforth into the region of unconcealment or withdraws
fromit. The absent is aso present and, asabsent from it, presencesin un-
concealment. Both what is past and what isto come are éévra. Accordingly,
iov means; presencingin unconceal ment.

This clarification of éévra reveas that within Greek experience, too,
that which is present remains ambiguous, indeed necessarily so. t& &vra
means on the one hand the presently present, on the other, however, both
the presently and unpresently present. However, that which is present in
the broader sense must never be represented as the general concept of
presence (asopposed to aparticular, presently present presence), thoughthis
isthe usual procedure of conceptual thinkfng. For,infact,itisprecisely the
presently present and the unconcealment that prevailsin it, which pervades
the essence of the absent asthat which isunpresently present.
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The seer stands in the sight of what is present in its unconceal ment,
which at the same time has illuminated the concealment of the absent as
the absent. T he seer seesinasmuch as he has seen everything as something
present; xad, and only on that account, viieoo’ fiyroat’, was he ableto guide
the Achaeanshipsonto Troy. H ewasableto do thisthrough the God-given
novTtoouvt. T heseer, 6 udvTis, isthe pcavéuevos, the madman. But what isit
that constitutesthe essenceof thismadness?T hemadmanisbeside, outside,
himself. H eisaway. Weask: away towhere?And fromwhere?Away from the
mere crush of what liesbefore us, of the merely presently present, and away
to the absent; away to, at the same time, the presently absent, inasmuch as
thisisdwaysonly thearrival of something that departs. T he seer isoutside
himself in the single breadth of the presence of that whichisin every way
present. Therefore, within this breadth, heisableto find hisway back from
the"away," back towhat ispresent here and now, namely, theraging plague.
Themadness of the seer's being-away does not consistin raving, rolling the
eyesor contortingthelimbs. T he madness of seeing is compatible with the
unprepossessing quietness of bodily composure.

For the seer, everything present and absent is gathered and preserved
[gewabrt] in one presencing. The old German word "war [was]" means
preservation. I tisstill known to usin"wahmehmen [to perceive]," thatis, to
take into preservation; in "'gewahren [to become aware of]” and “verwabren
[tokeepor preserve].” Wemust think ofwahren asanilluminating-gathering
sheltering. Presencing preserves|[wahrt] that which presencesin unconceal -
ment, bothwhat is present now and whatisnot. T he seer speaksfrom out of
the preservation [Wahr] of presencing. H eis the sooth-sayer [Wabr-sager].

Here, we think the preservation in the sense of illuminating-sheltering
gathering; what shows itself here is a fundamental trait of presencing -
that is, of being - that has been long concealed. One day we will learn to
think our exhausted word "truth [Wabrbeit]” from out of the protection
[Wahr] and learn that truth isthe preservation [Wahmis] of being, and that
being, as presence, belongs to it. Preservation as the protection of being
belongs to the shepherd; a shepherd who has so little to do with bucolic
idyllsand nature mysticismthat he can become the shepherd of being only
if he remains the place-holder for the Nothing. Both are the same. Man
can do both only within the dis-closedness [Ent-schlossenheit] of Da-sein
[being-there].

The seer is he who has already seen the totality of what presencesin
its presencing. In Latin vidit, in German " er steht im Wissen [he stands in
knowledge]." Having seen isthe essence of knowledge. I n this having seen
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there is dways something more in play than the completion of an optical
process. In the having seen, the relationship to what presences has gone
behind every kind of sensory and non-sensory apprehension. What follows
is that the having seen is related to the self-illuminating presencing. The
seeing is determined, not by the eye but by the lighting of being. Standing
within this lighting is the structure of al human senses. The essence of
seeing, as having seen, is knowledge. This retains sight. It remains mind-
ful of presencing. Knowledge is the remembrance of being. This is why
Mvnuocuvn is the mother of the muses. Knowledge is not science in the
modern sense. Knowledge is the thoughtful awareness of the preservation
of being.

Whither have Homer'swords trans-lated [iber-gesetzt] us?To the éévra.
The Greeksexperiencethe being asthat whichispresent (whether presently
SO or not), present in unconcealment. Our use of "being” to trandlate &v is
no longer obtuse; "to be" as the trandation of sivou and the Greek word
itself are no longer hastily employed codewords for arbitrary and vague
representations of indeterminate generality.

At the same time it transpires that being, as the presencing of what is
present, is already in itself truth, given that we think the essence of truth
& the illuminating-sheltering gathering; that we steer clear of the later
prejudice of metaphysics (these days regarded as something self-evident)
that truth is a characteristic of the being or of being. Being (the word now
thoughtfully spoken), sivon as presencing, is, in a concealed way, a charac-
teristic of truth, though not, certainly, truth as a characteristic of divineor
human knowledge, and not as a characteristic in the sense of quality. Fur-
thermore, it has become clear that r& gévra ambiguously names both the
presently and unpresently present, thelatter, understood with reference to
the former, constituting the absent. T he presently present, however,isnot
something that lies, like asevered dlice, sandwiched between two absences.
When that which is present stands, in advance, in seeing, everything pres-
encestogether; onething bringstheothers withit, another allowsthe other
to go. That which stands presently in unconcealment stays[weilt] init asthe
open region. That which presently stays (whiles) [Weilende (Weilige)] in that
region comes forth into it, into unconcealment, from out of concealment.
But thearrival which staysiswhat is present insofar asitisalready on itsway

from unconceal ment into concealment. T he presently present staysawhile.
I tlingers [verweilt] in coming forth and goingaway. The stay isthe transition
from coming to going. Whatis presentiswhat, in each case, lingersawhile.
Lingering awhile, it lingers till in arrival and lingers already in departure.
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What is for the time being present, the presently present, presences out
of absence. This must be said precisely of whatever is truly present, which
our usual mode of representation would like to segregate from dl that is
absent.

Té& tévra names the unified multiplicity of whatever staysawhile. To the
extentitis present in unconcealment, everything presences, inits own way,
to everything else.

Finally, we gather something else from the passagein Homer: & éévra,
theso-called being, in no way means natural things. I n the present case, the
poet uses #vta to refer to the situation of the Achaeans before Troy: the
anger of the god, the raging of the plague, the funera pyres, the perplexity
of the princes, and so on. T& &éévra, inthelanguage of Homer, isnot aphilo-
sophical concept-word but rather aword that is thought and thoughtfully
uttered. It does not name merely the things of nature, and does not name
at all objects which are nothing but objects of human representing. Man,
too, belongsto éévra: heisthat present beingwhich, lighting-apprehending
and so gathering, allows that which presences to presence as such in un-
concealment. If, in the poetic characterization of Kalchas, what is present
isthought in relation to the seeing of the seer, this means that, thought in
the Greek manner, the seer, as one who has seen, is a present being who
in an exceptional sense belongsto the totality of what presences. This does
not, however, mean that what presencesis, or isonly, an object dependent
on the subjectivity of the seer.

Ta tévta, the presently and unpresently present, is the inconspicuous
name of that which comes expresdy to language in Anaximander's saying.
Theword names that which, asthestill unspoken — unspoken in thinking -
addressesall thought. Theword names that which, whether spoken or not,
henceforth laysclaimto all Western thinking.

