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Introduction

The twentieth century was, arguably, a relatively short century:
most would agree that it lasted for only 75 years, from 1914 to
1989. Martin Heidegger was, perhaps with Jean-Paul Sartre, one
of the two philosophers that left more of an indelible mark on the
intellectual landscape of that century than any other. (Wittgenstein,
with all due respect, plays in another league.) Sartre himself bowed
to Heidegger and claimed that philosophy in the twentieth century
without Heidegger was unthinkable and, for any philosopher writ-
ing after Being and Time (1927), impossible.

Heidegger’s works cover a span of some 65 years, from 1910
to 1975. They are much alike to what Goethe called his Faust: an
“incommensurable production.” They belong to all imaginable
philosophical and literary genres, from formal treatises via dia-
logues and philosophical interpretations of poetry to poems of his
own. They go back to his roots deep in the romanticism and Kultur-
kampf of nineteenth century Germany. They are profoundly af-
fected by the two devastating World Wars that were cultural and
technological watetsheds both; they exhibit, if only on a highly ab-
stract level, the tension of the ideological competition between the
two opposing totalitarian systems striving for world domination,
namely, fascism and communism; they are contextualized by the
two catastrophies of world-historical proportion, the Holocaust
and Hiroshima, which Heidegger equated. He died well before the
end of the cold war and German unification, toward both of which
he was largely indifferent.

In lecturing about Aristotle in the early 1920s, Heidegger is often
quoted as having said: “He was born, he worked, and he died.” If
this is indeed the way the philosopher of facticity, of the historical
and existential situatedness of Da-sein spoke about the relationship
of a concrete, existential subject’s biography to his works, then we
should follow his thinking, not his public pronouncements. There
are good reasons for the supposition that Heidegger owes the ma-
jority of his philosophical insights not so much to the tradition of
Western thought, but to the influence of his intellectual, political,
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and emotional socialization. The basic tenets of this socialization
stem from his Catholic upbringing and, later, the trauma of his
break with the faith of his youth; they are indebted to his growing
up in the pre-industrial, artisanal, and rural landscape in one of the
Southern provinces of Germany, with its forceful dialect; they are,
ultimately, traceable to his, mostly vicarious, experience of “war”
and destruction and the lures of a pied-piper ideology. To look in-
to Heidegger the man, is to un-conceal the concealed code of his
philosophy.

Lasting Impressions

Heidegger was born in 1889, in the small southern German town
of MeBkirch where his father was a sexton of the local Catholic
church. From very early on, Catholicism and landscape, church
steeples and bell towers, visible from afar high above the fir trees of
the Black Forest, together with the unquestioning faith of a rugged
peasantry, blend together in Heidegger’s imagination to form a last-
ing picture of a wholesome “being-in-the-world.” In his first publi-
cation while a student of theology, a newspaper report on the
unveiling of a monument to the seventeenth-century Vienna court
preacher Abraham a Sancta Clara in 1910, he conjures up the spirit
of this, by anybody’s count reactionary, orator to ‘“‘grow into a
powerful ferment in the preservation of the health of the people’s
soul.” ! What threatens to endanger the health of the people’s soul
is what later analysts of the dawning twentieth century have called
its “nervosity,” which the young Heidegger captures, and over
which he waxes almost lyrically:

The ground-shaking rage for all that is new, the insane eclipsing of
the deeper spiritual values of life and art, the modernistic sense of
life directed toward incessantly changing stimuli of the moment, the
suffocatingly sticky atmosphere of today’s art in all its manifesta-
tions—these are indications of decadence, of a sad lapse from the
healthy life. . . .2

This nervosity of the age is, of course, most strongly felt in the
cities. The modern city, the metropolis before World War I is no
longer “‘up on the hill,” like the Puritans’ “New Jerusalem” or
Plato’s Athens, but “down,” like the harbor town Piraeus of the
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“Republic,” bustling with commerce and the glitter of a new age.
Heidegger’s city is “Protestant” at best, but more likely “Jewish”
and “heathen.” Only the city of Vienna is an exception: for its pro-
tection it had, according to Heidegger, two men “of Providence for
the city under siege”: Abraham a Sancta Clara at the time of an
impending Turkish, i.e., Muslim invasion and, in recent times,
when the city was under siege from Jewish intellectualism and turn-
of-the-century decadence, the—anti-Semitic—Mayor Karl Lueger
(1844-1910), Adolf Hitler’s role model.

This anti-city syndrome is pervasive in German conservative Ca-
tholicism: it prompted Germany’s first post-World War II chancel-
lor, Konrad Adenauer, to establish the capital of the new Germany
in the small Catholic town of Bonn (at the periphery of the Repub-
lic) rather than in (centrally located) Frankfurt. It prompted Hei-
degger to refuse a “call” to a professorship in Berlin twice, in 1929
and 1933. This almost visceral reaction to city life is evident not
only in the virtual “kitsch” in “Why Do I Stay in the Provinces?”
of 1934, but also the earlier central passages in the existential
analysis of the “They,” with their emphasis on curiosity (Neu-gier),
ambiguity (Zwei-deutigkeit), and decline (Ver-fall), in Being and
Time.?

The provincial, Catholic pace is of a different ilk. The seasons of
the year are punctuated by the Church calendar, the months by the
liturgy of the mass, and the days by the ringing, at regular intervals,
of the church bells; from atop the bell tower:

It is perhaps this mysterious “joint” (Fuge) in which the church holi-
days, the vigils, the sequence of the seasons, and each day’s morning,
noon, and evening hours were joined together . . . which is among
the most magical and wholesome and enduring secrets of the (bell)-
tower. Always changing and irreduplicable, the Tower “presents”
(ver-schenken) it till the time of the last toll in the mountain range of
Beyng.*

Time in the city, where the ringing of the bells is drowned by the
din of the nervous “care” (Sorge) of the “They” vis-i-vis their co-
Dasein (“Fiir-sorge”) and the “things-ready-to-hand” (Be-sorge-n)
is like Time at the end of the “austere Holy Week,” when the bells
fall silent and God is dead. (“The world of the city runs the risk of
falling into a destructive error.”)* That is the time of the forgetful-
ness of Beyng. By 1954, when Of the Bell Tower’s Secret was writ-
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ten, Heidegger’s “turn” (Kebre) from Being and Time to Time and
Beyng had occurred. Was this a “re-turn” to his Catholic begin-
nings?

Heidegger resisted the pressure from his mentors to delve more
deeply into Catholic theology, beyond Abraham a Sancta Clara and
Duns Scotus (about whom he wrote his second dissertation, his Ha-
bilitationschrift), to Thomas Aquinas. Instead, his theological stud-
ies led him to discover renegade or nonmainstream Catholics,
proto-Protestant and bona fide Protestant thinkers, such as St. Au-
gustine, Meister Eckehart, Luther, Pascal, and Kierkegaard.s His
existential analysis of Da-sein, from the all-pervasive Angst to the
“being-unto-death™ and the “call of conscience” is indebted to
the discovery of this new world of (still Christian) thought that the
break with Catholicism opened up for him.

Never having “taken the cloth,” Heidegger did not have to be
defrocked from his Catholicism. It stayed with him like a suit he
had outgrown. He was only twenty-five years old in 1914, when
many young Germans of his upbringing would don a uniform and,
with Hélderlin in their backpacks, would go to war. Heidegger had
only four encounters with the phenomenon of war (polemos) of
which he would make so much in his philosophy: he was a “weath-
erman,” an early warning outpost to alert the population to possi-
ble ““atmoterrorist attacks™” by the enemy through the use of gas,
his studies were punctuated by “‘war emergency semesters” (Kriegs-
notsemester), he read the apologetic-enthusiastic account of the
existential, impossible to duplicate, “storm of steel” borderline sit-
uations (Grenzsituationen) on the Flemish front by Ernst Jiinger*
(In Stablgewittern 1919, Der Kampf als inneres Erlebnis—Struggle
as inner experience, 1922), and he studied the pre-Socratic philoso-
phy of Heraclitus, for whom war, on an abstract level, is “the father
of all things.” Borderline situations are situations in which the indi-
vidual Da-sein is thrown before its own possibilities, where reso-
luteness is required in the face of death®—he or she “for whom the
bell tolls” comes into his or her own authenticity. War is the pre-
ferred “space,” the arena of choice for such struggle and storm.

Great nations, as much as individuals, have their authenticity as
well. According to the mature Heidegger, in 1933, they, too, find it
primarily through struggle (Kampf) and storm (Sturm), through an

*See The German Library volume 84, German Writings before and after 1945,
edited by Jiirgen Peters.
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essentially polemical process. He ends his Inaugural Address as
Rector of the University of Freiburg in 1933 with a quote from
Plato’s Republic, “Ta . . . peydho mavia émodary, . . .”° (497 d,
9), which he renders as: Alles GroBe stebt im Sturm (All that is
great stands in the storm).®

Given Heidegger’s mastery of Greek and his sensitivity to lan-
guage as the “house of being,” this translation is no accident. All
that Plato had meant to say is that the relationship between the
State and Philosophy is risky, ‘“‘question-able” (frag-wiirdig), in
need and worthy of being investigated, and that to strive for the
good and the just is hard philosophical and political labor. Heideg-
ger has totally internalized these metaphors. In Why I Do stay in
the Provinces?, he says of his own work: “The struggle to mold
something into language is like the resistance of the towering firs
against the storm.”10

The Inaugural address is primarily about the relationship of Wis-
sensdienst (in the service of Knowledge, i.e., the University) to the
other two Dienste of the emerging National Socialist State: the Ar-
beitsdienst (service in the government-organized emergency labor
force) and Webrdienst (paramilitary service in the SturmAbteilung
—SA—a political combat troop). All three Dienste were to be part
of the struggle for the new beginning, with the Fiihrer, another
(Austrian) “man of Providence” (Vorsebung), at the helm of the
“movement” (die Bewegung), in the direction of the fulfillment of
Germany’s destiny. This is to imply that the emerging Nazi State
has greatness and that Philosophy, the most lofty form of Wissens-
dienst has to live up to that greatness by becoming subservient to
its goals and joining in the storm.

In his “Follow the Fithrer!” address to the Freiburg Arbeitsdienst
workers in 1934, held in the main auditorium of the University,
Heidegger spells out what these goals, in his view, are: the “healing
of the body of the German people”—who have been contaminated
by “urbanization”—by giving them “back to the soil,” and by turn-
ing them, through a new coalition of head and hand that transcends
the (obsolete Marxist notion of) class struggle, into “resolute Ger-
man men” and women.

In order to underscore the message, Heidegger, in the earlier In-
augural Address, had approvingly quoted Carl von Clausewitz,
head of the former Prussian War College, who had said that there
are times when to expect salvation (Errettung) from accidents in
history is frivolous: The Volk will have to take its destiny into its
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own hands. The “Fiihrer” himself had quoted the same passage
from von Clausewitz in chapter 15 of Mein Kampf (1924), to which
he had added:

As the leadership of our destinies has, since the end of the war, been
quite openly furnished by Jews, we really cannot assume that faulty
knowledge alone is the cause of our misfortune; we must, on the con-
trary, hold the conviction, that conscious purpose is destroying our
nation.!

We get a good idea of Heidegger’s intended contribution, as a uni-
versity leader, to this salvation effort, from a letter he wrote (as
early as 1929) to the Ministry of Education and Science of his state,
in the promotion case of a young scholar (Baumgarten, a nephew
of Max Weber’s):

... we are confronted by a crucial choice: Either to infuse, again, our
German spiritual life with genuine indigenous forces and educators,
or to leave it at the mercy, once and for all, of the growing Jewish
contamination (Verjudung) . . .12

Heidegger’s active involvement with Nazism lasted for only a little
over one year, his flirtation with the new ideology is co-terminal
with the twelve years of its ascendency over German political and
intellectual life. The story, however, does not end there.

The Heidegger Controversy

Heidegger’s philosophy has been “stormy” ever since. The man and
his work, whether seen as a unity or separately, have been contro-
versial, particularly for all of the fifty years, from the publication
of Being and Time in 1927 to his death in 1976. The Heidegger
controversy of more recent vintage drew considerable international
attention, because it occurred as an aftershock, as it were, to the
quake of the German Historikerstreit of the mid-1980s: the at-
tempt, by conservative historians, to deny the uniqueness of the
Holocaust, and to attribute to it the character of a response to the
Stalinist purges earlier in the century.

What was so remarkable about the German querelle des bistoriens
was that it came at a time of a “turnaround,” a Wende, in German
self-assertiveness (Selbstbebauptung), and at a time of renewed
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interest, by the ruling political elite, in history as the battleground
for the political manipulation of national consciousness. The new
line was propagated by some of the best and most highly acclaimed
international scholars in the field, with an impressive barrage of his-
torical arsenal and concomitant ideological weaponry. It raised
questions in Germany and abroad, not only about Germany’s fu-
ture, but also, and again, about the role of intellectuals and of uni-
versity professors in the reshaping of a national identity and the
strategic uses of collective memory.

Yet the so-called Heidegger-Streit was no mere spin-off of the
Historiker-Streit: because of the French origin of the triggering pub-
lication and the immediate vociferous international response, it
turned into a querelle des philosophes in its own right. And this
time, it was no mere guerelle allemande since Heidegger had long
ceased to belong to the Germans. During the past twenty-five years,
from 1966 when he granted an interview to Der Spiegel’* which,
when published posthumously in 1976, had the character of a
philosophical testament, to today, Heidegger has been widely recog-
nized as one of the foremost original philosophers of the century.
Many academic disciplines are indebted to his thinking, both sub-
stantively and methodologically. By now, almost two generations
of scholars, thinkers, and poets in many countries have been nur-
tured on his philosophy. The Arts and Humanities Citation Index
for the years 1976-83 lists Heidegger as the most-cited philoso-
pher, and in fifth place of all recorded citations, behind Lenin,
Freud, Noam Chomsky, and Roland Barthes.!* For some, he has
become the equivalent of a guru; for others, particularly in the
United States, he has inspired a whole academic coterie and virtual
industry around the adulation of his work, as well as a wave of en-
trepreneurships (‘“Heidegger for Fun and Profit”) advertising “ap-
plied Heidegger” as an antidote for a myriad of ills of this society:
Heidegger as the “unequivocal heavy of being.”1s

When the Heidegger controversy was unleashed, the entire edi-
fice of the Heidegger cult as well as his “legi-timate” legacy to the
discipline of philosophy—and to the other humanistic and social-
scientific disciplines—suddenly were in danger of crumbling, be-
cause of a charge of a life-long unrepenting and unreconstructed
personal association, and an allegedly undeniable and ultimately
fatal contamination of his work, with Nazi ideology—the often
quoted correspondence with a Jewish woman (Elisabeth Bloch-
mann)*¢ as well as his friendship and correspondence with Hannah
Arendt'” notwithstanding.
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The case of the late Paul de Man, the famous literary critic at
Yale University, widely regarded as the father of deconstructionism
which is, in turn, traceable to Heidegger, illustrates the magnitude
of the tremor. When it became known that de Man, as a young
journalist in his native Belgium, had written literary columns in-
spired by anti-Semitic sentiments, the connection of his school of
criticism to Heidegger’s philosophy and the possible contamination
of both systems came under close scrutiny.

What had actually happened that made a significant segment of
the international scholarly and intellectual worlds turn its attention
to Heidegger, and this time disapprovingly or, at least, critically?

It was not, as one might imagine, the publication of a sloppily
researched book by the Chilean Victor Farias!® who could not find
a Spanish or German publisher at first. He really had not much
more to offer than the kind of factual evidence on the suspect’s per-
sonal political involvement with the authorities that make up a po-
lice record, garnished by a good deal of speculation, and tarnished
by too many overzealous errors. The shock was not so much the
reiteration of some facts long known but suppressed by the officers
of the multinational “Heidegger Inc.”—together with some new
discoveries that shatter, once and for all, every attempt at covering
up or apologetically whitewashing his embarrassing association
with the Nazis. The shock was, rather, that the dismantling of his
hitherto impenetrable halo had come from France, where his ascen-
dency over world philosophy had once begun. Heidegger’s relation-
ship to French philosophy and vice versa is as fascinating as it is
perplexing. Jiirgen Habermas saw the ambiguity inherent in this re-
lationship as early as 1971: “A Heidegger renaissance out of the
spirit of the ‘Résistance’—what a well of misunderstandings.”"