But only several decades after Anaximander, through Parmenides, did
6v (presencing) and siveu (to presence) expresdy become the fundamental
words of Western thinking. This, admittedly, did not happen - as the
popular misconception has it - because Parmenides interprets the being
"logicaly," proceeding from the proposition and its copula. Within Greek
thinking, not even Aristotle goesthat far when hethinksthe being's beingin
termsof thexarnyopio. Aristotle took the being as something already lying
before any proposition, as, that isto say, the unconceal ment of what pres-
encesfor awhile. For Aristotle, it was not necessary to explicatebrokeipevov,
substance, in terms of the subject of the proposition since the essenceof the
substance, ovoiainthesenseof wapouoia, wasa ready manifest. And neither
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did he think the presence of what is present in terms of the objectivity of
the propositional object. Rather, he thought it as ¢vépyeia which, however,
is separated by an abyss from the actualitas of the actus purus of medieval
scholasticism.

In any case, Parmenides #stiv does not mean the "is' which is the
copula of the sentence. It names v, the presencing of what is present.
The toTw corresponds to the pure claim of being before the division into
first and second ovcic, iNtO exisrentia and essentia. But in this way év is
thought out of the concealed and hidden richness of the unconceal ment
of the ovra, which was familiar to the early Greeks, without it being pos-
sible or necessary for them to experience this essential richnessin dl its
aspects.

Itisfrom out of the thoughtful experience of the 24v of the éévra, non-
conceptually spoken, that the fundamental words of the early thinking are
said: ®Uois and Adyos, Moipa and Epis, AAnBeic and"Ev. Only by means of
"Bv, which is to be thought back into the realm of the fundamental words,
do #v and sivon become the explicit words for what is present. Only from
out of the destiny of being, the destiny of the "Ev, does the modern age,
after essential upheavals, enter the epoch of the monadology of substance,
which completes itself in the phenomenol ogy of Spirit.

It was not Parmenides who provided thelogical interpretation of being.
Onthecontrary, it waslogic - sprungfrom metaphysicsbut at thesametime
dominating it —which led to astate of affairsin which the essential richness
of being contained in the early fundamental words, remained buried. This
iswhat made it possiblefor being to assume the fatal status of being the
emptiest and most universal concept.

Ye since the dawn of thinking "being" names the presencing of what
is present in the sense of the lighting-sheltering gathering which is how
the Adyos is thought and named. The Adyos (Aéyew, to gather or collect)
is experienced out of ‘AAnfeia, the sheltering which discloses. In the con-
flicted essence of ‘Arrpeix is concealed the thoughtful essence of "Epis and
Moipa, in terms of which ®Uois isat the same time named.

It is within the language of these fundamental words, words which
are thought from out of the experience of presencing, that the words of
Anaximander’s saying speak: dikn, Tiois, and &dixia.

Theclaim of beingwhich speaksin these words determines the essence
of philosophy. Philosophy does not arise from myth. It comesinto being
only out of, and in, thinking. But this thinking is the thinking of being.
Thinking doesnot comeinto being. Itisinsofar as being presences. But the
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collapse? of thought into the sciences and into faith is the baleful® destiny
of being.

At the dawn of being's destiny, the being, T& 26vta, comes to language.
What, from out of the measured abundance of what in thisway arrives, does
Anaximander’s saying bring to utterance?

According to what looks to be the genuine text, the saying reads

. KaTd TO Xpewv: 818évar yap aUtd Siknv kad Tiow d&AANAols Ths &Bikios.
I'n the standard translation:

...according to necessity; for they pay one another punishment and penalty for
their injustice.

The saying till consists of two clauses; of thefirst only the final words are
preserved. We begin with the explication of the second clause.

The oré& refersto what isnamed in the previous clause. What is meant
canonly betd évta, what presencesinitstotality, presently and unpresently
present in unconceal ment. Whether or not this is expresdy named by the
word may, on account of the uncertainty surrounding thetext, beleft open.
The ot& names everything that is present, everything that presencesin
the manner of staying: godsand men, temples and cities, seaand land, eagle
and snake, tree and shrub, wind and light, stone and sand, day and night.
The things that presence belong together in the unity of presencing in as
much as each presences to the others within its duration. This multiplicity
(TroAAd) is not an assembly of separate objects behind which something
stands, embracing them as a whole. Rather, in presencing as such there
prevailsthestaying-with-one-another of aconcealed gathering. Thisiswhy
Heraclitus, catching sight of this collecting-unifying and disclosing essence
within presencing, callstheEv (the being's being) the Aéyos.

But first of al, how does Anaximander experience the totality of the
things that presence: their having arrived to stay awhilewith one another in
unconceal ment?What isit, basically, that runs everywhere through what is
present? The last word of the saying gives the answer. It iswith it that we
must begin the translation. The word names the fundamental trait of what
ispresent: f &3iic, literally translated, injustice. Butistheliteral translation

* Tirst edition, 1950. Collapse into beings through the oblivion of being; compare Being and
Time.
b First edition, 1950. But not "bad.”
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faithful to the word?In other words, does theword'sliteral trandation pay
heed to what in the saying comes to language? Does the airo, the totality
of what is present staying awhilein unconcealment, stand before our eyes?

Howisit that what presences, staying, standsin injustice?What isunjust
about the thing that presences? Does it not have the right to stay awhile,
from time to time, and so fulfill its presencing?

Theword &-8ikia says, first of dl, that sikn isabsent. One isaccustomed
to trandate ikn as"'right." T he translations even use "pendlty.” If we steer
clear of our judicial-moral representations, if we stick to what comes to
language, then &&ixia Saysthat whereit prevails, adl isnot right with things.
That means, something isout of joint. But what is being referred to?The
thingsthat are present, staying. Butwhere, inwhat is present, arethe joints?
Without joints, how can what presences be without jointure, &3iov, that
is, out of joint?

T hesaying says, unambiguously, that what presencesisin the &8iia, that
is, out of joint. That, however, cannot mean that itisnolonger present. But
neither doesit merely say that what is present is just occasionally, or perhaps
with respect to some of its characteristics, out of joint. The saying says, of
what is present, that, as what is present, it is out of joint. The jointure
must belong to presencing as such together with the possibility of being out
of joint. What presencesis what stays awhile. The while presences as the
transitional arrival in departure. It presences between coming hither and
going away. Between this twofold absence presences the presencing of dl
that stays. In this "between" what stays awhileis jointed. This "between"
is the jointure according to which, from arrival here to going away from
here, that which staysis jointed. The presencing of what stays obtrudesin
the"here” of "arrival here" and in the "away" of "*going away." Presencing
is, in both directions, enjoined toward absence. Presencing occurs in this
jointure. What is present emerges in the coming forth and passesaway in
the going away; indeed, becauseit stays, it does both at the sametime. The
while happensin the jointure.

But then that which stays awhileis precisely in the jointure of its pres-
encing and not at all, as we can now say, in the dis-jointure, not in &dikic.
But the saying saysitis. It speaksfrom the essential experience of &8ikix as
the fundamental trait of 2évro.

That which staysawhilepresencesasstayinginthe jointurewhich enjoins
presence toward atwofold absence. Yet, aswhat presences, that which stays
awhile - it and it alone - stays the length of its while. What has arrived
may even insist on itswhile, solely to remain more present, in the sense of
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enduring. That whichstayspersistsinits presencing. I n thisway i t takesitsel f
out of itstransitory while. It extendsitself in astubborn pose of persistence.
It concernsitself nolonger with the other thingsthat are present. Asthough
thiswere theway to stay, it becomes concerned with the permanence of its
continued existence.

Presencing in the jointure of the while, that which presences, staying
awhile, isdigointed. Everything that stays awhilestandsin this dis-jointure
[in der Un-Fuge]. "To the presence of what presences, to the &v of tovra,
&dixia belongs. Thus standing in the dis-jointure would be the essence of
everything that presences. And sowhat would cometo theforein thissaying
of early thinking would be the pessimism- not tosay nihilism - of the Greek
experience of being.

But doesthesayingactually say that the essenceof what presencesconsists
inthedis-jointure?Yesand no. T hesaying indeed identifiesthe dis-jointure
asthefundamental trait of what presences, yet only to say

§186var yhp adta Sikny . .. Tfis &Bikios.

" They must pay penalty or damages{Bufle],” asNietzschetransates-" They
must pay the penalty or fine [Strafe]" according to Diels - "for their injus-
tice." But the saying says nothing of payment, penalty, or damages. Nor
doesit say that something is punishable or must be avenged (according to
the opinion of those who equate vengeance with justice).

I nthe meantime, the thoughtlessly uttered "injusticeof things" has been
clarified by our thinking the essenceof that which presencesand staysawhile
& the dis-jointure in the while. The dis-jointure consistsin the fact that
what stays awhile tries to have its while understood only as continuation.
Thought from out of the jointure of the while, staying as persistence is
insurrection on behalf of sheer endurance. I n presencing as such - pres-
encing which lets everything that presences stay in the region of uncon-
cealment - continuance assertsitself. I n this rebellious whiling, that which
stays awhileinsists on sheer continuation. It presences, therefore, without
and against the jointure of the while. The saying does not say that ev-
erything that presences loses itself in the dis-jointure. It says, rather, that
that which stays awhile with a view to dis-jointure, &i8évea Siknv, gives
jointure.

What does "to give" mean here? How should that which stays awhile,
presencesin dis-jointure, give jointure? Can it give what it does not have?
If it gives anything, does it not immediately give jointure away?Whither
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and how does that which presences awhile give jointure?We must ask our
guestion more clearly, that is to say, from out of the matter itself.

How should that which presencesassuch givethe jointure of itspresenc-
ing?The givingin question can consist only in the manner of presencing.
Givingisnot only giving avay. More primordial, is giving in the sense of
conceding. Giving of thiskind lets belong to another what properly belongs
to him. What belongsto what presencesisthe jointure of thewhilewhichit
enjoinsinitsarrival and departure. I n the jointure, that which stays awhile
keeps to its while. It does not strain to get away into the dis-jointure of
sheer persistence. T he jointure belongsto what stays awhilewhich, in turn,
belongsin the jointure. The jointure [Fuge] is order [Fug].

Aixn, thought out of being as presencing, isthe ordering, jointure-giving
order. A8ikia, dis-jointure, is Dis-order. It is necessary that we think this
word we have writ large in a large way - from out of its full linguistic
power.

Thatwhichstaysawhilepresencesinthatitlingers; al thewhileemerging
and passing avay, all the while the jointure of the transition from arrival
to departure continues. This lingering persistence of the transition is the
jointed continuance of what presences. It precisely does not insist on sheer
persistence. It does not fall victim to dis-jointure. It overcomes dis-order.
Lingering, its while allowswhat stays awhileto belong to its essence as to
the presencing of order. T he &:36vos names this “letting-belong-to.”

The presencing of that which presencesawhiledoesnot consist in &3ixic
assuch, not, that is, in disorder. Rather, in &186van Sikny . .. Tfis &Sikias, in
the fact that in each case what presences lets order belong. The presently
present is not a slice that is cut off and shoved between the unpresently
present; it is present insofar asit alowsitself to belong to the unpresent:

B1&oval . . . alTa Sikny. . . TTis &dikios,

they, these same beings (in surmountingit) let the order of disorder belong.
The experience of the being in its being which here comes to language is
neither pessimisticnor nihilistic. Nor isit optimistic. It remainstragic. But
that is a presumptuous word. It is likely that we will be on the track of
the essence of the tragic if, rather than trying to explain it psychologically
or aesthetically, we think its essential mode of being, the being's being, by
thinking the 81586var 8iknv . .. Tfs &dikias.

That which presences awhile, & éévra, presences insofar asit lets the
enjoining order belong. Towhom does the order of the jointure belong and
where does it belong? When and in what way does what stays awhile in
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presence give order?The saying has nothing direct to say about this, not,
at least, to the extent we have so far considered it. If we attend, however, to
the still untranslated portion it seemsto say quite unambiguously to whom
or what it isdirected:

B3186van yap ot Siknv kad Tiow dAANAo1S.

Thethingswhich stay awhilel et order belong &arnAois, to one another.
So we are generally accustomed to read the text. We relate the dAA"Aois to
the 8ixnv and Ticw, if we represent matters clearly and explicitly as Diels
does (though Nietzsche’s translation skips over the whole issue). It seems
to me, however, that relating the &AAfAcis directly to the 815éven Sikny xad
Tiow isneither linguistically demanded nor, more importantly, justified by
the matter itself. Henceit isfrom the matter itself that we must ask whether
&Afots immediately relates to sixnv, or whether it does not rather relate
only to theticw that immediately precedesit. Thediscussionhere partially
depends on how we translate the xad that stands between siknv and ticw.
But this depends on what ticis sayshere.

Oneisaccustomed to trandlate Tio1s as" penalty [Bufe].” Thisleadsusto
give 5136ven the meaning of "pay." Whatever stays awhile pays penalty: it
makes this payment as punishment (sixn). The court of justiceis complete:
not even injustice is missing, though admittedly no oneis properly able to
say inwhat it consists.

Tiois can indeed mean "penalty.” It must, however, not do so since this
does not name the essential and original meaning of the word. For Tiois
is "esteem." To esteem something means to pay heed to it and therefore
find satisfactionin what is estimablein it. The essential process of esteem,
the finding of satisfaction, can occur in what is good as the bestowing of
favour. But with respect to what is bad it can occur as penalty. This mere
explanation of the word, however, does not bring us to its matter in the
saying unless we are aready, as with &&ixia and 5ixn, thinking out of the
matter which comes to language in the saying.

According to the saying, adt& (T& #évto), the thingsthat stay awhilein
presence, stand in dis-order. Asthey whilethey tarry. They hangon. For in
the transition from arrival to departure they pass, hesitantly, through their
while. They hang on: they cling to themselves. When the things that stay
awhile hang on, they stubbornly follow the inclination to persist in such
hanging on, indeed to insist on it. They are concerned with permanent
continuance and no longer look to the Sikn, the order of the while.
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But in thisway everything that tarries pushesitself forward in opposition
to everything else. None heeds the lingering essence of the others. The
things that stay awhile are without consideration toward each other: each
isdominated by the craving for persistencein thelingering presence itself,
which givesrise to the craving. For this reason things that stay awhile do
not just drift into sheer inconsiderateness. Inconsiderateness itself pushes
them into persistence in order that they may still presence as that which
presences. Thetotality of what presences does not disintegrate into merely
inconsiderate individuals, does not dissipateitself in discontinuity. Rather,
as the saying now says,

Bi1doval . .. Tiow &AANAois:

they, things which stay awhile, let one thing belong to another: consider-
ation toward each other. The translation of Tiois as consideration better
captures the essential meaning of paying heed and esteeming. I tisthought
out of the presencing of that which stays awhile. For us, however, theword
"consideration” appliestoo directly to human existence. ticis, on the other
hand, becauseit issaid more essentialy, appliesneutrally to everything that
ispresent: ctéd (T& tévTa). Ourword " consideration” lacksnot merely the
necessary breadth but, above al, the gravity to serve as the trandation of
Tiois asit occursin the saying, and astheword corresponding to sixn, order.