Even today, much of the reception of Heideggerian thinking in
the United States still seems to occur through the mediation of Jac-
ques Derrida, Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, and other French think-
ers, as well as literary critics, like Jean-Francois Lyotard.

Now that the facts are all known, and the Freiburg historian
Hugo Ott?° has provided an impeccable scholarly account of the
details of Heidegger’s personal involvement with the Nazis that
renders Farias’s flawed study largely superfluous (although Jiirgen
Habermas’s introductory essay to the German edition is worth
reading and important),?! one can perhaps look at this cause célébre
from a somewhat dispassionate point of view.
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What Is the Picture that Presents Itself Today?

When he was no longer sufficiently young to be seduced politi-
cally—Heidegger was forty-four years old in 1933—he entered into
a twelve-year-long flirtation with Nazism. What attracted him ini-
tially to this movement was its alleged spirit of innovation and
awakening (Erneuerungs- und Aufbruchbewegung). The Jewish
philosopher Hannah Arendt—a one-time close friend of Heideg-
ger—attributed his “infatuation,” which she considered a passing
disease, to his desperation with the decadence of the Weimar Re-
public and to a delusion of genius. His response to the ultimate, and
ultimately failed, “struggle” of the movement in World War II, as
well as to the Holocaust, for the longest time was silence. We shall
see that this is not “nothing.”

Heidegger’s explanations, scarce as they are, of his own involve-
ment with the Nazis are inadequate, vague, and evasive. Only after
a profound disappointment with the Nazi leadership, Heidegger
claims to have gone into “inner exile,” a form of silence that has
become the hallmark of his response to crises.

The French occupation forces, suspended him at first from his
teaching duties. Later, he became an object of “de-Nazification,” a
form of exorcism reserved for those who were neither sufficiently
“big” to have been tried and sentenced in Nuremberg, nor suffi-
ciently important, like the Wernher von Brauns and the Klaus Bar-
bies, to have been noiselessly integrated into the anticommunist
cold war effort—with the help of an American passport. By 1959,
Heidegger was able to teach again. In a rare comment on the events
of the war, he compared Hitler’s atrocities with Stalin’s purges and
found them to be of equal weight. He thus anticipated the German
Historiker-Streit and can claim paternity to the views of the new
mandarin class of German academics. In his view, equally barbaric
and morally reprehensible were the bombing of Dresden by the
British Royal Air Force, the dropping of nuclear bombs on Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki by the American Air Force, and the expulsion
of ethnic Germans from the former East European territories.

Are the Issues that Make up the Heidegger
Controversy Worth Pursuing?

Let me begin with those that are not:

(1) It is of no great concern whether Heidegger suffered from
the delusion that he could become a new “philosopher king,” a
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praeceptor Germaniae, when he accepted the rectorate (after the fa-
mous anatomist, Wilhelm von Moellendorf, had been dismissed by
the Nazis because he was a Social Democrat). It only shows that
Heidegger apparently belonged to the arch-conservative breed of
German civil servants in the Weimar Republic whom the Nazis
thought they could use for their purposes.

(2) Itis likewise not so important whether Heidegger was, at least
for a while, a convinced Nazi (in the sense of a dues-paying party
member which he remained throughout the war). This aspect should
not be entirely neglected, however—and it has not been—since it has
something to do with the role of the intellectuals in society and the
perceived image of the philosopher in the eyes of the public: Should
he be the incarnation of the unity between thought and action (com-
pare Socrates!) or should he be regarded as merely a professor of
philosophy, i.e., a civil servant with old-age pension rights who
thinks only what is opportune to the State that feeds him?

(3) Farias’s book first appeared in France, in a series called Mo-
rale et Politique. This suggests that the problem with the Heidegger
controversy is a moral one. I doubt it. It is rather irrelevant whether
we think today that it was morally reprehensible to have been a
member of the National Socialist Workers’ Party (NSDAP), to have
wrecked the academic careers of Jewish and social-democratic col-
leagues for political reasons, and never to have publicly spoken out
against the Holocaust. Moral fiber and fortitude of character, and
great philosophy, need not go together: Rousseau’s Emile is not a
bad book just because its author put all six of his illegitimate chil-
dren into the orphanage rather than to rear them at home according
to his own pedagogical principles. Great philosophical works as-
sume a life of their own and a universal, cognitive quality that is
not affected by the moral sphere of their authors’ private or public
lives. Heidegger’s apologetics consequently never tire of pointing
out that the attacks against someone of Heidegger’s stature are sim-
ilar to someone cutting his head off just because he has discovered
lice in his hair.

There are good reasons, however, for finding out whether the
larvae of the lice in the hair of this philosopher have gotten into the
bloodstream of his philosophy. The “de-(con)struction” this im-
plies is altogether typical for Heidegger’s own method, and he him-
self would not have considered it tantamount to a “de-capit-ation”
(Ent-baupt-ung).
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(4) Itis even conceivable that a seminal thinker winds up on the
wrong side of a fundamental political issue of his day. Plato and
Aristotle were most decidedly against the democracy of the Athen-
ian polis, and many Western intellectuals stuck to Soviet commu-
nism at a time when it had become painfully apparent that
Stalinism had perverted the idea of socialism beyond recognition. It
is likewise possible to imagine that one has recanted implicitly,
through one’s subsequent writings, even though one may not have
done so in a manner satisfactory to the “masses” and to published
opinion. )

According to the postmodern deconstructionists, who feel in-
debted to Heidegger, the empirical subject who manifests himself in
the world through his actions, is qualitatively different from the sub-
ject of a theoretical or poetical discourse. Therefore, to equate the
Heidegger of the Rektoratsrede (1933) with the Heidegger of Sein
und Zeit (1927) is to commit a categorical error. If that can be trans-
lated to mean that seminal works of literature and philosophy virtu-
ally become so much a part of a cultural heritage apart from their
authors, so be it. But it should not mean that their possible “hidden
agenda,” which may be linked to their biography and intellectual so-
cialization, are off limits: i.e., treating the authors of these discourses
as endangered species entitled to natural reserve status.

What, Then, Are the Real Issues?

Linguistic purists would claim that philosophy and fascism are a
contradictio in adjecto. It is probably correct to say that fascism
was an ideology at best, and that Heidegger never subscribed to its
two basic tenets: biological racism and territorial imperialism. The
HEIL HEIDEGGER! that appeared in the French paper La Libération
the day after the publication of Farias’s book, and that was picked
up by J. P. Stern in his review of Hugo Ott’s biography,?? were per-
haps uncalled-for overreactions. But are Heidegger’s apologetics
really right when they claim that only the most reductionist inter-
pretation of Heidegger’s philosophy could possibly find a connec-
tion between it and fascism? And can one really say that Karl
Lowith, Theodor W. Adorno, and Jiirgen Habermas were guilty of
such reductionism when they have raised the question of the Faschis-
musverdacht vis-i-vis Heidegger’s philosophy? For them, the Rek-
toratsrede, philosophically a rather poorly written and hectic text,
was the least important piece of evidence. Léwith tells us that the
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audience, after listening to it, did not quite know whether Heideg-
ger wanted them to repair to the library and read the pre-Socratics
or report to the Sturmabteilung.

The real issue in the so-called Heidegger-Streit is the question
only implicitly raised in Farias’s book, but at the center of the sub-
sequent debate: Is fascism in its essence philosophically justifiable
and, therefore, always a real possibility as a leading ideology in a
given society? (Compare Ayn Rand in the United States and the
ideologues of the New Right in Germany, France, and Italy). And
if so, is Heidegger’s philosophy, in toto or in part, this justification,
if on the highest level of abstraction?

The Ideological Contamination of Heidegger’s Philosophy

The discussion of the potential philosophical justifiability of fas-
cism would go far beyond the scope of this introduction. And I
think one can safely say that no serious charge has so far been
advanced in the debate that Heidegger, consciously or uncon-
sciously, purported a justification for a ‘“philosophical fascism.”
The real issue thus is reduced to the question of—as Heidegger
himself would have put it—contamination: and this contamina-
tion must have its source deeper than in the areas of the crude
ideological veneer of published National Socialist literature. I
should like to point out a few of the aspects of such a possible
contamination:

(1) Heidegger’s thinking is characterized by a profound provin-
cial and parochial chauvinism—a philosophy from the Feld-und
Holzweg des Schwarzwalds. Heimat, Blut und Boden and so forth
are constitutive for language and culture and, above all, philoso-
phy or rather das Denken. Only the conservation of these earth-
bound forces leads to authentic thinking. This conservatism is
prevalent still in rural Germany, as it once had been in pre-Socratic
Greece, but not in imperial Rome or in Jerusalem, and not in Ber-
lin. The Germans are the chosen people, after the Greeks, whose
destiny it is to carry on the care of Being in its unfolding. There
lies a profound devaluation in this scandalous exclusivity, an ani-
mosity and a charge of inauthenticity against anything foreign,
and a deep distrust of modernity. The elitism of the initiated is cou-
pled with an all-pervasive sense of mission, as in the politics of the
“movement.”
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The postulated exclusivity of the German language and the claim
to authenticity of German philosophy as a new beginning was in-
tended as a major weapon against Cartesianism and liberalism,
against mass democracy and the dominance of rationalism in the
wake of the Enlightenment, as well as against Bolshevism and
Americanism.

(2) Heidegger’s philosophy is inspired by what he sees as the cri-
sis of modernity and, hence, by a form of Kulturkritik. It displays
all the elements that made the contemporary Kulturkritik, ex-
pounded by “lesser minds,” such a fashionable genre: fatalistic pes-
simism vis-d-vis modernist developments in the cultural arena,
archaism (compare the recourse to etymology), a catastrophic inter-
pretation of the advance of technology, an insistence on the (never
defined) ‘““authentic” and “genuine,” a heroism of duress that saw
in “struggle” and “resolve,” preferably in the face of death (Ent-
schlossenbeit zum Tode), the highest attainable virtues. He is writ-
ing his magnum opus, Sein und Zeit, and his controversial
Introduction into Metaphysics (1935) when the major works being
written by his Zeit-Genossen (contemporaries), and are being
widely absorbed all around him, are entitled Der Untergang des
Abendlandes (The decline of the west, Spengler, 1918-1923), “Das
Unbehagen an der Kultur” (Civilization and its discontents, Freud,
1930), Die Krisis des Europdischen Menschen und der Philosopbie,
Die Krisis der europdischen Wissenschaft und der transzendentalen
Phédnomenologie (Husserl, 1935), and so forth. The term crisis has
a biological, a medical base: it denotes the moment when an illness
comes to the decisive turning point, for the better or for the worse,
the moment of Entscheidung (decision) that requires resolute lead-
ership. This is true of the sickness of the individual human body as
it is true of the sickness of the body politic.

(3) What distinguishes Heidegger’s Kulturkritik from that of the
lesser minds is his erudite arsenal of neo-Scholasticism, neo-Kant-
ianism, and a variation of Husserlian phenomenology with which
he drapes it in order to radicalize and to universalize it. But in es-
sence, it is nurtured on the same malaise as that of the leading pessi-
mists of the Weimar Republic, the dsirftige Zeit (“time of dearth,”
Karl Léwith’s phrase). They suffered a fundamental alienation:
their Kulturkritik was at once the attempt to overcome this alien-
ation and then, its contours were a direct result of the failure to
overcome it. Heidegger strove to avoid their fate by not allowing
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himself to be eradicated from the soil that alimented his thinking,
and by anchoring his critique in a sweeping indictment of the entire
tradition of post-Socratic occidental metaphysics.

(4) Heidegger, in going back to pre-Socratic Greece as his ori-
gin—after which the entire unfolding of being is decline (Verfall)—
ontologizes his cultural critique while at the same time forging his
ontology through reference to the contemporaneous culture and its
alleged genesis and prospects. This two-edged mechanism accounts
for much of the appeal his writings have had for fellow philoso-
phers and intellectuals of all walks of life. The result is as impressive
as it is dangerous.

(5) Politics, which has been implicitly diagnosed as sick in this
perception, is the realm of the banal, of average normalcy and inau-
thenticity. Once inauthenticity has been claimed as the existential
category for a segment of the phenomenal world, such as political
rule, there is no possibility anymore of distinguishing between good
political rule and bad, between the mere banal and the perverse or
criminal. The distinction between what is human, if fraught with
imperfection, and what is inhuman, between the humane and the
inhumane, becomes irrelevant. The Holocaust can, in such a view,
be subsumed under the banality of a technocratic-technological
“pro-ject” of a derailed humankind that is forever bound to scien-
tific progress and economic growth, without proper distictions
being made between a space or Star Wars program and the system-
atic extermination of people because of race, political convictions,
or sexual preference.

(6) Part of Heidegger’s blindness was to have perceived Na-
tional Socialism as an agent in the departure from this average nor-
malcy and inauthenticity. He frequently speaks of the “advent” of
a new era that promises to “hook up” with the authentic, as yet
“undeclined” past, Ankunft aus der Herkunft. This was certainly
his error. His fault was to have remained silent when he discovered
his error. But is this failure merely a question of “fault”? For me,
this fault is not a moral category, but a systemic deficiency. Heideg-
ger defines his own philosophizing as a “monologue of essential
thinking with itself.” This is not a paraphrase for “inner emigra-
tion,” but a philosophical precept constitutive of his entire think-
ing: The authentic self listens silently to the voice of conscience,
alone, only mindful of his own death. Later Beyng, das Seyn takes
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the place of conscience, and thinking becomes thanking, ent-
sprechen, or ant-worten. Discourse, die Rede, or die Sprache, as-
sumes a predominance, and Heidegger has recourse more and more
to poetry as the repository of the authentic. Yet all mediation
through language partakes of the inauthentic, of decline. The genu-
inely authentic monologue of essential thinking with itself, or the
genuinely authentic dialogue of essential thanking with Beyng,
takes place in the mode of silence (schweigen which, in German, is
an active verb). Heidegger knows altogether four forms of dis-
course (Rede) the “place” of which, in his philosophical universe,
can best be illustrated in a diagram:

REDE (Discourse)

Uneigentlich Eigentlich

(inauthentic) (authentic)
Unecht Jargon (Wiss./Scient.) Dichtung/(Poetry)

. Logik/(Logic) Denken/Danken
(nongenuine) (thinking/thanking)
’ Alltagssprache/
Echt Gerede/Grammatik Schweigen
(genuine) | (ordinary language/ (silence)
idle talk/grammar)

In this universe, Schweigen is both genuine and authentic. The
irrational is the ultima ratio. Next down in the hierarchy, authentic,
but because of the necessary contamination of all spoken or written
language, not fully genuine, is poetry. Only a highly select number
of quasi-“genuine” poets, who all write in German, are admitted to
the club: Angelus Silesius, Holderlin, Trakl, Rilke, and Heidegger
himself. On a par with poetry is “essential thinking as thanking.”
This is represented by an even more select, if somewhat more cos-
mopolitan, club: Heraclitus, some Zen Buddhists, and again Hei-
degger himself. Proverbs (Reden ist Silber, Schweigen ist Gold), the



xxiv * Introduction

repository of the wisdom of the people (Volksweisheiten), best pre-
served in dialect (see For the Langenbard Hebel Book, 1954)% form
the link between poetry/thinking and ordinary language: half au-
thentic, half-inauthentic, and also half way between genuine and
nongenuine discourse. Ordinary, everyday language, the language
of the “They”—i.e., of all of us, of our democratic institutions, and
political debates—is considered Gerede (idle talk), the prime me-
dium for the inauthentic being-in-the-world. Scientific discourse,
finally, in its logical as well as in its “jargon-al” variations, is at the
very bottom of the totem pole. Scientific discourse reveals nothing
essential about the world in which we live. Thinking (i.e., genuine
philosophy) can, therefore, never be “scientific.”

With silence at the epicenter of his philosophical edifice, and es-
sential thinking in the mode of thanking being expressed in, and
with constant reference to, rather cryptic and nearly inaccessible
poetry or poetical philosophy—which Heidegger furthermore inter-
prets contrary to the documented philological evidence, with re-
course to idiosyncratic etymologies—it comes as no surprise that,
for him, to recognize and to acknowledge the error as error would
have meant to acknowledge the failure of the entire philosophical
foundation of the theory of authenticity and its underlying Kultur-
kritik. Therefore, in later justifying his mistaken assumptions on Na-
tional Socialism, Heidegger turns it into one of the necessary stages
of the forgetfulness of being: the Geist of the movement, which had
to be hailed as potentially liberating and innovative, lay in the
recognition, by its proponents, of the “inevitable encounter between
planetary technology and modern man.” Thus, toward the end of
his life, Heidegger radicalizes his Kulturkritik once more by turning
it into a Technikkritik. Jacques Derrida has pointed out that Hei-
degger’s use of the Geist concept is extremely revealing in this re-
gard: whereas in Sein und Zeit and other works throughout the
1920s Heidegger always uses Geist in quotation marks—in order
to denote its inauthentic meaning as a product of the Enlightenment
(Pesprit des lumieres) that would have no place in his thinking—he
uses the term emphatically and without quotation marks from the
Rektoratsrede on through Einfiihrung in die Metaphysik.** When
this Geist acquired its ideological dominance, there was soon no
esprit left in Germany, and all over Europe the “lights” went out.

What’s Left?

Adorno, who had been in exile in the United States during the Nazi
period, feared that, after Auschwitz, it might not be possible any-
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more, or barbaric, to write poetry in the German language. When
the inscriptions above the entrance gates of the concentration
camps had read Arbeit macht frei! (work makes you free), then the
terms Arbeit and Freibeit would not be available anymore for po-
etic discourse. But what about philosophy? Was philosophy, in par-
ticular one that so heavily relies on the German language, not
equally in danger of becoming impossible after the Holocaust?

Paul Celan, the Jewish victim of Nazi persecution, wrote poetry
in German after Auschwitz, by precisely making the Holocaust the
object of his poetic discourse (cf. “Die Todesfuge,” Death Fugue),
Heinrich Boll, through his irony, and Giinter Grass, through his
mythopoeic diction “renewed” the German language in their prose
works on the war. In the field of philosophy, there were two tower-
ing figures whose works had survived the war and who continued
to philosophize in German: Martin Heidegger and Karl Jaspers.
They had been close before the war, Heidegger being mostly on the
receiving end of this relationship, although Jaspers admired Heideg-
ger’s powerful mind and his mastery of the philosophical tradition.
Jaspers became alienated from Heidegger when Sein und Zeit ap-
peared. Through the publication of their correspondence, the de-
tails of that relationship are by now well documented.

The split between the two philosophers was painful for Jaspers.
In his view, the only contemporary German philosopher who could
have attained a standing that would have put him in the league with
Kant and Hegel, was drifting into a silent irrationalism or a verbose
obscurantism. Jaspers’s intended-great polemic against Heidegger
never appeared, but his Notes on Heidegger reveal the full impact
of the dialectic between appropriation of, and alienation from, the
thinking of his “great” contemporary.

After the war, Jaspers reflected on the Holocaust and on the
question of collective guilt, and he became involved in the move-
ment against nuclear power and German rearmament, and a
myriad of other political issues. In many ways, his lack of contami-
nation through the Nazis, both philosophically and personally, af-
forded him the status of Germany’s conscience. Heidegger,
meanwhile, remained silent on past and present political issues, and
covered his tracks.

On balance, we have Heidegger, the provincial thinker, petit-
bourgeois, uncanny and cunning to the point of repulsiveness, a na-
tionalistic, xenophobic, and anti-Semitic chauvinist, a Pied Piper
for those elements in the society, and their blind followers, who led
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Germany into the greatest material destruction and spiritual ruin in
its history. And then there is Jaspers, representing the Enlighten-
ment tradition, the rationalism of German idealism, who writes in
straightforward prose, convincing rather than persuading, the hon-
est, the good, the “other”” German, humane and cosmopolitan. But:
not Jaspers, but Heidegger has fascinated the intellectuals and hu-
manists of the Western world, especially the French thinkers and
literary critics that have achieved the greatest currency on their own
turf and abroad, especially in the United States.

Heidegger’s critical indictment of democracy lies in his rejection
of the political discourse of the “many’’—das Man—as inauthen-
tic. His felicitous coinage for this discourse is Gerede, “idle talk.”
The solitary elitism of his hermetic philosophy and that of his apol-
ogetics, exploiters, and consumers points to an ideal of the exalted
individual, above the political fray who thinks of himself as being
engaged in beredtes Schweigen: a form of privileged knowing and
disapproving communication “that says it all.” Heidegger shares
this pseudo-aristocratic understanding of the business of philoso-
phy with the conservative legal theorist Carl Schmitt (cf. Der Be-
griff des Politischen, 1927). Since this form of silence says it all
without really saying anything, the profundity of the discourse is
anybody’s guess. In response to the history of this century, Heideg-
ger’s aphasic, solipsistic philosophy—the monologue of essential
thanking with itself—is perhaps merely inauthentic and nongen-
uine.

It deserves an original coinage for which I take sole responsibil-
ity: idle silence—Geschweige. As Heidegger says in one of his own
poems: “He who thinks greatly, errs greatly.”?s

Heidegger’s collected works—the Heidegger Gesamtausgabe
(HGA)—a pious collection (not a critical edition) of (almost) every-
thing he wrote, compiled by a tightly knit group of friends and fam-
ily, is projected for 100 volumes. It is perhaps the largest collection
of “‘articulated silence” in history. But, of course, in German,
schweigen is an active verb.

Heidegger—The Man, the Method, the Message

Any well-meaning attempt at compiling a representative selection
of Heidegger’s works in English is ultimately doomed to failure.
There are three circumstances militating against such an attempt:
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Heidegger’s philosophy, more than any other modern philosophy
of equal stature (with the possible exception of Nietzsche’s), is so
intimately bound up with his use of the German language and of
the echoes of his native dialect, that it is virtually untranslatable.
This is not to minimize the numerous valiant, and in some instances
highly successful, efforts that have been made in translating him
into English. The editorial policy of his (posthumous) publisher
forces any compiler of a new anthology to use the translated mate-
rial already in print and disallows any new translations that the of-
ficial publisher has not commissioned (five out of six hitherto
untranslated texts intended for this collection could thus not appear
here). And, finally, the sheer bulk of his oeuvre and its heterogeneity
make any selection subjective at best, arbitrary at worst.

Heidegger—The Man

The texts that I had originally intended to include but that could
not be printed in this anthology due to copyright restrictions—
“Abraham a Sancta Clara” (1910), “Paths to Dialogue” (Wege zur
Aussprache, 1937), “The Bell Tower’s Secret” (1954), “For the
Langenhard Hebel Book” (1954), and “More Endowing . . .” [Stif-
tender . . . ], 1975)—I have either summarized briefly in the first
part of this introduction or allude to, explicitly or implicitly, in later
portions. Where I have used a quote, the translation is mine. The
other texts that are included here largely speak for themselves. They
alternate between involuntary testimonies to Heidegger’s “ideology”
and conscious, subjective testaments to his life and works of more
than sixty-five years.

Heidegger—The Method

Heidegger clearly belongs to the tradition of philosophy that finds
rigorous methodology not only inadequate but ultimately detri-
mental to the message of philosophy. He finds himself in illustrious
company, from Plato—who couched his message in dialogues,
myths, and letters—to the elusive, multitalented Nietzsche, who
philosophized with the help of polemical treatises, aphorisms, and
poems of his own. Heidegger had, as Goethe might have put it, a
strong “elective affinity” to Friedrich Nietzsche, and a life-long
Auseinandersetzung with his work. It is not without irony that his
only “Discourse on Method” (§ 7 of Being and Time)* is a “de-
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struction” of Descartes for whom la méthode was the better half of
the philosophical enterprise.

Heidegger’s earlier mentor, Edmund Husserl, had diagnosed a
serious crisis of the Europan sciences, particularly the humanities
and, hence, philosophy, after World War I. His transcendental phe-
nomenology was an attempt at endowing philosophy with the same
kind of methodological rigor that the natural sciences enjoyed. Hei-
degger rejected this direction that philosophy was to take with the
entire arsenal of his instincts and talents. There are several stages to
this rejection, and they are reflected in the selections for this section.

Heidegger used a number of metaphors and semitechnical, rather
suggestive terminology over the years to describe the “proper” philo-
sophical activity: to uncover the being of beings and Beyng itself
through questioning the successive discourses about them—an
analysis of the many historical layers of language. These metaphors
and terms essentially stem from areas of human activity not nor-
mally associated with the “heady” discipline of philosophy: Abbau
(excavating) and Ablosung (peeling off) of the linguistic and con-
ceptual layers that conceal the phenomenon, evoke the physical and
skill-related—not the theoretical—aspects of the “sciences” of ar-
chaeology, and geology, as well as the technology of strip mining,
with the emphasis on craft (as in handicraft, Handwerk); Holzwege
(paths—for dead wood—which lead nowhere) and Lichtung (clear-
ing) suggesting the nurturing labor of the forester, whereas Ab-
stecken von Grenzen (delineation) or the issuing of a Geburtsbrief
(birth certificate) for the philosophical Grundbegriffe (fundamental
concepts) might describe the work of the clerk (cf. Siegfried Kra-
kauer, Die Angestellten, 1929) in real estate and land surveying as
well as vital statistics and genealogy bureaucracies. Nietzsche’s
“Genealogy of Morals” had led the way in uncovering the pedigree
of concepts by using a “method” normally reserved to legitimizing
hereditary and dynastic claims of the aristocracy. Etymology is a
bona fide philological discipline, but Heidegger’s highly ideosyn-
cratic use of it renders the scholarly value of its ‘“dis-coveries”
highly doubtful

What had begun with the “violent” intervention of “‘de-struc-
tion” (or “de-structuring/de-construction”), the invasive surgery of
excavation, the forceful “mani-pulation” of genealogical and ety-
mological “digging” and recording, ends, in the “let be” attitude
(Gelassenbeit) of “thinking as thanking” (Denken als Danken). Die
Kebre, Heidegger’s famous “turn,” is a term from skiing: to trace
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back one’s own path by descending the slope in the same “groove”
the skis made in ascending it. This is the way in which Heidegger
claims that his later philosophy is nothing more than a rethinking
of his earlier thought. His recourse to J. C. F. Hélderlin’s “sacred
sobriety of myth” (das Heilig-Niichterne des Mythischen), his meta-
phors, and his own poetry speak another language.

More endowing than Poetry,
Far more grounding, too
Than Thinking

Remaineth Thanking . . .27

Heidegger—the Message

The Heidegger-myth, the Faszinosum of his philosophy and the em-
inently contagious quality of his language, will be forever with all
those for whom discontent with rationality is the first and foremost
(zundchst und zumeist) motivation for breaking with tradition and
for breaking new ground in philosophical discourse. After insight
into the “dialectic of the enlightenment”?® has become common-
place, those must, however, not all be irrationalists. Although there
may have been a misunderstanding at the root of the spiritual rela-
tionship between Sartre, Hannah Arendt, and Heidegger, this is not
the case for Herbert Marcuse (Reason and Revolution) and Hans
Jonas (Prinzip Verantwortung, The Imperative of Responsibility).2
Despite the considerable contamination of the core of Martin Hei-
degger’s philosophy by strands of thinking that made up the humus
for the National Socialist ideology and praxis, there are aspects to
his philosophy that cannot be ignored and that will inspire subse-
quent thinkers long after the Heidegger controversy will have
blown over:

* The so-called Daseinsanalyse, with its emphasis on Care, Angst, and
Death, albeit somewhat dated and class-dependent, has captured
some profound truths about the human predicament, and the phe-
nomenological methodology and quasipoetic language in which it was
presented has created a new discourse in philosophy that enabled the
discipline to regain some of its previous stature as the camino real of
inquiry. It is this aspect that the French refractors of Heidegger’s phi-
losophy interpreted as his “existentialism.” Despite Heidegger’s dis-
claimers, they were not entirely wrong,.

¢ What renders Heidegger’s Daseinsanalyse so unique—and the reason
that we cannot just turn to Sartre and Merleau-Ponty for the same
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effect—is that Heidegger linked this analysis of Da-sein to an analysis
of “Being” in general, i.e., his philosophical anthropology is part of a
Fundamentalontologie. Impressive parts of that ontology are the Um-
welt- und Zeuganalyse, which belong to the oldest parts (1919 f£.) in
the genesis of Being and Time.>®

* The discourse about Being has opened up a whole new way of looking
at the cosmos we live in: Heidegger’s radical Technikkritik in his later
works transcends the Kulturkritik topoi of the 1920s and forces us to
rethink our relationship to the world. His interpretations of wohnen
(dwell) and of Map (measure) point to the need for a new discourse,
beyond that of mathematical digitalization. Ontometrics is no new
scientific discipline, but the way poets “take measure” of the world
and of humans in it—such as from the times of Sophocles and Prota-
goras (“man is the measure of all things”), and Hélderlin (“Is there
no measure on earth?”).

At the risk of trivializing Heidegger’s later philosophy, let me point
out that one of its achievements is to have alerted us to the potential
derailment of humankind’s journey on this planet. In light of pres-
ent-day ubiquitous spiritual and material “home-lessness” (Unbe-
haust-beit) and massive uprootedness and migration (Unterwegs-
sein), as ideologies and nations collapse and “re-form” “measured
dwelling” in a life-sustaining space (Gegnet) continues to be both a
philosophical and a political “pro-ject” (Entwurf) for humankind
that ultimately requires more than either Sorge—which is
empty—or Gelassenbeit—which is blind—can offer. It will require
Fiirsorge, and solidarity. For Heidegger, Fiirsorge, is inauthentic,
and “solidarity” does not have a place in his nomenclature. How-
ever, the theoretical and political debates of the next century will
center around these concepts. Theoretically, Heidegger has shown
us a way to approach these issues; practically, a reevaluation of bis
values is needed.

The preoccupation of philosophers, literary critics, scholars,
and intellectuals in the United States and in other countries with
Heidegger has been nothing short of remarkable. European main-
stream philosophy, except in France, is either indifferent to Heideg-
ger or opposed to him. Deconstructionist theory, an heir apparent
to Heideggerian thought, which had dominated the international
academic debate for the better part of the last two decades of the
past century, holds that the subject (author) has all but disappeared;
each text consists of a system of signs and of many voices, equally
meaningful and audible, and equally valid. The problems arise



Introduction * xxxi

when such a theory and its proponents are confronted with a politi-
cal reality that is not just another “text”: then, the “anything goes”
it propogates means, in essence, that fascism is just as possible as
its opposite. Heidegger is reported to have lectured on Hélderlin in
the uniform of a “soldier” of the Sturmabteilung (SA). Too many
have had to learn the hard way that there are some signs that are
not equal to others. Ever since November 9, 1938—Reichs-
kristallnacht (the night of the shattered glass)—some 65 years ago,
it is common knowledge that oral or verbal anti-Semitism has no
symbolic quality: it is not just another “text.” At the same time that
Paul de Man and Heidegger were writing their “texts,” people were
being persecuted and later executed for adhering to other “texts.”

To prevent this from happening ever again, we must not tire to
analyze and criticize texts and their—all-too-present—authors, in
order to detect and propagate, not only their overt messages, but
also their “hidden agendas,” not only their philosophical systems
that may indeed transcend them, but also their ideological contra-
band that is intimately bound up with their historical-existential
facticity.

M.S.

Notes

Portions of this introduction appeared in an article that I contributed to
the Journal of the Department of Germanic and Romance Studies of the
University of Delhi, India, Germinal, vol. 1 (New Delhi 1994), “Fascism
and Culture,” pp. 139-56: “Idle Silence (Geschweige}—Heidegger’s Phi-
losophy in the Context of Fascist Ideology. The French Connection.”

In accordance with Heideggerian practice, the introduction uses hy-
phens in instances where they are not common in normal English—or Ger-
man—spelling. They are intended to make the reader pause and ponder the
shift in meaning such dis-section produces (cf. Da-sein “question-able,”
‘“‘un-conceal,” “dis-cover-y,” and so forth). In the texts selected for this an-
thology, we have preserved the spelling variations of the translators.

One of Heidegger’s main points in his fundamental ontology is the dis-
tinction between the “being of beings” (das Sein des Seienden) and a con-
crete being (Seiendes), the ‘“‘ontological difference.” I have tried to be
consistent in reserving Beyng for the prime object of fundamental ontology,
thus using both the capital “B” and the “y,” in order to capture, at once,
the later Heidegger’s sometimes crossed out Sein and his spelling of Seyn
(which is as odd in modern German as Beyng is in modern English).
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THE MAN
Politics and Ideology

The Jewish Contamination of
German Spiritual Life

LETTER TO VICTOR SCHWOERER (1929)

Freiburg i. Br., 2 October 1929

Most esteemed Mr. Privy Councillor,

In the coming days, Dr. Baumgarten’s application for a fellow-
ship will be sent to the Emergency Association (of German Science).