Now our language possesses an old word which, interestingly enough,
we modernsknow only inits negativeform and asaterm of disparagement,
as with the word Unfug [disorder]. This usually means for us something
like inappropriate and vulgar behaviour, something perpetrated in a crude
manner.

In a similar fashion we still use the word “ruchlos [reckless?],” mean-
ing by it depraved and shameful: without Ruch [reck]. We no longer know
what Ruch means. The Middle High German “ruoche” means " solicitude,”
"care." Careconcernsitselfwith another sothat it may remain initsessence.
This concerning-itself, when thought of aswhat stays awhilein relation to
presencing, is Tiots, Ruch [reck]. Our word “geruben [to deign]” belongsto
Ruch and has nothing to do with Rube [rest]. “Geruben” means. to esteem
something, tolet or allow it to beitself. What we observed with respect to
"consideration,” that it appliesto human relationships, is true of “ruoche”
too. But we shall take advantage of the o'bsolescence of the word to adopt
it anew in an essential breadth and to speak of Ticis, which corresponds to
8ikn asorder, as Ruch [reck].



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

Insofar as things which stay awhile are not entirely abandoned to the
boundless fixation on aggrandizing themselvesinto sheerly persisting con-
tinuants - a craving which leads them to seek to expel one another from
what is presently present — they let order belong, 51586von Siknv.

Insofar asthingswhich stay awhilegive order they thereby alow, intheir
relationship to each other, reck to belong, in every case, each allowing it
to belong to the other, 8186vaa ., . xad Tiow &AARAeis. Only when we have
thought +& #vraaswhat presences, and thisasthetotality of what presences
awhile, does &anrhors receivethe significancei t hasin thesaying: within the
open region of unconcealment each tarrying thing becomes present to all
the others. Aslong aswefail to think the & &dvta, &AAAAois remains the
name of someindeterminate reciprocity within ablurred multiplicity. The
more strictly we think, in &aanois, the multiplicity of that which stays
awhile, the clearer becomes the necessary relationship of éaArAo1s to Tiow.
The more unambiguously this relation emerges, the more clearly we rec-
ognize that the &i186veu. .. Tiow &AAfAcis, each giving reck to the other,
is the manner in which things which stay awhilein presence occupy the
while; that isto say, 8186van Bixny, givingorder. Thekai between diknv and
Tiow isnot the vacuousconjunction "and.” It signifies, rather, the essentia
conseguence. When the things that presence give order they do it by, as
things that stay awhile, according each other reck. The surmounting of dis-
order properly occurs through the letting-belong of reck. This meansthat
in the &3ikio, as the essential consequence of dis-order, lies the non-reck
[Un-Ruch), the reckless:

SiBdval. .. altd Sikny kal Tiow dAANAcls T &Bikiag

—theylet order belong and thereby also reck, onefor another (insurmount-
ing) the dis-order.

L etting-belong, asthexai says, issomething twofold. For the essenceof the
govraisdoubly determined. T he thingswhich stay awhilecometo presence
from out of the jointure between approach and withdrawal. They presence
in the"between" of atwofold absence. They presencein each time of their
while. They presence as the presently present. With aview to their while
they grant reck, and even awhile, to the others. But to whom do the things
that presence allow the order of the jointure to belong?

The now-explicated second clause of the saying does not answer this
guestion. Butit givesusahint. For thereremainsaword wehave overl ooked:
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Sidévon yop alTé. .., "belonging, namely,they alow ...” Theyap, "for"
or "namely," introducesagrounding. In any case, the second clause explains
how what issaid in the previous clause behaves asit issaid.

What does the trandated second clause of the saying say?Of the éévrq,
of that whichispresent, it saysthat, as that which staysawhile, it isreleased
into the recklessdis-order; and it tells how, as so present, it surmounts the
dis-orderinasmuch asit dlowsorder and reck to belong oneto another. This
letting-bel ong istheway i n which what staysawhilestays, and so presences
aswhat ispresent. Thesecond clauseof the saying nameswhat presencesin
the manner of its presencing. T he saying speaksof the presencing of what
is present. It places this in the brilliance of thought. The second clause
provides the explication of the presencing of what is present.

It follows that the first clause must name presencing itself, nameit, in-
deed, insofar asit determinesthat which is present as such. For only to the
extent that it does this can the second clause, in its reference back to the
first, explicate presence via that which presences. Presencing, in relation to
that which is present, isalwaysthat according towhich thelatter presences.
Thefirst clause names that presencing "according to which ...” Only its
last three words are preserved:

.. KOTA TO YpECOV

Thisistrandated: "according to necessity.” To start with we shall leave &
¥pewv untranslated. Yet given the explication of the second clause and the
nature of its reference back to thefirst, two reflections are in order. First,
that it names the presencing of what is present; second, that if ypecov thinks
the presencing of what is present, then, somehow, therelation of presencing
towhat ispresent isthought; or it may prove otherwise, that the rel ation of
being to the being, can only come from being, can only rest in the essence
of being.

The word kard precedes té ypscov. It means "down from above" or
"from over there." It refers back to something from which something
lower comes to presence, as from something higher, and as its conse-
quent. That in reference to which the xorré is said, contains within itself
an incline [Gefalle] dong which other things have falen out in this or
that way.

But in which inclination [Gefallelandin conseguence of what can what
presences be present as such, if not as a consequence and inclination of
presencing?Things that stay awhile stay xat& T& ypeiv. However we are
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to think the & xpecov, the word is the earliest name for what is thought as
the 26v of #6vra; T pecov IS the oldest namein which thinking brings the
being of beingsto language.

That which staysawhilein presence presences by surmounting reckless
dis-order, the &8iwkia, which itself prevailsin the while as an essential pos-
sihility. The presencing of what presencesis such a surmounting. Thisis
accomplished when the things that stay awhile allow order to belong and
thereby reck, one to another. The answer to the question of to whom the
order belongs has been given. It belongs to that within which presencing,
and that means surmounting, presences. Order is katd 6 xpecov. At this
point the essence of the xpecov begins to shine, abeit at first from a great
distance. If, as the essence of presencing, t6 xpecov is essentialy related to
what is present then it must be implicit in this relation that o ypeov dis-
poses order and with it reck. The ypecov disposes matters so that, within
it, that which is present lets order and reck belong. The xpecov lets such
disposing reach to that whichis present and so grantsit the manner of its
arrival, the while of its staying awhile.

That which is present presences by surmounting the dis- of disorder,
the & of &8ikic. This&md in &Sikia correspondsto the karé of xpecov. The
transitional y&p in the second clause arches over from the one to the other.

Sofar, we have attempted to think the meaning of o xpecov only via the
reference of the saying's second clause back to it, without asking about the
word itself. What does o ypscov mean?T he first word of the saying's text
we elucidate last because, according to the matter, it is thefirst. According
to which matter?T he matter of the presence of what presences. But to be
the being of beings® is the matter® of being.

The grammatical form of the enigmatically ambiguous genitive names
agenesis, an origin® of what is present from out of presencing. Yet, along
with theessenceof each of these, the essenceof this origin remains hidden.
Not only that, but even the relation between presence and what presences
isstill unthought. From earliest timesit hasseemed asthough presence and
what is present are each something for themselves. Unintentionally, pres-
ence itself became something present. Represented in terms of something
present it became that which is above everything elsethat is present and so

2 First edition, 1950. Reference to the ontological difference.

I First edition, 1g50. Destiny.