I should like to add to the official letter of recommendation my
personal request to you, esteemed Mr. Privy Councillor, to give this
application your undivided attention.

In what follows, I want to make more explicit what I could only
indirectly hint at in my recommendation. Nothing less is at stake
than our undeferrable facing of the fact that we are confronted by
a crucial choice: Either to infuse, again, our German spiritual life
with genuine indigenous forces and educators, or to leave it at the
mercy, once and for all, of the growing Jewish contamination, both
in a larger and a narrower sense. We can only regain our own path,
if we prove capable of helping fresh forces to prosper, without the
usual baiting and fruitless controversies.

With this great goal in mind, I would be particularly obliged, if
Mr. Baumgarten whom I have chosen as my “Assistent,” could re-
ceive the fellowship support requested.

We are currently enjoying the most beautiful fall days in our new
home, and I take great pleasure, every day, in seeing my work
deeply rooted in our native soil.

In sincere appreciation, I am, most esteemed Mr. Privy Coun-
cillor,

devotedly yours,
Martin Heidegger

Translated by Manfred Stassen
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The Self-Assertion of the German
University (1933)

The assumption of the rectorate is the commitment to the spiritual
leadership of this institution of higher learning.! The following? of
teachers and students awakens and grows strong only from a true
and joint rootedness in the essence of the German university. This
essence, however, gains clarity, rank, and power only when first of
all and at all times the leaders are themselves led—led by that un-
yielding spiritual mission that forces the fate of the German people
to bear the stamp of its history.

Do we know about this spiritual mission? Whether we do or not,
the question must be faced: are we, the body of teachers and stu-
dents of this “high” school, truly and jointly rooted in the essence
of the German university? Does this essence have genuine strength
to stamp our being (Dasein)? No doubt, only if we most deeply will
this essence. But who would doubt this? “Self-governance” is com-
monly seen as the dominant characteristic of the university’s es-
sence; it is to be preserved. However—have we considered fully
what this claim to self-governance demands of us?

Surely, self-governance means: to set our own task, to determine
ourselves the way and manner in which it is to be realized, so that
thus we shall be what we ought to be. But do we know who we
ourselves are, this body of teachers and students of the highest
school of the German people? Can we even know this without the
most constant and unsparing self-examination?

Neither an awareness of the present conditions of the university,
nor an acquaintance with its earlier history are enough to guarantee
a sufficient knowledge of its essence—unless we first delimit what

! Like the more usual Hochschule, hobe Schule means first of all “institution of
higher learning.” Hobe Schule, however, carries a special aura. To preserve at least
a trace of this aura, | have translated the term below as “ ‘high’ school.”

2 ‘Followers’ would be the more natural translation of Gefolgschaft, but the term
suggests followers gathered together in one body. The word belongs with Lehrer-
schaft and Studentenschaft, which I have translated as ‘body of teachers’ and ‘stu-
dent body’, respectively.
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this essence is to be, clearly and unsparingly; and having thus de-
limited it, will it, and in such willing, assert ourselves.

Self-governance must be grounded in self-examination. Self-
examination, however, presupposes that the German university
possesses the strength to self-assertion. Will we enact it? And how?

The self-assertion of the German university is the primordial,
shared will to its essence. We understand the German university as
the “high” school that, grounded in science, by means of science
educates and disciplines the leaders and guardians of the fate of the
German people. The will to the essence of the German university is
the will to science as will to the historical mission of the German
people as a people that knows itself in its state. Together, science
and German fate must come to power in this will to essence. And
they will do so if, and only if, we—this body of teachers and stu-
dents—on the one band expose science to its innermost necessity
and, on the other band, are equal to the German fate in its most
extreme distress.

To be sure, as long as—talking about “the new concept of sci-
ence”—we contest the self-sufficiency and lack of presuppositions
of an all too up-to-date science, we will not experience the essence
of science in its innermost necessity. Such doing is merely negative;
looking back hardly beyond the last decades, it has turned by now
into a mere semblance of a true struggle for the essence of science.

If we want to grasp the essence of science, we must first face up
to this decisive question: should there still be science for us in the
future, or should we let it drift toward a quick end? That there
should be science at all, is never unconditionally necessary. But if
there is to be science, and if it is to be for us and through us, under
what conditions can it then truly exist?

Only if we again place ourselves under the power of the begin-
ning of our spiritual-historical being (Dasein). This beginning is the
setting out® of Greek philosophy. Here, for the first time; western
man raises himself up from a popular base and, by virtue of his lan-
guage, stands up to the totality of what is,* which he questions and

3 Aufbruch suggests that this “setting out” is also a “breaking open.”

4 “Darin [in this setting out] steht der abendlindische Mensch aus seinem Volks-
tum kraft seiner Sprache erstmals auf gegen das Seiende im Ganzen. . . .” Aufstehen
suggests here a standing up that raises man beyond his rootedness in the people, but
also a “revolt” (Aufstand) against all entities, “People” does not preserve the aura
carried by such words as Volk, Volkstum, and volklich, which figure so prominently
in the address. Nor can we capture it by casting a quick glance at the vélkische rhet-
oric of National Socialism. Only careful consideration of the history of their use pre-
vents misunderstanding.
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conceives as the being that it is. All science is philosophy, whether
it knows and wills it—or not. All science remains bound to that
beginning of philosophy. From it it draws the strength of its es-
sence, supposing that it still remains equal to this beginning.

Here we want to regain for our being (Dasein) two distinguish-
ing properties of the original Greek essence of science.

Among the Greeks an old story went around that Prometheus
had been the first philosopher. Aeschylus has this Prometheus utter
a saying that expresses the essence of knowing.

€V davayxng aobeveotega paxe® (Prom. 514 ed. Wil).

“Knowing, however, is far weaker than necessity.” This is to say:
all knowing about things has always already been delivered up to
overpowering fate and fails before it.

Just because of this, knowing must develop its highest defiance;
called forth by such defiance, all the power of the hiddenness of
what is must first arise for knowing really to fail. Just in this way,
what is opens itself in its unfathomable inalterability and lends
knowing its truth. Encountering this Greek saying about the cre-
ative impotence of knowing, one likes to find here all too readily
the prototype of a knowing based purely on itself, while in fact such
knowing has forgotten its own essence; this knowing is interpreted
for us as the “theoretical” attitude—but what do the Greeks mean
by Bewpia? One says: pure contemplation, which remains bound
only to the thing in question and to all it is and demands. This con-
templative behavior—and here one appeals to the Greeks—is said
to be pursued for its own sake. But this appeal is mistaken. For one
thing, “theory” is not pursued for its own sake, but only in the pas-
sion to remain close to and hard pressed by what is as such. But,
for another, the Greeks struggled precisely to conceive and to enact
this contemplative questioning as one, indeed as the highest mode
of évégyewa, of man’s “being-at-work.” They were not concerned
to assimilate practice to theory; quite the reverse: theory was to be
understood as itself the highest realization of genuine practice. For
the Greeks science is not a “cultural good,” but the innermost de-
termining center of all that binds human being to people and state.*

s %, . . des ganzen volklich-staatlichen Daseins.” I considered retaining Dasein as
a by now well established, untranslatable technical term. But the reader should not
assume that in the Rectoral Address Dasein means just what it does in Being and
Time. Heidegger, e.g., speaks of the Dasein eines Volkes. Volklich-staatlich, too,
poses a problem: thus the translation cannot capture the intimate union of Volk and
Staat suggested by the hyphenated adjective.
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Science, for them, is also not a mere means of bringing the uncon-
scious to consciousness, but the power that hones and embraces
being-there (Dasein) in its entirety.

Science is the questioning holding of one’s ground in the midst of
the ever self-concealing totality of what is. This active perseverance
knows, as it perseveres, about its impotence before fate.

This is the original essence of science. But doesn’t this beginning
by now lie two and a half millennia behind us? Hasn’t human
progress changed science as well? Certainly! The Christian-theolog-
ical interpretation of the world that followed, as well as the later
mathematical-technological thinking of the modern age, have sepa-
rated science both in time and in its concerns from its beginning.
But this does not mean that the beginning has been overcome, let
alone brought to nought. For if indeed this primordial Greek sci-
ence is something great, then the beginning of this great thing re-
mains what is greatest about it. The essence of science could not
even be emptied out and used up, as is happening today despite all
its results and “international organizations,” if the greatness of the
beginning did not still endure. The beginning still is. It does not lie
behind us, as something that was long ago, but stands before us. As
what is greatest, the beginning has passed in advance beyond all
that is to come and thus also beyond us. The beginning has invaded
our future. There it awaits us, a distant command bidding us catch
up with its greatness.

Only if we resolutely submit to this distant command to recap-
ture the greatness of the beginning, will science become the inner-
most necessity of our being (Dasein). Otherwise it remains an
accident we fall into or the settled comfort of a safe occupation,
serving to further a mere progress of information.

But if we submit to the distant command of the beginning, sci-
ence must become the fundamental happening of our spiritual
being as part of a people.

And if, indeed, our ownmost being (Dasein) itself stands before
a great transformation, if what that passionate seeker of God and
the last German philosopher, Friedrich Nietzsche, said is true:
“God is dead”—and if we have to face up to the forsakenness of
modern man in the midst of what is, what then is the situation of
science?

6, .. unseres geistig-volklichen Dasecins.” This suggests that Geist and Volk code-
termine our Dasein.
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What was in the beginning the awed perseverance of the Greeks
in the face of what is, transforms itself then into the completely
unguarded exposure to the hidden and uncertain, i.e., the ques-
tionable. Questioning is then no longer a preliminary step, to give
way to the answer and thus to knowledge, but questioning be-
comes itself the highest form of knowing. Questioning then un-
folds its ownmost strength to unlock in all things what is essential.
Questioning then forces our vision into the most simple focus on
the inescapable.

Such questioning shatters the division of the sciences into rigidly
separated specialties, carries them back from their endless and aim-
less dispersal into isolated fields and corners, and exposes science
once again to the fertility and the blessing bestowed by all the
world-shaping powers of human-historical being (Dasein), such as:
nature, history, language; people, custom, state; poetry, thought,
faith; disease, madness, death; law, economy, technology.

If we will the essence of science understood as the questioning,
unguarded holding of one’s ground in the midst of the uncertainty
of the totality of what-is, this will to essence will create for our peo-
ple its world, a world of the innermost and most extreme danger,
i.e., its truly spiritual world. For “spirit” is neither empty clever-
ness, nor the noncommittal play of wit, nor the endless drift of ra-
tional distinctions, and especially not world reason; spirit is
primordially attuned, knowing resoluteness toward the essence of
Being. And the spiritual world of a people is not the superstructure
of a culture, no more than it is an armory stuffed with useful facts
and values; it is the power that most deeply preserves the people’s
strengths, which are tied to earth and blood;” and as such it is the
power that most deeply moves and most profoundly shakes its
being (Dasein). Only a spiritual world gives the people the assur-
ance of greatness. For it necessitates that the constant decision be-
tween the will to greatness and a letting things happen that means
decline, will be the law presiding over the march that our people
has begun into its future history.

If we will this essence of science, the body of teachers of this uni-
versity must really step forward into the most dangerous post,
threatened by constant uncertainty about the world. If it holds this

7 ¢, . . sondern sie ist die Macht der tiefsten Bewahrung der erd-und bluthaften
Krifte als Macht der innersten Erregung und weitesten Erschiitterung seines Da-
seins.”
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ground, that is to say, if from such steadfastness—in essential near-
ness to the hard-pressing insistence of all things—arises a common
questioning and a communally tuned saying, then it will gain the
strength to lead. For what is decisive if one is to lead is not just that
one walk ahead of others, but that one have the strength to be able
to walk alone, not out of obstinacy and a craving for power, but
empowered by the deepest vocation and broadest obligation. Such
strength binds to what is essential, selects the best, and awakens the
genuine following (Gefolgschaft) of those who are of a new mind.

But there is no need to first awaken this following. Germany’s stu-
dent body is on the march. And whom it seeks are those leaders
through whom it wills to so elevate its own vocation that it be-
comes a grounded, knowing truth, and to place it into the clarity of
interpretive and effective word and work.

Out of the resoluteness of the German student body to be equal
to the German fate in its most extreme distress, comes a will to the
essence of the university. This will is a true will in that the German
student body, through the new Student Law,? places itself under the
law of its own essence and in this way for the first time determines
that essence. To give the law to oneself is the highest freedom. The
much celebrated “academic freedom” is being banished from the
German university; for this freedom was not genuine, since it was
only negative. It meant primarily freedom from concern, arbitrari-
ness of intentions and inclinations, lack of restraint in what was
done and left undone. The concept of the freedom of the German
student is now brought back to its truth. Henceforth the bond and
service of the German student will unfold from this truth.

The first bond binds into the community of the people. It obli-
gates to help carry the burden and to participate actively in the
troubles, endeavors, and skills of all its estates (Stdnde) and mem-
bers. From now on this bond will be fixed and rooted in the being
(Dasein) of the German student by means of the Labor Service (Ar-
beitsdienst).®

8 Proclaimed on May 1, 1933, the neue Studentenrecht sought to organize stu-
dents according to the Fithrerprinzip in an effort to integrate the universities into the
National Socialist state.

? Following World War I, the Arbeitsdienst emerged, in good part as a response to
the unemployment problem. On July 23, 1931 the government of the conservative
Heinrich Briining made this voluntary Arbeitsdienst part of its attempt to deal with
unemployment. The National Socialist state was quick to recognize, not only its eco-
nomic importance, but the pedagogical possibilities of such service, which was to be
eine Schule der Volksgemeinschaft, a school that would join members of different
classes in genuine community. The law of June 26, 1935, made six months of such
service mandatory for every young German.
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Questioning then forces our vision into the most simple focus on
the inescapable.

Such questioning shatters the division of the sciences into rigidly
separated specialties, carries them back from their endless and aim-
less dispersal into isolated fields and corners, and exposes science
once again to the fertility and the blessing bestowed by all the
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ground, that is to say, if from such steadfastness—in essential near-
ness to the hard-pressing insistence of all things—arises a common
questioning and a communally tuned saying, then it will gain the
strength to lead. For what is decisive if one is to lead is not just that
one walk ahead of others, but that one have the strength to be able
to walk alone, not out of obstinacy and a craving for power, but
empowered by the deepest vocation and broadest obligation. Such
strength binds to what is essential, selects the best, and awakens the
genuine following (Gefolgschaft) of those who are of a new mind.
But there is no need to first awaken this following. Germany’s stu-
dent body is on the march. And whom it seeks are those leaders
through whom it wills to so elevate its own vocation that it be-
comes a grounded, knowing truth, and to place it into the clarity of
interpretive and effective word and work.

Out of the resoluteness of the German student body to be equal
to the German fate in its most extreme distress, comes a will to the
essence of the university. This will is a true will in that the German
student body, through the new Student Law,? places itself under the
law of its own essence and in this way for the first time determines
that essence. To give the law to oneself is the highest freedom. The
much celebrated “academic freedom” is being banished from the
German university; for this freedom was not genuine, since it was
only negative. It meant primarily freedom from concern, arbitrari-
ness of intentions and inclinations, lack of restraint in what was
done and left undone. The concept of the freedom of the German
student is now brought back to its truth. Henceforth the bond and
service of the German student will unfold from this truth.

The first bond binds into the community of the people. It obli-
gates to help carry the burden and to participate actively in the
troubles, endeavors, and skills of all its estates (Stiinde) and mem-
bers. From now on this bond will be fixed and rooted in the being
(Dasein) of the German student by means of the Labor Service (Ar-
beitsdienst).®

8 Proclaimed on May 1, 1933, the neue Studentenrecht sought to organize stu-
dents according to the Fiéhrerprinzip in an effort to integrate the universities into the
National Socialist state.

? Following World War I, the Arbeitsdienst emerged, in good part as a response to
the unemployment problem. On July 23, 1931 the government of the conservative
Heinrich Briining made this voluntary Arbeitsdienst part of its attempt to deal with
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nomic importance, but the pedagogical possibilities of such service, which was to be
eine Schule der Volksgemeinschaft, a school that would join members of different
classes in genuine community. The law of June 26, 1935, made six months of such
service mandatory for every young German.
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The second bond binds to the honor and destiny of the nation
in the midst of other peoples. It demands the readiness, secured by
knowledge and skill, and tightened by discipline, to give all. In the
future this bond will encompass and penetrate the entire being (Da-
sein) of the student as Armed Service (Webrdienst).

The third bond of the student body binds it to the spiritual mis-
sion of the German people. This people shapes its fate by placing
its history into the openness of the overwhelming power of all the
world-shaping powers of human being (Dasein) and by ever renew-
ing the battle for its spiritual world. Thus exposed to the most ex-
treme questionableness of its own being (Dasein), this people wills
to be a spiritual people. It demands of itself and for itself that its
leaders and guardians possess the strictest clarity of the highest,
widest, and richest knowledge. Still youthful students, who at an
early age have dared to act as men and who extend their willing to
the future destiny of the nation, force themselves, from the very
ground of their being, to serve this knowledge. They will no longer
permit Knowledge Service (Wissensdienst) to be the dull and quick
training for a ‘““distinguished” profession. Because the statesman
and the teacher, the doctor and the judge, the minister and the ar-
chitect, lead the being (Dasein) of people and state, because they
watch over it and keep it honed in its fundamental relations to the
world-shaping powers of human being, these professions and the
training for them have been entrusted to the Knowledge Service.
Knowledge does not serve the professions, quite the reverse: the
professions effect and administer that highest and essential knowl-
edge of the people concerning its entire being (Dasein). But for us
this knowledge is not the settled taking note of essences and values
in themselves; it is the most severe endangerment of human being
(Dasein) in the midst of the overwhelming power of what is. The
very questionableness of Being, indeed, compels the people to work
and fight and forces it into its state (Staat), to which the professions:
belong.

The three bonds—by the people, to the destiny of the state, in a
spiritual mission—are equally primordial to the German essence.
The three services that stem from it—Labor Service, Armed Service,
and Knowledge Service—are equally necessary and of equal rank.

But if Heidegger’s discussion of the three Services refers the reader to the political
situation of the time, it also refers him to Plato’s Republic. Such ambiguities make
the Rectoral Address particularly difficult to translate.
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Only engaged knowledge about the people and knowledge about
the destiny of the state that keeps itself in readiness, only these cre-
ate, at one with knowledge about the spiritual mission, the pri-
mordial and full essence of science, whose realization is our
task—supposing that we submit to the distant command of the be-
ginning of our spiritual-historical being (Dasein).

This science is meant when the essence of the German university
is delimited as the “high” school that, grounded in science, by
means of science educates and disciplines the leaders and guardians
of the fate of the German people.

This primordial concept of science obligates us not only to “ob-
jectivity” (“Sachlichkeit”), but, first of all, to make our questioning
in the midst of the historical-spiritual world of the people simple
and essential. Indeed—only in such questioning can objectivity
truly ground itself; i.e., discover its nature and limit.

Science, in this sense, must become the power that shapes the
body of the German university. This implies a twofold task: For
one, the body of teachers and the student body, each in its own way,
must be seized and remain seized by the concept of science. At the
same time, however, this concept of science must intervene in and
transform the basic patterns in which teachers and students join to
act as members of a scientific community: the faculties and special-
ties.10

The faculty is a faculty only if, rooted in the essence of its sci-
ence, it develops into a faculty for spiritual legislation, able to shape
those powers of human being (Dasein) that press it hard into the
one spiritual world of the people.

The speciality is a speciality only if, from the very outset, it
places itself in the realm of this spiritual legislation and thus tears
down departmental barriers and overcomes what lets professional
training lose itself in what is stale and counterfeit.

At the moment when faculties and specialties begin to raise the
essential and simple questions of their science, both teachers and
students are already encompassed by the same final necessities and
pressing concerns, inseparable from the being (Dasein) of people
and state.

The unfolding of the primordial essence of science, however, de-
mands such a degree of rigor, responsibility, and superior patience

19 Fachschaften. 1 have translated both Fachschaft and Fach as specialty. Fach also
means compartment, suggesting the compartmentalization that has attended special-
ization in the sciences.
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that, in comparison, matters like conscientious adherence to or
eager tinkering with established procedures hardly carry any
weight.

But if the Greeks took three centuries just to put the question of
what knowledge is upon the right basis and on a secure path, we
have no right to presume that the elucidation and unfolding of the
essence of the German university could take place in the current or
in the coming semester.

One thing, however, we do know from the indicated essence of
science; we do know that the German university will only take
shape and come to power when the three services—Labor Service,
Armed Service, and Knowledge Service—primordially coalesce and
become one formative force. That is to say:

The teaching body’s will to essence must awaken and strengthen
and thus gain the simplicity and breadth necessary to knowledge
about the essence of science. The student body’s will to essence
must force itself to rise to the highest clarity and discipline of know-
ing and, demanding and determining, integrate its engaged under-
standing of the people and its state, which is itself a kind of science,
into the essence of science.!* The two wills must confront one an-
other, ready for battle. All faculties of will and thought, all
strengths of the heart and all skills of the body, must be unfolded
through battle, heightened iz battle, and preserved as battle.

We choose the knowing battle of those who question and profess
with Carl von Clausewitz:12 “I take leave of the frivolous hope of
salvation by the hand of accident.”

This battle community of teachers and students, however, will
only transform the German university into a place of spiritual legis-
lation and establish in it the center of the most disciplined and fo-
cused preparation for the highest service to the people in its state,
when teachers and students arrange their being (Dasein) more sim-
ply, more unsparingly, and more frugally than all their fellow Ger-
mans. All leading must grant the body of followers its own
strength. All following, however, bears resistance within itself. This
essential opposition of leading and following must not be obscured,
let alone eliminated.

111 have translated Mitwissenschaft as “engaged understanding . . . which is itself
a kind of science.” In its context, Mitwissenschaft points both to Wissenschaft (sci-
ence) and to mitwissen, a knowing that actively participates in the knowledge of
others.

12 Carl von Clausewitz (1780-1831), for many years head of the Prussian War
College and author of the influential Vo Krieg (On War).
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Battle alone keeps this opposition open and implants in the en-
tire body of teachers and students that basic mood which lets self-
limiting self-assertion empower resolute self-examination to genu-
ine self-governance.

Do we, or do we not, will the essence of the German university?
It is up to us whether, and to what extent, we concern ourselves
with self-examination and self-assertion not just casually, but pene-
trating to their very foundations, or whether—with the best of in-
tentions—we only change old arrangements and add new ones. No
one will keep us from doing this.

But no one will even ask us whether we do or do not will, when
the spiritual strength of the West fails and the joints of the world
no longer hold, when this moribund semblance of a culture caves
in and drags all that remains strong into confusion and lets it suffo-
cate in madness.

Whether this will happen or not depends alone on whether or
not we, as a historical-spiritual people, still and once again will our-
selves. Every individual participates in this decision, even he, and
indeed especially he, who evades it.

But we do will that our people fulfill its historical mission.

We do will ourselves. For the young and the youngest strength
of the people, which already reaches beyond us, bas by now decided
the mattef.’

But we fiilly understand the splendor and the greatness of this
setting out only when we carry within ourselves that profound and
far-reaching thoughtfulness that gave ancient Greek wisdom the
word:

T4 . . . peydro waveo Emopald . . .
“All that is great stands in the storm .. .”

(Plato, Republic, 497 d, 9).13

Translated by Karsten Harries

13 B. Jowett translates the passage from which this saying is taken as follows:

“What is there remaining?”

“The question of how the study of philosophy may be so ordered as not to be the
ruin of the State: All great attempts are attended with risk; ‘hard is the good,’ as
men say.”
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Follow the Fiihrer! (1934)

On October 30, 1933, the Mayor’s employment program found
work for 600 unemployed. The auxiliary services of child care and
clothing sensibly bettered the conditions of the workers, so that
now their National Socialist education can begin. On the twenty-
second of this month (February, 1934) the 600 marched to the
largest lecture ball of the university and were greeted by the Rector
in the following address:

German compatriots! German workers! As Rector of the univer-
sity I greet you most heartily in this house. This greeting marks the
beginning of our work together. We will begin by making clear the
meaning of the till now unheard-of event, that you, relief workers
of the town of Freiburg, have met us in the largest lecture hall of
the university. What does this event mean?

Through widespread and entirely new methods of work procure-
ment, the town of Freiburg has led you to employment and food.
And because of that you are favored over the other unemployed
men of the town. But this privilege has its duties, too.

And your duty is to take the employment, and perform the tasks,
in whatever manner the Fiibrer of our new State demands. For em-
ployment is not merely the lifting of extreme poverty, it is not
merely the putting aside of inner hopelessness or despair, nor
merely protection from harassment; it is equally and uniquely a
building up in the new future of our people.

The employment procurement service must make workers and
unemployed comrades alike active in and for the State, and thereby
in and for the whole people. The compatriot who gets work will
find that he is not cast off and left to fend for himself, but that he
belongs to the people, and that every service and every achievement
has its own value and leads on to other tasks and achievements.
From this experience he will win back his self-respect and a proud
bearing, and will be able to show firmness and decision in meeting
his comrades.
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The goal is to work hard for a satisfying existence as a member
of the German community of peoples.

But to do this you must know where you stand as a member of
this people; you must know how the people incorporates its mem-
bers and by this incorporation renews itself; you must know what
is happening to the people in this National Socialist State; you must
know what a hard struggle it will be to bring this new reality to
fruition; you must know what the coming healing of the body of
the German people means, and what it demands from each individ-
ual; you must know to what a pretty pass German men have come
because of urbanization, and how they will be given back to the soil
and the land through settlements, you must know the implications
of the fact that eighteen million Germans belong to the German
people, but not to the German State because they live beyond the
state frontiers.

Every working man of our people must know for what reason
and to what end he stands there. Through this living, and always
current, knowledge will his life first be rooted in the whole German
people and in its destiny. And with the procurement of employment
goes the procurement of this knowledge, and it is your right, and
indeed your duty, to demand this knowledge and to make every ef-
fort to come by it.

And now your young comrades of the university stand ready to
help you get the knowledge. They are resolved to help, so that the
knowledge may unfold in you and grow, and never again sleep.
They will help you, not as “scholars,” from the “upper” classes, but
as comrades of the people who have recognized your duty.

They will not come to you as “educated” people condescending
to a class, or even a “lower class,” of uneducated men, but as com-
rades. They will listen to your questions, your needs, your difficul-
ties and your doubts, talk these through with you, and by your
common work bring you to clarity, freedom and decision. And so,
what does it mean that we are met here in this hall of the university?

It is a sign that there exists a new common resolve to throw up
a bridge between those who labor with their hands and those who
perform brain work. This resolve is no longer an empty dream—
and why not? Because through the National Socialist State our en-
tire German reality has been altered, and that means altering all our
previous ideas and thinking, too.

The words “knowledge” and “scholarship” have acquired a dif-
ferent meaning, and so too have the words “work” and “worker.”
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Scholarship is not the possession of ¢ restricted class of citizens
to misuse as a weapon for the exploitation of those who do the
work; it is only a stronger and therefore more responsible form of
that knowledge that the whole German people must demand and
seek for the sake of its historico-political existence, if this people
desires to safeguard its continuation and greatness. The knowledge
of true scholarship does not differ in its tradition from the knowl-
edge of farmers, lumberjacks, miners and craftsmen. For knowledge
means being at home in the world in which we live as individuals
and as part of a community.

Knowledge means growth of resolve and action in the perform-
ance of a task that has been given us, whether that task be ordering
the fields, or felling a tree, or mining, or questioning the laws of
Nature, or determining the place of history in the force of destiny.

Knowledge means being in the place where we are put.

It is not so important for knowledge, as some people we know
believe, whether or not it is something that originally grew in us,
but it is important that we hold fast by our actions and our behav-
ior to what we know. We no longer make a distinction between
“educated” and “uneducated.” And that is not because they are the
same thing; we simply no longer place any value at all on this dis-
tinction. We do distinguish, however, between knowledge and the
appearance of knowledge. The farmer, the craftsman and the
scholar all have true knowledge, each after his own fashion, and in
his field of work. On the other hand, the learned man may totally
deceive himself by what is only the appearance of knowledge.

If you want to become rich in knowledge, it is not a question of
getting yourself bits and pieces of some “general picture,” as if you
were being given charity. There must be awakened in you that
knowledge by whose power you may become, each in his own place
and specialty, clear and resolute German men.

Knowledge and its possession, as National Socialism under-
stands these words, do not divide the classes, but rather bind and
unite the people in the one great will of the State. Like the words
“knowledge” and “scholarship,” the words “worker” and “work”
have taken on a new sound and a changed meaning. The “worker”
is not, as Marxism would have him be, merely the opponent of ex-
ploitation. The working class is not the disinherited class marching
to a general class war. “Work” is not simply the production of
goods for others, nor is it merely the opportunity and means of get-
ting a reward.
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No. To us, “work” is the title of every regulated act and under-
taking that is performed with responsibility toward the individual,
the group and the State, and so becomes of service to the people.
Work is found wherever, and only wherever, men’s free power of
decision sets itself to perform a task under the governance of a re-
solve. Work is therefore something spiritual in its own right, for it
is founded upon freely acting knowledge of the circumstances, and
regulated understanding of the work—that is to say, upon its own
knowledge. The production of the miner is not fundamentally less
spiritual than the action of the scholar.

“The workers” and “scholarly knowledge” form no contrast.
Every worker is a learned man in his own way, and only as such
can he work. The animal remains shut off from the privilege of
work, which is denied to him. Every one who consciously decides
and acts is a worker.

For this reason the resolve to throw up a living bridge cannot
any longer remain an empty wish in you, any more than in us. The
resolve to complete procurement of work by the procurement of
knowledge must become in us inmost certainty, not flagging belief.
For in what that resolve demands, we are but following the glorious
will of our Fiibrer. To become one of his loyal following means to
desire wholeheartedly and undeviatingly that the German people
may once more find its growing unity, its true worth and true
power, and may procure thereby its endurance and greatness as a
work State. To the man of this unprecedented resolve, our Fiihrer
Adolf Hitler, let us give a threefold “Heil!”’

Translated by D. D. Runes



Why Do I Stay in the
Provinces? (1934)

On the steep slope of a wide mountain valley in the southern Black
Forest, at an elevation of 1,150 meters, there stands a small ski hut.
The floor plan measures six meters by seven. The low-hanging roof
covers three rooms: the kitchen which is also the living room, a bed-
room and a study. Scattered at wide intervals throughout the nar-
row base of the valley and on the equally steep slope opposite, lie
the farmhouses with their large overhanging roofs. Higher up the
slope the meadows and pasture lands lead to the woods with its
dark fir-trees, old and towering. Over everything there stands a
clear summer sky, and in its radiant expanse two hawks glide
around in wide circles.

This is my work-world—seen with the eye of an observer: the
guest or summer vacationer. Strictly speaking I myself never ob-
serve the landscape. I experience its hourly changes, day and night,
in the great comings and goings of the seasons. The gravity of the
mountains and the hardness of their primeval rock, the slow and
deliberate growth of the fir-trees, the brilliant, simple splendor of
the meadows in bloom, the rush of the mountain brook in the long
autumn night, the stern simplicity of the flatlands covered with
snow—all of this moves and flows through and penetrates daily ex-
istence up there, and not in forced moments of “aesthetic” immer-
sion or artificial empathy, but only when one’s own existence
stands in its work. It is the work alone that opens up space for the
reality that is these mountains. The course of the work remains em-
bedded in what happens in the region.

On a deep winter’s night when a wild, pounding snowstorm
rages around the cabin and veils and covers everything, that is the
perfect time for philosophy. Then its questions must become simple
and essential. Working through each thought can only be tough and
rigorous. The struggle to mold something into language is like the
resistance of the towering firs against the storm.

And this philosophical work does not take its course like the
aloof studies of some ec zentric. It belongs right in the middle of the
peasants’ work. When ‘he young farmboy drags his heavy sled up
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the slope and guides it, piled high with beech logs, down the dan-
gerous descent to his house, when the herdsman, lost in thought
and slow of step, drives his cattle up the slope, when the farmer in
his shed gets the countless shingles ready for his roof, my work is
of the same sort. It is intimately rooted in and related to the life of
the peasants.