¢ First edition, 1950. | n the radiance of presencing, that which presences appears, cormes forth.
Theradiance itself never appears!
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the highest of beings that are present. As soon as presence is named, it is
aready represented as a present being. Fundamentally, presence assuch is
not distinguished from what is present. I tis taken to be only the most uni-
versal and highest of present beingsand hence as one of them. The essence
of presence together with the difference® between presence and what is
present remains forgotten. The oblivion of being is oblivion to the difference
between being and the being.

But oblivion to the differenceis by no meansthe result of aforgetfulness
of thinking. Oblivion of being belongstothat essenceof beingwhichititself
conceals. It belongs so essentially to the destiny of being that the dawn of
this destiny begins as the unveiling of what presencesin its presence. This
means. the destiny of being begins with oblivion of being so that being,
together with its essence, its difference from the being, keepstoitself. The
difference collapses. It remainsforgotten. Though the two elements of the
difference, that which is present and presencing, disclose themselves, they
do not do so as different. Rather, even the early traces of the difference
are extinguished through presencing, appearing as something present and
emerging as the highest of beingsthat are present.

Oblivion to the difference with which the destiny of being begins - so
as to complete itself in such destiny - is not a deficiency. Rather, it is the
richest and broadest event in which the world-history of the West achieves
its resolution. It is the event of metaphysics. What now is stands in the
shadow of the destiny of oblivion of being that has already preceded it.

The difference between being and the being, however, can be experi-
enced as something forgotten only if it isunveiled along with the presenc-
ing of what is present; only if it has |eft atrace, which remains preserved
in the language, to which being comes. Thinking along these lines, we may
surmise that the difference has shown up more in the earlier than in the
later word of being - though never having been named as such. Illumina-
tion of the difference, therefore, cannot mean that the difference appears
as the difference. On the contrary, it may be that the relation to what is
present announces itself in presencing as such, in such away, indeed, that
presencing comes to speak asthisrelation.

Theearly word of being, o ypecov, names such arelation. But wewould
be deceiving ourselveswere we to think that we could locate the difference

* First edition, 1950. The dif-ference [Unter-Schied] is infinitely different from al being,
which remains being df the being. It is therefore inappropriate any longer to designate the
difference with “Sein [being]" whether itiswritten with an i or with a“y.”
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and gain access to its essence merely by persisting with etymological dis-
section of the word ypscov for long enough. Only when we experience his-
torically what has not been thought - oblivion of being - asthat whichisto
be thought, and only when we have pondered at length what has been long
experienced, may the early word perhaps speak in later recollection.

ypewv is generally tranglated as ™ necessity.” By that one understandsthe
compelling, the inescapable it must be." But it is a mistake to focus ex-
clusively on this secondary meaning. xpecov is derived from xpéw, xpdopan.
Thissuggests xsip, the hand. xp&w means. | handle something, reach for
it, extend my hand to it. Thus, at the same time, yp&w means. to place
in someone's hands, to hand over and deliver, to let something belong to
someone. Such adeliveryis, however, of akind which keepsthe transfer in
hand, and with it what istransferred.

Originally, therefore, the participia contains nothing of compulsion or
"must." Just alittle, however, does the word xpecov - originally or ever -
denote ratification or ordering.

If we attend fully to thefact that the word must be thought from within
Anaximander’s saying, then it can only name what is essential in the pres-
encing ¢ what is present, together with the relation which is announced
— darkly enough - in the genitive. To ypecov is thus the handing over of
presencing, a handing over which hands out presencing to what is present,
and therefore keepsin hand, in other words, preservesin presencing, what
is present as such.

Therelationtowhat ispresent that prevailsin theessenceof presencingis
unique. Itiscomparablewith no other relation. It belongsto the uniqueness
of being itself. In order to name the essence of being, therefore, language
would have to find something unique, the unique word. From this one can
gather how daringisevery thoughtful word that isaddressed to being. Such
daringis, nonetheless, notimpossiblesince, in the most diverseways, being
speaks everywhere and dways, in every language. T he difficultylieslessin
the discovery, in thought, of being's word than in preserving the purity of
the discovered word in authentic thinking.

Anaximander says. to yxpecov. We venture a translation which sounds
strange and can easily be misunderstood: & xpecov usage [Brauchy.

In this translation we attribute to the Greek word a meaning that is
neither foreign to the word itself nor contrary to the matter discussed in
the saying. Nonetheless, the tranglation makes strenuous demands. Even
if we bear in mind that all trandlation in the fidld of thought makes such
demands, it does not hide this character.
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Towhat extent is 6 ypecov usage? T he strangeness of the trandlation is
ameliorated by thinking our word more clearly. Generally, we understand
"to use" to mean to utilize and need within the area of that to the use
of which we enjoy aright. As the trandation of T& ypecov, "usage” is not
to be understood in these customary but secondary meanings. Rather, we
attend to the root meaning: to use is sruchen [to brook?],in Latin frui, in
German fruchten, Fruchr [t0 bear fruit, fruit]. We trandate thisfreely as"to
enjoy [geniessen]” which, inits original form [niessen], means to take joy in
something and so to haveitin use. Only inits secondary meaning does"'to
enjoy" come to mean to consume and gobble up. We encounter what we
have called the root meaning of "to use" as frui when Augustinesays" Quid
enim ext aliud quod dicirmus frui, nisi praesto habere, quod diligis?”* (D€ moribus
ecclesize, 1ib. | €. 3; cf. De doctrina christiana, 1ib. |, C. 2-4). Frui contains:
preesto habere. Praesto, praesiturn means in Greek Ymokeipsvov, that which
aready lies before us in unconcealment, the odcia, that which presences
awhile. Accordingly, "to use”" says: to let something that is present come
to presence as such. Frui, bruchen [t0 brook], to use, usage, means: to hand
something over to its own essence and, as so present, to keep it in the
protecting hand.

Inthetrandation of T& ypecv, usageisthought of asessential presencing
in being itself. Bruchen [t0 brook], frui, is now no longer predicated of
enjoyment ashuman behavior; nor isitsaidin rel ationto any beingwhatever,
even the highest (fruitio Dei as the beatitudo horninis). Rather, "usage” now
designatesthewayinwhich beingitself presencesastherelationship towhat
is present which is concerned and handles it aswhat is present: o ypecv.

Usage hands over what is present to its presencing; to, that is, itswhile.
Usageimpartstoit the portion of itswhile. Thewhile, apportioned in each
caseto what stays, restsin the jointure which disposeswhat presencesin the
passage between the two absences (arrival and departure). The jointure of
the while confines and bounds what presences as such athing. That which
presences awhile, t& tévta, presenceswithin its boundary (mépcrs).

Astheapportioning of participation in the jointure, usageisthedestining
decree: the disposal of order and therebyreck. Use handsout order and reck
by, in advance, reserving toitself what ishanded out, gatheringitintoitself,
and sheltering it aswhat is present in presencing.

Usage, however, disposing order and so containing that which pres-
ences, hands out boundaries. As 16 ypecov, therefore, it isat the same time
7o &meipov, that which iswithout boundaries since its essence consistsin
sending the boundary of thewhile to that which presencesawhile.
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According to the tradition reported in Simplicius commentary on
Aristotle’s Phydcs Anaximander is supposed to have said that that which
presences has its essentia origin in that which presences without bounds:
&py® Tév dvtwov o &meipov. What is without bounds is not disposed
by order and reck. It is not one of the things that are present but rather
TO Y PEV.

Disposing order and reck, usage releasesthe present being and delivers
each to its while. By doing so, however, it placesit in permanent danger
that itstarryingin the whilewill petrify into mere persistence. Thus, at the
same time, usage hands presencing over into dis-order. Usage conjoins the
“dis-.”

For this reason what stays awhilein presence can cometo presence only
insofar as it allows order and reck to belong: to usage. What presences
always presences katd T xpecov, Within the lines of usage. Usage is the
disposingand preserving gathering of what presencesawaysintoitstarrying
presence.

The translation of & ypecov 8 "usage” is not based on etymological or
lexica considerations. T he choice of the word is based, rather, on a prior
trandation of thought which triesto think the difference within the essence
of being, in the destining beginningof oblivion of being. " Usage™ isdictated
to thinkingin the experience of oblivion of being. A trace of what properly
remains to be thought in the word "usage” is presumably to befound in o
xpewv. This trace quickly vanishesin the destining of being which unfolds
in world-history as Western metaphysics.

Thinking what presences in its presence, Anaximander's saying expli-
cates that which is named by T ypecov. What is thought as xpecov in the
sayingisthefirst and highest thoughtful interpretation of what the Greeks
experienced under the designation Moipo, as the allotment of lots. Both
gods and men are subordinate to Moipa. Td ypecwv, USAge, is the hand-
ingin and handing over of everything that presences, each to itswhilein
unconceal ment.

Th ypecov harbours within it the still-hidden essence of the lighting-
sheltering gathering. Usage is gathering: 6 Aéyos. Out of the essence of
the Adyos, thought in this way, the essence of being is determined as the
unifying One: "Ev. Parmenides thinks this same"Ev. He thinks the unity
of this unifying One explicitly as Molpa (Fragment 8 in Diels, Fragmente
der Torsokratiker). Thought out of the essential experience of being, Molpa
corresponds to the Aéyos of Heraclitus. The essence of Molpaand Aéyos
is thoughtfully prefigured in Anaximander's Xpecv.
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To hunt for dependencies and influences between thinkersis a misun-
derstanding of thought. What every thinker is dependent onis the address
of being. The extent of this dependence determines the freedom from ir-
relevant influences. The broader the dependence the more capacious the
freedom of thought; and therefore the danger that it will wander past what
was once thought only, perhaps, to think the same.

We latecomers, admittedly, must, in recollection, first have thought
Anaximander's saying in order to meditate on the thought of Parmenides
and Heraclitus. If we have doneso, then theview that the philosophy of the
oneisadoctrine of being, the other a doctrine of becoming is exposed as a
misunderstanding.

But to think Anaximander's saying we must first of al - but then again
and again - take the simple step by means of which we cross over to what
that adways unspoken word #6v, #évta, elvon Says. It says: presencing in
unconcealment. Still concealed in the word is this: presencing izself brings
unconced mentwith it. Unconceal mentitselfispresencing. They arethesame,
though not identical.

What is present is that which, presently and unpresently, presences
in unconceal ment. Along with "AAr8eia, which belongs to the essence of
being, the Anon remains completely unthought and, as a consequence,
"presently” and "un-presently” as well; that is to say, the area of the
open region within which every being that presences arrives and in
which the presencing-to-one-another of beings that stay is unfolded and
delimited.

Since the being is that which, having arrived in unconcealment, pres-
ences in the manner of staying awhile, it can - lingering there - appear.
Appearance is an essential consequence of presencing and of its nature.
Only what appesars - thinking this alwaysfrom within presencing - shows
visage and aspect. Only thinking which, from the beginning, has thought
being in the sense of presencing in unconcealment can think the present-
ing of what presences as i5¢a. Yet what stays awhile in presences stays at
the same time as that which is brought forth into unconcealment. It is so
brought forth when, arising out of itself, it brings itself forth. Or it is so
brought forth whenitis pro-duced by man. In both caseswhat comesforth
into unconcealment is, in a certain sense, an Epyov, thought in the Greek
manner: something brought forth. The presencing of what presences, its
Epyov character thought in the light of presence, can be experienced as
that which presencesin brought-forth-ness. Thisisthe presencing of what
presences. The being of the being is évépyeic.
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Thisgvépyaiawhich Aristotle thinksasthefundamental character of pres-
encing, of ¢4v, the i8¢ which Plato thinks as the fundamental character of
presencing, the Aéyos which Heraclitus thinks as the fundamental charac-
ter of presencing, the Moipa which Parmenides thinks as the fundamental
character of presencing, the Xpécov which Anaximander thinks as what is
essential in presencing, dl name the same. I n the concealed richnessof the
same lies the unity of the unifying One, the“Ev which, in his own way, is
thought by every thinker.

M eanwhile, an epoch of being soon arrivesinwhich évépyeixistranslated
into actualitas. The Greek is shut awvay and appears, right up to our own
times, only inits Roman guise. Actualitas becomesreality. Reality becomes
objectivity. But even this, in order to remain in its essence as objectivity,
requires the character of presencing. It is the "presence” in the represen-
tation Of representing. T he decisive turn [Wende]in the destiny of being as
gvépyeia IS the transition to actualitas.

Could a mere trandation have caused al this? But perhaps we have
learned to consider what can happen in trandation. The truly destining
encounter of historical languagesis asilent event. But in it the destining of
being speaks. I nto what languageis the land of the evening rrunslated?

Wewill now try to translate Anaximander's saying:

L KaT TO Ypecovt Bi1d6var yap aUTd Blknv kod Tiow &AANAols Tiis &Sikias.

...along theline of usage; for they let order and reck belong to one another (in the
surmounting) of dis-order.

This trandlation cannot be scientificaly established: nor should we have
faithin it on the basis of some kind of authority. Scientific proof will not
take us far enough. Faith has no placein thought. We can only reflect on
the trandation by thinking through the saying. Thinking, however, is the
poeticizing of the truth of beingin the historical dialogue between those
who think.

For this reason the saying will never speak to us so long & we explain
itin a merely historical and philological manner. Strangely enough, the
saying first speaksto uswhen we lay aside the claims of our usual mode of
representing, as we ask ourselvesin what the confusion of today’s world-
destiny consists.

Man isabout to hurl himself upon the entire earth and itsatmosphere, to
arrogate to himself the hidden working of naturein the form of energy, and
to subordinate the course of history to the plansand orderings of aworld
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government. This same defiant man is incapable of saying simply what is;
of sayingwhat thisis, that athingis.

Thetotality of beings is the single abject of a singular will to conguer.
Thesimplicity of beingis buried under asingular oblivion.

What mortal can fathom the abyss of this confusion?In the face of this
abyssone cantry to shut one's eyes. One can erect oneillusionafter another.
The abyss does not retreat.

Theories of nature, doctrines about history, do not remove the confu-
sion. They further confuse things until they are unrecognizable, since they
themselves are nourished by the confusion which surrounds the difference
between beings and being.

Is there any rescue? It comes first and only when the danger is. The
danger is when being itself reaches its extremity and when the oblivion
which issuesfrom beingitsalf turns about.?

But what if being, in its essence, needsto use [raucht] the essenceof man?
What if the essence of man restsin thinking the truth of being?

Then thinking must poeticizeon theenigma of being. It bringsthe dawn
of thought into proximity to that which is to be thought.