A city-dweller thinks he has gone “out among the people” as
soon as he condescends to have a long conversation with a peasant.
But in the evening during a work-break, when I sit with the peas-
ants by the fire or at the table in the “Lord’s Corner,” we mostly
say nothing at all. We smoke our pipes in silence. Now and again
someone might say that the woodcutting in the forest is finishing
up, that a marten broke into the hen-house last night, that one of
the cows will probably calf in the morning, that someone’s uncle
suffered a stroke, that the weather will soon “turn.” The inner rela-
tionship of my own work to the Black Forest and its people comes
from a centuries-long and irreplaceable rootedness in the Aleman-
nian-Swabian soil.

At most, a city-dweller gets “stimulated” by a so-called stay in
the country. But my whole work is sustained and guided by the
world of these mountains and their people. Lately from time to time
my work up there is interrupted for long stretches by conferences,
lecture trips, committee meetings and my teaching work down here
in Freiburg. But_as soon as I go back up there, even in the first few
hours of being at the cabin, the whole world of previous questions
forces itself upon me in the very form in which I left it. I simply am
transported into the work’s own kind of rhythm, and in a funda-
mental sense I am not at all in command of its hidden law. People
in the city often wonder whether one gets lonely up in the moun-
tains among the peasants for such long and monotonous periods of
time. But it isn’t loneliness, it is solitude. In large cities one can eas-
ily be as lonely as almost nowhere else. But one can never be in
solitude there. Solitude has the peculiar and original power not of
isolating us but of projecting our whole existence out into the vast
nearness of the presence [Wesen] of all things.

In the public world one can be made a “celebrity” overnight by
the newspapers and journals. That always remains the surest way
to have one’s ownmost intentions get misinterpreted and quickly
and thoroughly forgotten.

In contrast, the memory of the peasant has its simple and sure
fidelity which never forgets. Recently an old peasant woman up
there was approaching death. She liked to chat with me frequently,
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and she told me many old stories of the village. In her robust lan-
guage, full of images, she still preserved many old words and vari-
ous sayings which have become unintelligible to the village youth
today and hence are lost to the spoken language. Very often in the
past year when I lived alone in the cabin for weeks on end, this
peasant woman with her 83 years would still come climbing up the
slope to visit me. She wanted to look in from time to time, as she
put it, to see whether I was still there or whether “someone” had
stolen me off unawares. She spent the night of her death in conver-
sation with her family. Just an hour and a half before the end she
sent her greetings to the “Professor.” Such a memory is worth in-
comparably more than the most astute report by any international
newspaper about my alleged philosophy.

The world of the city runs the risk of falling into a destructive
error. A very loud and very active and very fashionable obtrusiveness
often passes itself off as concern for the world and existence of the
peasant. But this goes exactly contrary to the one and only thing that
now needs to be done, namely, to keep one’s distance from the life
of the peasant, to leave their existence more than ever to its own law,
to keep hands off lest it be dragged into the literati’s dishonest chat-
ter about “folk-character” and “rootedness in the soil.” The peasant
doesn’t need and doesn’t want this citified officiousness. What he
needs and wants is quiet reserve with regard to his own way of being
and its independence. But nowadays many people from the city, the
kind who know their way around and not least of all the skiers, often
behave in the village or at a farmer’s house in the same way they
“‘have fun” at their recreation centers in the city. Such goings-on de-
stroy more in one evening than centuries of scholarly teaching about
folk-character and folklore could ever hope to promote.

Let us stop all this condescending familiarity and sham concern
for “folk-character” and let us learn to take seriously that simple,
rough existence up there. Only then will it speak to us once more.

Recently I got a second invitation to teach at the University of. .
Berlin. On that occasion I left Freiburg and withdrew to the cabin.
I listened to what the mountains and the forest and the farmlands
were saying, and I went to see an old friend of mine, a 75-year old
farmer. He had read about the call to Berlin in the newspapers.
What would he say? Slowly he fixed the sure gaze of his clear eyes
on mine, and keeping his mouth tightly shut, he thoughtfully put
his faithful hand on my shoulder. Ever so slightly he shook his head.
That meant: absolutely no!

Translated by Thomas ]. Sheehan



The Thinker as Poet (1947)

When the early morning light quietly
grows above the mountains .. . ..

The world’s darkening never reaches
to the light of Being.

We are too late for the gods and too
early for Being. Being’s poem,
just begun, is man.

To head toward a star—this only.

To think is to confine yourself to a
single thought that one day stands
still like a star in the world’s sky.

* * *

When the little windwheel outside
the cabin window sings in the
gathering thunderstorm.. . ..

When thought’s courage stems from
the bidding of Being, then
destiny’s language thrives.

As soon as we have the thing before
our eyes, and in our hearts an ear
for the word, thinking prospers.

Few are experienced enough in the
difference between an object of
scholarship and a matter thought.
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If in thinking there were already
adversaries and not mere
opponents, then thinking’s case
would be more auspicious.

* * *

When through a rent in the rain-clouded
sky a ray of the sun suddenly glides
over the gloom of the meadows . . ..

We never come to thoughts. They come
to us.

That is the proper hour of discourse.

Discourse cheers us to companionable
reflection. Such reflection neither
parades polemical opinions nor does it
tolerate complaisant agreement. The sail
of thinking keeps trimmed hard to the
wind of the matter.

From such companionship a few perhaps
may rise to be journeymen in the
craft of thinking. So that one of them,
unforeseen, may become a master.

* * *

When in early summer lonely narcissi
bloom hidden in the meadow and the
rock-rose gleams under the maple . . ..

The splendor of the simple.

Only image formed keeps the vision.
Yet image formed rests in the poem.

How could cheerfulness stream
through us if we wanted to shun
sadness?
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Pain gives of its healing power
where we least expect it.

*» % %

When the wind, shifting quickly, grumbles
in the rafters of the cabin, and the
weather threatens to become nasty . . . .

Three dangers threaten thinking.

The good and thus wholesome
danger is the nighness of the singing
poet.

The evil and thus keenest danger is
thinking itself. It must think
against itself, which it can only
seldom do.

The bad and thus muddled danger
is philosophizing.

* % %

When on a summer’s day the butterfly
settles on the flower and, wings
closed, sways with it in the
meadow-breeze. . ..

All our heart’s courage is the
echoing response to the
first call of Being which
gathers our thinking into the
play of the world.

In thinking all things
become solitary and slow.

Patience nurtures magnanimity.

He who thinks greatly must
err greatly.
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When the mountain brook in night’s
stillness tells of its plunging
over the boulders. . ..

The oldest of the old follows behind
us in our thinking and yet it
comes to meet us.

That is why thinking holds to the
coming of what has been, and
is remembrance.

To be old means: to stop in time at
that place where the unique
thought of a thought train has
swung into its joint.

We may venture the step back out
of philosophy into the thinking of
Being as soon as we have grown
familiar with the provenance of
thinking.

% % %

When in the winter nights snowstorms
tear at the cabin and one morning the
landscape is hushed in its blanket of
SNOW . . . .

Thinking’s saying would be stilled in
its being only by becoming unable
to say that which must remain
unspoken.

Such inability would bring thinking
face to face with its matter.

What is spoken is never, and in no
language, what is said.
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That a thinking is, ever and suddenly—
whose amazement could fathom it?

* » »

When the cowbells keep tinkling from
the slopes of the mountain valley
where the herds wander slowly . . ..

The poetic character of thinking is
still veiled over.

Where it shows itself, it is for a
long time like the utopism of
a half-poetic intellect.

But poetry that thinks is in truth
the topology of Being.

This topology tells Being the
whereabouts of its actual
presence.

» % »

When the evening light; slanting into
the woods somewhere, bathes the tree
trunks ingold . . ..

Singing and thinking are the stems
neighbor to poetry.

They grow out of Being and reach into
its truth.

Their relationship makes us think of what
Holderlin sings of the trees of the
woods:

“And to each other they remain unknown,
So long as they stand, the neighboring
trunks.”

Translated by Albert Hofstadter



Only a God Can Save Us: Der Spiegel’s
Interview with Martin Heidegger

(September 23, 1966)

S: Professor Heidegger, we have stated time and again that your
philosophical work has been somewhat overshadowed by some
events in your life which, while they did not last very long, have still
never been cleared up.

H: You mean 1933.

S: Yes, before and after. We would like to put this in a larger
context and, from that vantage point, raise some questions which
appear to be important, e.g., what are the possibilities that philoso-
phy could have an effect on reality, in particular on political reality?

H: These are important questions. Who is to say that I can an-
swer them? But first of all I must say that, before my rectorship, I
was not in any way politically active. In the Winter Semester of
1932-33, I had a leave of absence, and 1 spent most of that time at
my cabin.

S: Well, then how did it happen that you became rector of the
University of Freiburg?

H: In December 1932, my neighbor, von Méllendorf, who was
Professor of Anatomy, was elected rector. The term of office of the
new rector at the University of Freiburg begins on April 15. During
the Winter Semester of 1932-33, he and I often spoke of the situa-
tion, not only of the political situation, but especially of that of the
universities, and of the situation of the students which appeared in
part to be hopeless. My judgment was this: insofar as I could judge
things, only one possibility was left, and that was to attempt to stem
the coming development by means of constructive powers which
were still viable.

S: So you saw a connection between the situation of the German
university and the political situation in Germany as a whole?

H: I certainly followed political events between January and
March 1933 and occasionally I spoke about them with my younger
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colleagues. But my work itself was concerned with a comprehensive
interpretation of presocratic thought. At the beginning of the Sum-
mer Semester I returned to Freiburg. In the meantime on April 16,
Professor von Mdllendorf had begun his office as rector. Scarcely
two weeks later he was relieved of his office by the then Badish
Minister of Culture. The occasion for this decision by the Minister,
an occasion for which the Minister was presumably looking, was
the fact that the Rector had forbidden posting the so-called Jewish
proclamation.

S: Professor von Méllendorf was a Social Democrat. What did
he do after his removal?

H: On the very day he was removed, von Méllendorf came to
me and said: “Heidegger, now you must take over the rectorship.”
I said that I lacked experience in administration. The vice-rector at
that time, Prof. Sauer (Theology), likewise urged me to become a
candidate for the rectorship. For otherwise the danger would be
that a party functionary would be named rector. The younger fac-
ulty, with whom I had been discussing the structure of the Univer-
sity for many years, besieged me to take over the rectorship. For a
long time I hesitated. Finally I said that I was ready to take over the
office in the interest of the University, but only if I could be certain
of the unanimous agreement of the Plenum. My doubts about my
suitability for the rectorship persisted. On the morning of the day
which had been set for the election, I went to the Rector’s office and
explained to von Méllendorf (who though no longer Rector was
present there) and to Professor Sauer, that I just could not possibly
take over the office. Both these colleagues told me that the election
had been set up in such a way that I could no longer withdraw my
candidacy.

S: And after this you declared yourself ready. How then was
your relationship with the National Socialists formed?

H: On the second day after I had assumed office, the “student
leader” with two companions visited me as Rector and demanded
again the posting of the Jewish proclamation. I declined. The three
students left remarking that the prohibition would be reported to
the National Student Leadership. After a few days a telephone call
came from the Office of Higher Education [SA Hochschulamt), in
the highest SA echelons, from the SA Leader Dr. Baumann.! He de-
manded the posting of the so called proclamation, since it had al-
ready been posted in other universities. If I refused I would have to
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reckon with removal, if not, indeed, with the closing of the Univer-
sity. I attempted to win the support of the Badish Minister of Cul-
ture for my prohibition. The latter explained that he could do
nothing in opposition to the SA. Nevertheless, I did not retract my
prohibition.

S: Up to now that was not known.

H: The motive which moved me to take over the rectorship had
already appeared in my inaugural address at Freiburg in the year
1929, What Is Metaphysics?: “The fields of the sciences lie far
apart. The methods of treating their objects are fundamentally dif-
ferent. Today this fragmented multiplicity of discipline is held to-
gether only by the technical organization of the universities and the
faculties and held together as a unit of meaning only through
the practical orientation of the academic departments. The roots of
the sciences in their essential ground have withered away.”? What |
attempted to do during my term of office with respect to this situa-
tion of the university—(which has by today deteriorated to the ex-
treme)—is contained in my rectorial address.?

S: We attempted to find out how and whether this remark from
1929 coincided with what you said in your inaugural address as
rector in 1933. We are taking a sentence out of context. “The
much-sung ‘academic freedom’ is driven out of the German univer-
sity. This freedom was false because it was only negative.” We
might suppose that this sentence expresses at least in part ideas
which are even today not foreign to you.

H: Yes, I still stand behind that statement. For this academic
“freedom” was all too often only a negative one: freedom from tak-
ing the trouble to reflect and meditate as scientific studies demand.
But the sentence which you have picked out should not be isolated.
It should, rather, be read in context. Then what I wanted under-
stood by “negative freedom” will become clear.

S: Good. One can understand that. Still we believe that we per-
ceive a new tone in your rector’s address when you speak there,
four months after Hitler was named Chancellor of the Reich, of the
“greatness and glory of this new dawn.”

H: Yes, I was convinced of that.

S: Could you explain that a bit more?
H: Gladly. At that time I saw no alternative. In the general con-
fusion of opinions and of the political trends of twenty-two parties,
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it was necessary to find a national, and above all a social, point of
view, perhaps of the sort attempted by Friedrich Naumann. To give
you but one example, I can only refer you here to an essay by Edu-
ard Spranger, which goes far beyond my rector’s address. [This
essay appeared in a periodical, Die Erziebung, ed. by A. Fischer, W.
Flitner, H. Nohl and E. Spranger, 1933, p. 401—Der Spiegel.)

S: When did you begin to be concerned with political situations?
The twenty-two parties had been there for a long time. And there
were millions of unemployed people in 1930.

H: At that time I was completely taken up with the questions
that are developed in Being and Time (1927) and in the writings
and lectures of the following years. These are the fundamental
questions of thinking which in an indirect way affect even national
and social questions. The question which concerned me directly as
a teacher in the university was the question of the meaning of the
sciences and, in connection with this, the question of the determina-
tion of the task of the university. This concern is expressed in the
title of my rectorial address: “The Self-determination of the Ger-
man University.” Such a title had not been risked in any rectorial
address up to that time. And yet who among those who have en-
gaged in polemics against this address has read it thoroughly,
thought it through and interpreted it in terms of the situation of
those times?

S: But to speak of the self-determination of the German univer-
sity in such a turbulent world, wasn’t that a bit inappropriate?

H: Why so? The self-determination of the university: that goes
against the so-called political science which was demanded at that
time in the Party and by the National Socialist Students. At that
time the title had a completely different meaning: it did not mean
the science of politics, as it does today; rather it meant: science as
such, in its meaning and worth, is devalued in favor of the practical
needs of the people. The counter-position to such politicizing of sci-
ence is rightly expressed in the rectorial address.

S: Do we understand you correctly? While you drew the univer-
sity into something which you at that time felt to be a new dawn,
still you wished to see the university assert itself against currents
which were overpowering and which would have no longer allowed
the university to keep its identity?

H: Certainly. But self-determination should simultaneously
pose the task of retrieving from the merely technical organization
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of the university a new meaning which could come out of a reflec-
tion on the tradition of Western-European thought.

S: Professor, are we to understand that you thought at that time
that it was possible for the university to regain its health in alliance
with the National Socialists?

H: That is not exactly correct. I did not say, in alliance with the
National Socialists. Rather the university should renew itself by
means of its own reflection and in this way secure a firm position
against the danger of the politicization of science—in the aforemen-
tioned sense.

S: And that is why you proclaimed these three pillars in your
rectoral address: the service of work, military service and the ser-
vice of knowledge. In this way, you meant to say, the “service of
knowledge” should be lifted up to a position of equal rank with the
other two, something which the National Socialists surely would
not have granted it?

H: There was no talk of “pillars.” If you read it carefully, you
will will see that the “service of knowledge” does, to be sure, stand
in the third place in the enumeration, but in terms of its meaning it
is first. One ought to remember that work and the military, like
every human activity, are grounded in knowledge and are enlight-
ened by it.

S: But we must—and this will be the end of this miserable quot-
ing—still mention one more remark, one which we cannot imagine
that you would still subscribe to today. You said in the Fall, 1933:
“Do not let doctrines and ideas be the rules of your Being. The Fiib-
rer himself and he alone is the present and future German reality
and its rule.”

H: These sentences are not found in the rectorial address, but
only in the local Freiburg Students Newspaper, at the beginning of
1933-34 Winter Semester. When I took over the rectorship it was
clear to me that I would not see it through without some compro-
mises. I would today no longer write the sentences which you cite.
Even by 1934 I no longer said such things.

S: May we ask you once more a related question? It has become
clear up to this point in this conversation that your position in the
year 1933 fluctuated between two poles. You had to say many
things ad usum delphini [for the use of the Dauphin, i.e., for public
consumption]; that is one pole. But the other pole was more posi-
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tive, and this you express by saying: I had the feeling that here is
something new, here is a new dawn.

H: That is right. It’s not that I had spoken only for the sake of
appearances; I also saw such a possibility.

S: You know that some reproaches have been made against you
in this connection concerning your collaboration with the NSDAP+
and its units and which are still not contradicted. Thus you have
been accused of having taken part in the book burnings by the stu-
dent body or by the Hitler Youth.

H: Ihad forbidden the planned book burning which was to take
place in front of the University buildings.

S: Then you were also accused of having had the books of Jew-
ish authors removed from the library or from the Philosophical
Seminar. .

H: As Director of the Seminar I had authority only over its li-
brary. I did not comply with the repeated demands to remove the
books of Jewish authors. Former participants in my seminars could
testify today that not only were no books of Jewish authors re-
moved, but that these authors, and above all Husserl, were cited
and discussed just as before 1933.

S: Well then how do you explain the origin of such rumors? Is
it just maliciousness?

H: According to my knowledge of the sources, I am inclined to
believe that. But the motives of the defamation lie deeper. Taking
over the rectorship was probably only the occasion, but not the de-
termining cause. Probably the polemics will flare up again and
again, whenever the occasion presents itself.

S: You had Jewish students also after 1933. Your relationship to
some of these students is supposed to have been quite warm.

H: My attitude after 1933 remained unchanged. One of my old-
est and most gifted students, Helene Weiss, who later emigrated to
Scotland, was awarded her doctorate from Basel—for this was no
longer possible at Freiburg—with a dissertation, Causality and
Chance in the Philosophy of Aristotle, printed in Basel in 1942, At
the conclusion of the Foreword, the author writes: “The attempt
at a phenomenological interpretation, which we here submit in its
preliminary stage, was made possible by M. Heidegger’s unpub-
lished interpretations of Greek Philosophy.” I have here a copy of
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the book with a dedication by the author in her own handwriting.
I visited Dr. Weiss several times in Brussels before her death.

S: You and Jaspers were friends for a long time. Then after 1933
this relationship became clouded. The story goes that the problem
was that Jaspers had a Jewish wife. Would you comment on that?

H: Karl Jaspers and I had been friends since 1919. I visited him
and his wife in Heidelberg during the Summer Semester of 1933.
Karl Jaspers sent me all his publications between 1934 and 1938,
“with warm regards.”

S: You were a student of Edmund Husserl, your Jewish prede-
cessor in the Chair of Philosophy at Freiburg University. He had
recommended you to the faculty to be his successor as professor.
Your relationship with him must have included some gratitude.

H: To be sure. You know the dedication of Being and Time.

S: Of course. But later on this relationship too became clouded.
Can you and are you willing to tell us what caused this?

H: Our differences with respect to philosophical matters had
been accentuated. In the beginning of the Thirties Husserl settled
accounts with Max Scheler and me in public, the clarity of which
left nothing to be desired. I could not discover what had moved
Husserl to cut himself off from my thought in such a public way.

S: On what occasion was this?

H: Husserl spoke in the Berlin Sports Palace before the student
body. Erich Miihsam reported it in one of the large Berlin newspa-
pers.

S: In our context the actual controversy itself is not of interest.
All that is interesting is that there was no controversy which had
anything to do with 1933.

H: None in the least.

S: Reproaches were made against you that, in 1941, the year of
the publication of the fifth edition of Being and Time, you left out
the original dedication to Husserl.

H: That’s right. I explained this in my book, On the Way to
Language. 1 wrote there, “To counter widely circulated allegations,
let it be stated here explicitly that the dedication of Being and Time
mentioned on p. 16 [p. 92 in the German edition of Unterwegs zur
Sprache) of the Dialogue remained in Being and Time until its
fourth edition of 1935. In 1941, when my publishers felt that the
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fifth edition might be endangered and that, indeed, the book might
be suppressed, I finally agreed, at the suggestion and wish of Nie-
meyer, that the dedication be omitted from the edition on the condi-
tion imposed by me that the note to page 38 [of the German Edition
of Being and Time) be retained—a note which in fact states the rea-
son for that dedication, and which runs: ‘If the following investiga-
tion has taken any steps forward in disclosing the “things
themselves,” the author must first of all thank E. Husserl, who, by
providing his own incisive personal guidance and by freely turning
over his unpublished investigations, familiarized the author with
the most diverse areas of phenomenological research during his stu-
dent years at Freiburg’”$

S: Then we hardly need to ask whether it is correct that you, as
rector of the University of Freiburg, had forbidden Professor Emeri-
tus Husserl to enter or to use the University Library or the library
of the Philosophical Seminar.

H: That is a slander.

S: And there is no letter which contains this prohibition against
Husserl? Then how did this rumor get started?

H: 1don’t know that either. I cannot find an explanation for it.
I can show you the impossibility of this whole affair by means of
something else which is not known. When I was rector I was able,
in a meeting I had with the Minister, to retain the then Director of
the Medical Clinic, Professor Thannhauser and also Professor von
Hevesy, Professor of Physics, who was later to be a Nobel Prize
winner. Both of these men were Jews, whom the Ministry had de-
manded be removed. Now it is absurd that I would have retained
both these men and at the same time have taken the alleged steps
against Husserl, who was an emeritus and my own teacher. More-
over I kept the students and lecturers from organizing a demonstra-
tion against Professor Thannhauser. At that time, there were
unsalaried lecturers who were stuck without students and who
thought: now is the time to be promoted. When they met with me
about this, I turned them all down.

S: You did not attend Husserl’s funeral in 1938.

H: Let me say the following about that. The reproach that I
broke off my relations with Husserl is unfounded. In May 1933,
my wife wrote a letter in both our names to Frau Husserl in which
we expressed our unaltered gratitude. We sent this letter to Husserl
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with a bouquet of flowers. Frau Husserl answered tersely in a for-
mal thank you note and wrote that relations between our families
were broken off. It was a human failing that [at Husserl’s sick bed
or at the time of his death] I did not express once more my gratitude
and my admiration. And for that I asked Frau Husser!’s forgiveness
in writing.

S: Husserl died in 1938. By February 1934, you had already re-
signed the rectorship. How did that come about?

H: Ishould expand upon that somewhat. I had the intention of
doing something about the technical organization of the University,
that is, of reforming the faculties from the inside and on the basis
of the tasks imposed upon them by their various fields. With this in
mind, [ proposed to nominate as deans of the individual faculties
for the Winter Semester of 1933-34 younger and, above all, out-
standing men, without regard for their position in the Party. Thus
deans were appointed as follows: in the Law School, Professor
Erich Wolff; in Philosophy, Professor Schadewaldt; in Natural Sci-
ences, Professor Soergel; in Medicine, Professor von Méllendorf,
who had been removed as rector in the Spring. But by Christmas
1933 it became clear to me that the innovations for the University,
which I had in mind, could not be carried out because of opposition
both within the faculty and from the Party. The faculty, for exam-
ple, took it amiss that I included students in responsible positions
in the Administration of the University, much as is the case today.
One day I was called to Karlsruhe. There the Minister, through his
assistant and in the presence of the Nazi student leader, demanded
that I replace the Deans of the Law School and Medical School by
other members of the faculty who would be acceptable to the Party.
I refused to do this and tendered my resignation from the rector-
ship, should the Minister persist in his demands. That is what hap-
pened. That was in February 1934. I stepped down after ten
months in office, even though rectors at that time remained in office
two or more years. While both the foreign and domestic press com-
mented in the most divergent ways about the appointment of the
new rector, they were silent about my resignation.

S: Did you have the opportunity at that time to present your
thoughts about university reform to the Reichs Minister?
H: At what time?

S: One still hears of a trip which Rust made to Freiburg in 1933.
H: We are dealing here with two different episodes. I gave a
brief formal greeting to the Minister on the occasion of the Schla-
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geter® celebration in Schénau i.W. Secondly I spoke with the Minis-
ter in November 1933 in Berlin. I presented my views to him on the
sciences and the possible structure of the faculties. He listened to
everything so attentively, that I had the hope that my presentation
would have an effect. But nothing happened. It is beyond me why
I should be reproached for this conversation with the then Reichs
Minister of Education, while at that very time all foreign govern-
ments hastened to recognize Hitler and to show him the customary
international courtesies.

S: Did your relationship with the NSDAP change after you re-
signed as rector?

H: After I stepped down as rector I limited myself to teaching.
In the Summer Semester of 1934 I lectured on “Logic.” In the fol-
lowing semester I gave the first Holderlin lecture. In 1936, I began
the Nietzsche lectures. Anyone with ears to hear heard in these lec-
tures a confrontation with National Socialism.

S: How did the transfer of offices take place? You did not partic-
ipate in the celebration.

H: Right, I did indeed decline to participate in the ceremony of
the change of rectors.

S: Was your successor a committed Party member?

H: He was a member of the Law Faculty. The Party Newspaper
Der Alemanne announced his appointment as rector with a banner
headline: “The First National Socialist Rector of the University.”

S: How did the Party act toward you?
H: I was constantly under surveillance.

S: Were you aware of that?
H: Yes—the case with Dr. Hanke (sic).

S: How did you find that out?

H: He came to me himself. He had already received his doctor-
ate (promoviert) in the Winter Semester of 1936-37 and he was a
member of my advanced seminar in the Summer Semester of 1937.
He had been sent by the SD” to keep me under surveillance.

S: Why did he suddenly come to you?

H: Because of my Nietzsche seminar in the Summer Semester of
1937 and because of the way in which the work proceeded in the
seminar, he told to me that he could no longer maintain the surveil-
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lance which he was assigned to do. And he wanted to make me
aware of this situation in view of my future teaching activity.

S: So the Party kept a watchful eye over you?

H: I only knew that my writings were not allowed to be dis-
cussed, for example the essay, Plato’s Theory of Truth. My Holder-
lin lecture, which was given in the Spring of 1936 in Rome at the
Germanic Institute, was attacked in an insidious way in the Hitler
Youth Magazine Wille und Macht (Will and Power). Those who are
interested should read the polemics against me which started in the
summer of 1934 in Krieck’s magazine, Volk im Werden (People in
Process). I was not a delegate from Germany at the International
Congress of Philosophy in Prague in 1934. I was also supposed to
be excluded from the Descartes Congress in Paris in 1937. This
seemed so odd in Paris that the leadership of the Congress there—
Professor Bréhier of the Sorbonne—asked me on his own why I was
not a part of the German delegation. I answered that the leadership
of the Congress could inquire about this at the Reichs Ministry of
Education. After some time a request came from Berlin that I
should belatedly join the delegation. But I declined. My lectures,
What is Metapbysics? and On the Essence of Truth, were sold there
under the counter with a plain dust wrapper. Soon after 1934 the
rectorial address was withdrawn from circulation at the instigation
of the Party.

S: Did things get worse later on?

H: In the last year of the war, 500 of the most important schol-
ars (Wissenschaftler) and artists of every kind were exempted from
war service. I was not among the exempted. On the contrary, in the
summer of 1944 I was ordered to work on the fortifications over
on the Rhine.

S: Karl Barth worked on the fortifications on the Swiss side.

H: It is interesting how this took place. The rector called to-
gether all the faculty (Dozentenschaft). Then he gave a speech to
the effect that what he was saying at that time was in agreement
with the regional Nazi leaders (NS-Kreisleiter and NS-Gauleiter).
The entire faculty was to be divided into three groups. First, those
who could be dispensed with completely; second, those who could
only be partially dispensed with; third, those who were indispens-
able. The category of completely dispensable people included Hei-
degger and also G. Ritter.? In the Winter Semester of 1944-45,



Martin Heidegger - 35

after finishing my work on the fortifications on the Rhine, I gave a
lecture course with the title, Poetizing and Thinking. This was in a
certain sense a continuation of my Nietzsche lectures, that is to say,
a confrontation with National Socialism. After the second lecture I
was drafted into the Volkssturm—the oldest member of the faculty
to be called up.®

S: Perhaps we might summarize: in 1933 you were, as an unpo-
litical man in the strict sense, not in the wider sense, caught up in
the politics of this supposed new dawn . ..

H: by way of the university . . .

S: ... caught up by way of the university in this supposed new
dawn. After about a year you gave up the function you had as-
sumed. But in a lecture in 1935, which was published in 1953 as A»
Introduction to Metaphysics, you said, “The works that are being
peddled (about) nowadays as the philosophy of National Socialism,
but have nothing whateveér to do with the inner truth and greatness
of this movement (namely, the encounter between global technol-
ogy and contemporary man), have all been written by men fishing
the troubled waters of values and totalities.”"° Did you only add the
words in parentheses in 1953, that is, with the book’s publication—
perhaps in order to explain to the-reader of 1953 how you in 1935
saw the inner truth and greatness of this movement, that is, of Na-
tional Socialism? Or was this parenthetical remark explaining your
viewpoint already there in 1935?

H: It was present in my manuscript from the beginning and
agreed completely with my conception of technology at that time,
though not as yet with the later interpretation of the essence of tech-
nology as the “frame” (das Ge-Stell)."' The reason I did not read
this passage aloud was that I was convinced that my audience were
understanding me correctly. The dumb ones, the spies, and the
snoopers wanted to understand me otherwise, and would, no mat-
ter what.

S: Certainly you would also have classified the Communist
movement that way too?
H: Yes, definitely—as determined by global technology.

S: And also “Americanism”?

H: Yes, I would say that too. Meanwhile in the past thirty years
it should have become clearer that the global movement of modern
technology is a force whose scope in determining history can
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scarcely be overestimated. A decisive question for me today is: how
can a political system accommodate itself to the technological age,
and which political system would this be? I have no answer to this
question. I am not convinced that it is democracy.

S: “Democracy” is a catch-all word under which quite different
ideas can be brought together. The question is whether a transfor-
mation of this political structure is still possible. After 1945, you
addressed yourself to the political aspirations of the Western world
and then you spoke also of democracy, of the political expression
of the Christian worldview, and even of the idea of a constitutional
state—and you have labelled all these aspirations “half truths.”

H: First of all, would you please tell me where I spoke about
democracy and all the other things you refer to? I would character-
ize them as half truths because I do not see in them a genuine con-
frontation with the technological world, because behind them is in
my view a notion that technology is in its essence something over
which man has control. In my opinion, that is not possible. Tech-
nology is in its essence something which man cannot master by
himself.

S: In your view, which of all these things you have just sketched
out is the most timely?

H: That I don’t see. But I do see a decisive question here. We
must first of all clarify what you mean by “timely,” that-is, what
“time” means. And still more, we must ask whether timeliness is
the measure of the “inner truth” of human action, or rather,
whether thinking and poetizing are not the activity which gives
us the measure, despite the heretical meaning we have given to
that term.

S: It is striking that man at no time has been able to master his
own tools; I am thinking of “The Magician’s Apprentice.”2 Isn’t it
then a bit too pessimistic to say that we will not be able to manage
this much greater tool of modern technology?

H: Pessimism, no. Pessimism and optimism are attitudes which
we are trying to consider, and they do not go far enough. Above all
modern technology is not a tool and it has nothing to do with tools
anymore.

S: Why should we be so thoroughly overpowered by tech-
nology?
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H: 1did not say overpowered. I am saying that we still have no
way to respond to the essence of technology.

H: One could make the following quite naive rejoinder: what is
to be overcome here? Everything is functioning. More and more
power plants are being built. We have peak production. Men in the
highly technological parts of the world are well provided for. We
live in prosperity. What is really missing here?