2 First edition, 1950. The set-up [das Gestell] asthe utmost oblivionand, at the sametime, an
intimation of the Event.



Notes

The Origin o the Work of Art

1 A car manufactured by the (now defunct) Adler company.

2 Conrad Ferdinand Meyer (1825-98), Swiss poet.

3 "Conflict isfor al the creator that causes to emerge but for all the dominant
preserver. For it makes some to appear as gods, others as men; and it creates
some as daves, others as freemen.”

4 Ent-schlossenheit. Heidegger's hyphenated version of this normally unhyphen-
ated word emphasizesits literal meaning: un-closedness. Compare Being and
Time, trans. J. Macquarie and E. Robinson (Oxford: Blackwell, 1962), p. 346,
footnote 3.

5 Pp.323-36.

6 See"The Question Concerning Technology" in The Question Concerning Tech-
nology and Other Essays, trans. W. Lovitt (New York: Harper and Row, 1977),
pp. 3-35. Lovitt trandates Ge-szell as" Enframing."

The Age of the World Picture

1 Heidegger's appendices to this essay begin on p. 73 below.

2 "Argument from the things" in place of "argument from the [authoritative]
word."

3 "For thought and being are the same thing."

4 Heidegger ismistaken here. The poem actually continues through several more
stanzas.

5 The reference is to Ernst Jiinger's " Die totale Mobilmachung” in Blatter und
Steine (Hamburg: Hanseatische Verlaganstalt, 1934).

Hegel’s Concept of Experience

1 The translation of Hegel is based on J. B. Baillies translation (1910) of The
Phenomenology of Mind. | t has been lightly revised here, mainly to be made more
literal in those instances where greater literalness is important in Heidegger's
andysis.

2 See also, e.g., Hegel, Vorlesungen, ed. Pierre Garniron and Walter Jaeschke
(Hamburg: F. Meiner, 1986), val. IX, p. 88.
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Hegel, Werke, ed. EvaMoldenhauer and Karl Markus Michel (Frankfurt, 1970),
vol. II: Jenaer Schriften, 1801-1807, p. 558.

"TheMind'sJourney into God" isthetitle of awork by St. Bonaventure.

To know, wissen, devel oped from an Indo-European root meaning "to see," the
past participle of which acquired thesense of "toknow" in German. Greek offers
an analogous formation: oisa (perfect used as present tense "'l know™) derived
from *iseo (((I see”).

Nietzsche’s Word: "God |Is Dead"

Cf. Hegel, Faith and Knowledge, trans. Walter Cerf and H. S. Harris (Albany,
NY: SUNY Press, 1977), p. 190.

From the opening of The Will to Power:"Nihilism is standing at the door. But
where did this eeriest of al guests comefrom?"

"Self-consciousness' trandates Selbsthewusstsein, which means both self-
conscio'usnessand self-assertion.

4 From thefirst sentenceof thefirst of Descartes’ Meditationes de prima philosophia.

Aw N —

The Latin word cogitatio, "thinking," "reflections,” "thought," Heidegger de-
rives from co-agitatio, "driving or movement [along with]"; it shares its prefix
with the Latin word conscientia, " consciousness," which we areimplicitly invited
to seeas" knowing [alongwith]." Becauseof its prefix, we have been prepared to
read the German word Gewissen, " conscience," as "a gathering of knowledge."
The French word consdence means ™ consciousness.”

Tustitia nihil aliud...: "Justice is nothing but order or perfection in respect
to minds." Primariae Mundi unitates: "the primary unities of the world." See
Philosophische Schriften, ed. C. 1. Gerhardt (Berlin: 1890), vol. VII, pp. 290-91.
A termthat appearshalf adozen timesin Thus Spoke Zarathustra. |t occursfirst at
theend of Part |, immediately following the sentence Heidegger quotes above
(p. 1go): "'All the godsare dead: it isnow our will that the overmzan livel' — may this
be our last wish on the great noontide."

Parmenides, “for there is being (a being)," discussed by Heidegger in, e.g., the
"Letter on 'Hutnanism™"' (1946).

Why Poes?

"The Wanderer," line 99.

"The Vocation of the Poet," line 64.

"Bread and Wine," lines 139—o.

"Mnemosyne," lines14-19. Heidegger refersto Hellingrath's edition (Samtliche
Werke, Berlin: Propylaen, 1923). Subsequent editors, in establishing the precise
textof thispoem,andin particular that of thefirst strophe, sometimesdifferfrom

I-lellingrath. Some editions print a manuscript variant giving an explicit subject

(das Echo) to the verb "turns." Most subsequent editors print "reichen...an"

rather than"reichen...in" (thatis, "reach toward" rather than "reachinto" the

abyss).
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NOTES TO PAGES z202-277

Line 74.

"Bread and Wine," line 147.

"The Rhineg," line 180 " Then men and gods celebrate their nuptials.”

"With al its eyes the creature sees the open.”

From Rilke’s poem beginning " Solang du Selbstgeworfenes fingst” ["As long
asyou catch what you yourself have thrown"].

The pure Bezug: Sonnetsto Orpheusll, 13, line 6; the whole Bezug: "To some it
islikewine" ["Manchenist Sewie Wein”], lines 17-18; thereal Bezug: Sonnets
to Orphens |, 12, line 6; the clearest Bezug: Sonnetsto Orpheusl, 6, lines 1o-11;
the other Bezug: Duino Elegies| X, lines 21-23.

From the poem " Forest pond, tender, withdrawn" ["Waldteich, weicher,insich
gekehrter"].

"Patmos [Erste Niederschrift]," lines 3-4.

An dlusionto Rilke’s poem "Turning," lines46-47; " Thework of thevisageis
done, do heart-work now."

Sonnetsto OrpheusTl, 13, line 1: "Be ahead of al parting...”

Anaximander'sSaying

Land des Abends.1n German, " Abendland,"” literally," Land of theEvening," means
"the West."

An old meaning of “reck” is" care, heed, consideration, regard."

In an old usage, "'to brook” means "to enjoy the use of, to profit by, to hold."
"For what else do we mean when we say frui if not to have at hand something
especidly prized?”
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Lis of souross

"TheOrigindf theWorkof Arz.” Thefirstversionrepresents thecontentsof alecture

delivered on the November 13, 1935 to the Art-Historical Society of Freiburgin
Breisgau, and repeated in January 1936 in Ziirich, at theinvitation of thestudent
body of the University. The present version consists of three lectures delivered
on November 17, November 24, and December 4, 1936 in the Freies Deutsches
Hochstift of Frankfurt on the Main. The Epilogue was written some time |ater.
The Appendix was written in 1956 and first appeared in the specia edition of
the essay that appeared in Reclam’s Universal-Bibliothek in 1960. T he text of the
essay presented here has been lightly reworked and, aswith thelast version of the
Reclam edition, has been more extensively divided into paragraphs.

"The Age d theWorld Picture” Thelecturewas delivered onJune 9, 1938 under the

title " The Founding of the Modern World Picture by Metaphysics." It was the
last of aseries of lectures on the foundations of the world picture of modernity,
organized by the art-historical, scientific, and medical societiesof Freiburg. The
Appendiceswere written at the same time but not delivered.

“Hegel’s Conogpt of Experience” T he contents of the essay were deliveredin aform
more suited to the classroomin seminars on Hegel’s The Phenomenology of Spirit
and Aristotle’s Metaphysics (BooksIV and IX) during 1942/3, and during the same
period presented in two lectures before asmaller audience.

"Nietzsche'sWord: 'God Is Dead.' ” The main part of thiswas repeated several times

before small audiencesin 1943. The contentsare based on the Nietzsche lectures
delivered over fivesemesters between 1936 and 1940 at the University of Freiburg.
They undertake the task of grasping Nietzsche's thought as the completion of
Western metaphysicsfrom out of the history of being. T he passagesquoted from
Nietzsche's worksfollow the large octavo edition.

"Why Poets?' The lecture was delivered to a small audience to commemorate the

twentiethanniversary of the death of R. M. Rilke (hedied on December 29,1926).
On the question of the text see the work of Ernst Zinn in Euphorion, new series,

37 (1936), pp. 125ff.
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Anaximander’s Saying." T he pieceistaken from an essay writtenin 1 946. For textua
criticiamsee, too, Franz Dirlmeier, " The Statement of Anaximander of Miletus,”
Rbeinisches Museum fiir Philologie, new sexies, 87 (1938), pp. 376-82. | agreewith
the delimitation of Anaximander's text, though not with the bass on whichiit is
done.

In the meantime, the essays have been revised severd timesand, in places, dlarified.
Their structure and respective leves d reflection have been preserved and with
them, the differing uses o language.

Editor'sepilogue to the seventh edition
o Holzwege

1

For the sixth edition (1980) of Holzwege, the improved text from the Col-
lected Works (volume V') was used for the first time; however, it dropped
the marginalia which Heidegger wrote in his own copies of the text and
which were printed in the Collected Worksas footnotes. T he seventh edition
presented here now aso includes these marginalia; thus in al subsequent
printings, this edition will be identical in respect to both word and page
number with volume V of the Collected Works

Since the sixth edition, the text of the essay " The Origin of the Art-
work” is the version which Heidegger revised for its separate publication
in Reclam’s Universa-Bibliothek in 1960. In comparison with the version
printed previouslyin Holzwege, various passageshave been lightly reworked,
it has been more extensively divided into paragraphs, and it has been en-
larged through the addition of an appendix written in 1956.

Thiseditiontakesitstext from the new edition of Holzwegein the Collected
Woaorks and therefore aso incorporates afew stylistic and clarifying correc-
tions marked by Heidegger in his own copies of the work. Since they are
concerned merely with polishing the style, their character is distinct from
that of the marginal comments about particular passages. Even theway that
Heidegger made use of proof correction marks to distinguish them makes
them stand in contrast to themarginal comments. According to Heidegger's
instructions, such correctionsin the text are not to be explicitlyindicated.

For the publication of Holzwege in the Collected Worksafew obviouserrors
by Heidegger in spelling and punctuation were silently corrected.

T he printing of the marginaliafrom Heidegger's own copiesrequiresafew
explanations. The small superscript letters introduced in the text refer to
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the marginaliareproduced in thefootnotes. I n Heidegger's copies, we find
margina comments either on the margins of the pages or, if it is a copy
with blank pagesinserted for corrections, also on the pages designed for
that purpose. The words in the text to which the editor assigned a small
superscript letter were chosen in accordance with the reference marks the
author himself set down or, when these were lacking, from the sense of the
context.

There is a working copy of the first edition of Hozwege (1950).
"Messlurch working copy™ iswritten in handwriting on the endpaper. For
the essay " The Origin of the Artwork,” there isin addition a separate copy
from the third edition of Holzwege (1957) and two copies of its special pub-
lication in Reclam’s Universd-Bibliothek (1960), of which the one most used
had been printed with blank pages interleaved within the text. From that
copy the greatest number of margina comments have been taken. Martin
Heidegger had specifically emphasized their importance to the editor.

The compilation of the marginaliawas prepared by the editor in accor-
dancewith the guidelinesgiven by the author. These obligated him to make
a selection of the handwritten remarks that was as concise as possible, aim-
ingonly at theessential. Moreover, despite their brevity they had to beclear
to readers. A margina comment is essential and communicable to areader
when it hasthe character of asubstantive note on a passagethat is suited to
advance the reader's comprehension. I n this sense, there are three respects
in which margina notes are essential: first, they can be a clarification of a
passage that remains on the same level of reflection as the passage; second,
we encounter self-critical remarks that belong to alevel of reflection that
has altered; third, we meet with entries in which the substantial relation
between akey word from alater period and an earlier thought isindicated.

Thecharacter of themarginaliaand the circumstancesinwhich they were
composed prevent the marginal comments from being dated securely and
unambiguously. With few exceptions, they were not developed as, for ex-
ample, appendices or self-contained short texts; rather, they often emerged
only asisolated bitsin the course of repeated readings and consultations. I n
most casesit isamatter of chance fragments of thought that were recorded
hastily. It is obviousthat such notesin the course of reading and re-reading
cannot be dated like textswhich an author has prepared.

The dates of the editions used as working copies, given in the foomotes
before each marginal comment, provide an aid for orienting oneself toward
a rough dating. The marginalia selected from the Messkirch copy were
written between 1950 and 1976. The marginal commentsto theessay "' The
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Origin of the Artwork” derived from both working copies of the Reclam
edition, were composed in the period between 1960 and 1976.

However, there is no point in dating the marginaliaif we are occupied
with it for itsown sake and not, rather, in theinterest of thoughtfully map-
ping out the different stations that Martin Heidegger occupied aong the
path of thisthinlung. Thosewho haveread Heidegger's workscarefully and
repeatedly will know themselvesto be in a position to relate the margina
comments, on the basis of their intellectual content and style, to an earlier
or later stage of Heidegger's path.

Because the marginalia were written as notes in the course of reading
over along period of time, beginning with the year of publication of each
edition that was used as aworking copy and often continuing through later
editions, they must not be taken as awhole to constitute the author's final
word on hiswritings. Thisis especialy true with the remarks that belong
to alevel of reflection of astage that has already been traversed. However,
to say thisis not to foster the opinion that only the marginaia from the
philosopher's last stage are of interest, as though he abandoned the ones
that had led the way. H e did not seek out a new stage because the previous
one proved to be fdse, but rather because the same matter for thinking
revealeditself to himinaway that had been transformed. Each one of these
way stations gives proof of itstruth in thefact that it granted a questioning
step in asking aquestion of being. Just aswe may not renounce the writing
from an earlier stage, so too the margina comments that stem from an
earlier level of reflection retain their own weight.

E-W. V. Herrmann
Freiburg, September 1, 1994
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anwesen

das Anwesende
bergen

der Bezug

die Bildung
das Ereignis
die Eroffnung
gewohnlich

helil

heimisch
Herrschaft
dieKehre
kehren
dieLichtung
der Riss

das Seiende
das Seiende im Ganzen

die Stitte

ungeheuer

die Unverborgenheit
dieWende

Glosay

to presence, to come to presence, to be present
that which presences, that which is present
to shelter, to conceal, to bring to safety
attraction, attractive relation, relation
formation of consciousness

the Event

opening up, disclosing

ordinary, familiar, habitual

integral, whole

at home, homely

rule, mastery

reversal, turning

reverse, turn

clearing, illumination, lighting

design, rift

beings, the being, that which is

beingsintheir entirety, beingsasawhole, beings
asatotality

site, place

extraordinary, avesome
unhiddenness, unconcea ment
turning, turning point

200

wesen

das Wesen

die Wirklichkeit
das Zeugsein
der Zug

GLOSSARY

to presence, to cometo presence, to essence, to beinan
essential way, to be essentially

essence, nature, creature

reality, actuality, effective reality
equipmentality, equipmental being
draft, pull, tugging, traction

201
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