H: Everything is functioning. This is exactly what is so uncanny,
that everything is functioning and that the functioning drives us
more and more to even further functioning, and that technology
tears men loose from the earth and uproots them. I do not know
whether you were frightened when I saw pictures coming from the
moon to the earth. We don’t need any atom bomb. The uprooting
of man has already taken place. The only thing we have left is
purely technological relationships. This is no longer the earth on
which man lives. As you know I recently had a long conversation
with René Char of the Provence, the poet and resistance fighter.
Rocket bases are being built in the Provence and the country is
being devastated in an incredible way. This poet, who certainly can-
not be suspected of sentimentality and of glorification of the idyllic,
tells me that the uprooting of man which is taking place there will
be the end, if poetry and thought do not once more succeed to a
position of might without force.

S: We say now that we would rather be here, and of course in
our lifetime we will not have to leave. But who knows whether it is
the destiny of man to remain on this earth. It is conceivable that
man has no destiny at all. But at any rate one could envisage the
possibility that man would reach out from this earth to other plan-
ets. That will certainly not be for a long time. But where is it written
that man’s place is here?

H: According to our human experience and history, at least as
far as I see it, I know that everything essential and everything great
originated from the fact that man had a home and was rooted in a
tradition. Present-day literature for example is predominantly de-
structive.

S: The word “destructive” bothers us, especially since the word
nihilistic, thanks to you and your philosophy, has received an all-
encompassing breadth of meaning. It is shocking to hear the word
“destructive” in regard to literature, which you could and ought
after all to see as completely part and parcel of this nihilism.
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H: I would like to say that the literature I have in mind is not
nihilistic in the way that I think of nihilism.

S: You obviously envisage, and this is what you have already
said, a world movement which either leads up to or has already led
up to the absolute technological state.

H: Yes.

S: Good. Now the question naturally comes up: can the individ-
ual in any way influence this network of inevitabilities, or could
philosophy influence it, or could both together influence it inas-
much as philosophy could guide the individual or several individu-
als toward a specific action?

H: Let me respond briefly and somewhat ponderously, but from
long reflection: philosophy will not be able to effect an immediate
transformation of the present condition of the world. This is not
only true of philosophy, but of all merely human thought and en-
deavor. Only a god can save us. The sole possibility that is left for
us is to prepare a sort of readiness, through thinking and poetizing,
for the appearance of the god or for the absence of the god in the
time of foundering (Untergang); for in the face of the god who is
absent, we founder.

S: Is there a connection between your thinking and the emer-
gence of this god? Is there in your view a causal connection? Do
you think that we can think god into being here with us?

H: We can not think him into being here; we can at most
awaken the readiness of expectation.

S: But are we able to help?

H: The preparation of a readiness may be the first step. The
world cannot be what it is or the way that it is through man, but
neither can it be without man. According to my view this is con-
nected with the fact that what I name with the word Being, a word
which is of long standing, traditional, multifaceted and worn out,
needs man for its revelation, preservation and formation. I see the
essence of technology in what I call the frame (das Ge-Stell), an ex-
pression which has often been laughed at and is perhaps somewhat
clumsy. The frame holding sway means: the essence of man is
framed, claimed and challenged by a power which manifests itself
in the essence of technology, a power which man himself does not
control. To help with this realization is all that one can expect of
thought. Philosophy is at an end.
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S: In earlier times—and not only in earlier times—it was
thought that philosophy effected a great deal indirectly—seldom in
a direct way—and that indirectly it could effect a great deal, that it
could help new currents to break through. If one only thinks of the
Germans, of the great names of Kant, Hegel up to Nietzsche, not to
mention Marx, then it can be shown that philosophy has had, in a
roundabout way, a tremendous effect. Do you really think the effec-
tiveness of philosophy has come to an end? And if you say that the
old philosophy is dead, no longer exists, does this not include the
idea that this effectiveness of philosophy (if indeed there ever were
such) today, at least, no longer exists?

H: If one thinks in different terms a mediated effect is possible,
but not a direct one. Hence thinking, as it were, can usually change
the situation of the world.

S: Excuse me, we do not want to philosophize. We are not up to
that. But we have here touched upon the boundaries between poli-
tics and philosophy. So please overlook the fact that we are drawing
you into such a conversation. You have just said that philosophy
and the individual are capable of nothing other than. ..

H: ... this preparation of the readiness, of keeping oneself open
for the arrival of or the absence of the god. Moreover the experi-
ence of this absence is not nothing, but rather a liberation of man
from what I called “fallenness amidst beings” in Being and Time.
A meditation on what is today belongs to the preparation of the
readiness we referred to.

S: But then as a matter of fact the celebrated impetus would
have to come from the outside, from a god or whomever. Thus
thinking could today no longer be effective of itself and autono-
mous. But this was the case formerly in the opinion of the people
of earlier days and, I believe, in ours too.

H: But not immediately.

S: We have already mentioned Kant, Hegel and Marx as men
who caused a great stir. But there have also been impulses coming
from Leibniz—for the development of modern physics and there-
fore for the origin of the modern world in general. We believe that
you have just said that you no longer take such an effect into ac-
count today.

H: No longer in the sense of philosophy. The role which philo-
sophy has played up to now has been taken over by the sciences. In
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order to give an adequate explanation of the “effect” of thought,
we must discuss more thoroughly what “effect” and “effecting”
can mean. If we have discussed the Principle of Sufficient Reason
sufficiently, one ought to make here fundamental distinctions
among occasion, impetus, furthering, assistance, obstacle, and co-
operation. Philosophy dissolves into the individual sciences: psy-
chology, logic and political science.

S: And now what or who takes the place of philosophy?
H: Cybernetics.

S: Or the pious one who keeps himself open.
H: But that is no longer philosophy.

S: What is it then?
H: Icall it the “other thinking.”

S: You call it the “other thinking.” Would you like to formulate
that a bit more clearly?

H: Did you have in mind the concluding sentence in my lecture,
“The Question of Technology”: questioning is the piety of
thought”?13

S: We found a sentence in your Nietzsche lectures which is en-
lightening. You said there: “It is because the highest possible bond
prevails in philosophical thought that all great thinkers think the
same. This sameness, however, is so essential and rich that one indi-
vidual can never exhaust it, so each only binds himself to the other
all the more strictly.” But it appears that, in your opinion, just this
philosophical edifice has lead us to a very definite end.

H: It has come to an end, but it has not become for us null and
void; rather it has turned up anew in this conversation. My whole
work in lectures and exercises in the past thirty years has been in
the main only an interpretation of Western philosophy. The regress
into the historical foundations of thought, the thinking through of
the questions which are still unasked since the time of Greek philo-
sophy—that is not a cutting loose from the tradition. I am saying:
the traditional metaphysical mode of thinking, which terminated
with Nietzsche, no longer offers any possibility for experiencing in
a thoughtful way the fundamental traits of the technological age,
an age which is just beginning.

S: Approximately two years ago, in a conversation with a Bud-
dhist monk, you spoke of “a completely new way of thinking” and
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you said that “only a few people are capable of” this new way of
thought. Did you want to say that only a very few people can have
the insights which in your view are possible and necessary?

H: To “have” them in the utterly primordial sense, so that they
can, in a certain way, “say” them.

S: But you did not make clear in this conversation with the Bud-
dhist just how this passing over into reality (Verwirklichung) takes
place.

H: I cannot make this clear. I know nothing about how this
thinking “has an effect” (wirkt). It may be that the path of thinking
has today reached the point where silence is required to preserve
thinking from being all jammed up just within a year. It may also
be that it will take three hundred years for it “to have an effect.”

S: We understatid that very well. But since we don’t live three
hundred years from now, but here and now, silence is denied to us.
We politicians, semi-politicians, citizens, journalists, etc., we con-
stantly have to make decisions of one kind or another. We must try
to adapt to the system we live in, we must attempt to change it, we
must look for the small opportunity of reform and the still smaller
one of revolution. We expect help from the philosopher, if only in-
direct help, help in a roundabout way. And now we hear: I cannot
help you.

H: And I cannot.

S: That surely discourages the non-philosopher.

H: I cannot, because the questions are so difficult that it would
be contrary to the meaning of the task of thought to step up pub-
licly, as it were, to preach and to impose moral judgment. Perhaps
one might risk the following: to the mystery of the superior global
power of the unthought essence of technology there corresponds
the tentativeness and inconspicuousness of thought, which attempts
to meditate this still unthought essence.

S: You do not number yourself among those who could show a
way, if people would only listen to them?

H: No. I know of no paths to the immediate transformation of
the present situation of the world, assuming that such a thing is hu-
manly possible at all. But it seems to me that the thinking which I
attempt would awaken, clarify and fortify the readiness which we
have mentioned.
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S: A clear answer. But can and may a thinker say: just wait and
within the next 300 years something will occur to us?

H: It is not a matter simply of waiting until something occurs
to man within the next 300 years, but of thinking ahead (without
prophetic proclamations) into the time which is to come, of think-
ing from the standpoint of the fundamental traits of the present age,
which have scarcely been thought through. Thinking is not inactiv-
ity but is in itself the action which stands in dialogue with the world
mission (Welt-geschick). It seems to me that the distinction, which
stems from metaphysics, between theory and praxis, and the repre-
sentation of some kind of transmission between the two, blocks the
way to an insight into what I understand by thinking. Perhaps I
may refer here to my lectures which appeared in 1954 with the title,
What Is Called Thinking?'* Perhaps it is also a sign of the times that
this book of all my publications has been read the least.

S: Let us go back to our beginning. Would it not be conceivable
to regard National Socialism, on the one hand, as the realization of
that “global encounter” and, on the other, as the last, worst, stron-
gest and at the same time most impotent protest against this en-
counter “of global technology” and contemporary man? Evidently
you experience an opposition in your own person which is such
that many by-products of your activity can really only be explained
by the fact that, with various parts of your being, which are not
concerned with your philosophical core, you cleave to many things
which you as a philosopher know have no substance—concepts for
example like “homeland,” ““roots,” or the like. How do global tech-
nology and the homeland fit together?

H: Iwould not say that. It seems to me that you are taking tech-
nology too absolutely. I do not see the situation of man in the world
of global technology as a fate which cannot be escaped or unrav-
elled. On the contrary, I see the task of thought to consist in helping
man in general, within the limits allotted to thought, to achieve an
adequate relationship to the essence of technology. National Social-
ism, to be sure, moved in this direction. But those people were far
too limited in their thinking to acquire an explicit relationship to
what is really happening today and has been underway for three
centuries.

S: Perhaps present day Americans have this explicit relation-
ship?
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H: They do not have it either. They are still caught up in a
thought (Pragmatism) which favors functions and manipulations
but which, at the same time, blocks the way to a meditation on
what properly belongs to modern technology. Meanwhile there are
in the U.S.A. some stirrings of efforts to get away from pragmatic-
positivistic thought. And who of us can say whether or not one day
in Russia and China the ancient traditions of a “thought” will
awaken which will help make possible for man a free relationship
to the technical world?

S: But if no one has it and the philosopher cannot give it to
anyone .

H: It is not for me to decide how far I will get with my attempt
to think and in what way it will be accepted in the future and trans-
formed in a fruitful way. In 1957 I gave a lecture on the anniversary
of the University 'of Freiburg, called The Principle of Identity.'s
That lecture tried to show, in a few steps, just how far a thoughtful
experience of what is most proper to modern technology can go. It
showed that the possibility arises for man in the technological
world to experience a relationship to a claim which he not only can
hear but to which he himself belongs. My thinking stands in a de-
finitive relationship to the poetry of Hélderlin. I do not take Hélder-
lin to be just any poet whose work, among many others, has been
taken as a subject by literary historians. For me Hélderlin is the
poet who points to the future, who expects god and who therefore
may not remain merely an object of Hélderlin research and of the
kind of presentations offered by literary historians.

S: A propos of Hélderlin, we ask your indulgence to quote your
own writings. In your Nietzsche lectures you said that the “widely
known opposition between the Dionysian and the Appolonian [sic],
between the sacred passion and sober presentation, is a hidden sty-
listic law of the historical destiny of the Germans and we must be
prepared and ready one day to be formed by it. This opposition is
not a formula with whose help we describe ‘culture.” With this op-
position, Holderlin and Nietzsche have put a question mark before
the Germans’ task to find their being historically. Will we under-
stand this sign, this question mark? One thing is sure. History will
take revenge upon us if we don’t understand it.” We do not know
in what year you wrote that. We would guess it was in 1935.

H: The quote probably belongs to the Nietzsche lecture, “The
Will to Power as Art,” 1936-37. It could also have been written in
the following years.1¢
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S: So, would you clarify this a bit? It leads us from generalities
to the concrete destiny of the Germans.

H: Icould explain what was said in the quotation in the follow-
ing way: it is my conviction that a reversal can be prepared only in
the same place in the world where the modern technological world
originated, and that it cannot happen because of any takeover by
Zen-Buddhism or any other Eastern experiences of the world.
There is need for a rethinking which is to be carried out with the
help of the European tradition and of a new appropriation of that
tradition. Thinking itself can be transformed only by a thinking
which has the same origin and calling.

S: It is exactly at the same place where the technological world
originated, that it must, as you think . . .

H: ... be transcended (aufgehoben) in the Hegelian sense, not
pushed aside, but transcended, but not through man alone.

S: You assign in particular a special task to the Germans?
H: Yes, in the sense of the dialogue with Hélderlin.

S: Do you believe that the Germans have a special qualification
for this reversal?

H: I have in mind especially the inner relationship of the Ger-
man language with the language of the Greeks and with their
thought. This has been confirmed for me today again by the French.
When they begin to think, they speak German, being sure that they
could not make it with their own language.

S: Are you trying to tell me that that is why you have had such
a strong influence on the Romance countries, in particular on the
French? .

H: Because they see that they can no longer get by in the con-
temporary world with all their great rationality when it comes right
down to understanding the world in the origin of its being. One
can translate thinking no more satisfactorily than one can translate
poetry. At best one can circumscribe it. As soon as one makes a
literal translation everything is changed.

S: A discomforting thought.

H: We would do well to take this discomfort seriously and on a
large scale, and to finally consider the grave consequences of the
transformation which Greek thought experienced when it was
translated into Roman Latin. Indeed this today even [this] blocks
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the way to an adequate reflection on the fundamental words of
Greek thought.

S: Professor, we must always start with the optimistic assump-
tion that something which can be communicated can also be trans-
lated. For if we cease to be optimistic about the contents of thought
being communicated beyond linguistic barriers, then we are threat-
ened by provincialism.

H: Would you characterize Greek thought as it differs from the
mode of representation in the Roman Empire as “provincial”?
Business letters can be translated into all languages. The sciences,
(today, the natural sciences with Mathematical Physics as the fun-
damental science) are translatable into all world languages. Or put
more accurately: they are not translated but the same mathematical
language is spoken. We are touching here on a field which is broad
and difficult to survey.

S: Perhaps this is also part of the problem. It is no exaggeration
to say that we have at the moment a crisis of the democratic-parlia-
mentary system. We have had it for a long time. We have it espe-
cially in Germany, but not only in Germany. We have it also in the
classical democratic countries, England and America. In France it is
not even a crisis any more. Now for the question. Could not the
“thinker” provide us with indications—as far as I am concerned as
by-products—which would show that either this system must be re-
placed by a new one (and, if so, how this new system is supposed
to look) or else that a reform ought to be possible (and if so, how
this reform could come about)? Otherwise, we are left with this sit-
uation: the person normally in charge of things (even though he
might not determine them and even though things are usually in
charge of him) is not a person trained in philosophy and is going to
reach faulty conclusions, perhaps with disastrous results. So
shouldn’t the philosopher be prepared to give thought to how
human beings can get along with their fellowmen in a world which
they themselves have made so thoroughly technological, and which
has perhaps overpowered them? Isn’t one justified in expecting a
philosopher to give us some indications as to how he perceives the
possibility for life? And does the philosopher not miss a part (if you
want a small part) of his profession and his calling if he has nothing
to say about all that?

H: So far as I can see, an individual is not, because of thought,
in a position to grasp the world as a whole so that he could give
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practical instructions, particularly in the face of the problem of
finding a basis for thinking itself. So long as it takes itself seriously
vis-a-vis the great tradition it would be asking too much of thinking
to have it set about giving instructions. By what authority could this
take place? In the realm of thinking there are no authoritative asser-
tions. The only measure for thinking is the matter which is itself to
be thought. But this is above everything else questionable. In order
to make this state of affairs clear we would need above all a discus-
sion of the relationship between philosophy and the sciences, for
the technical and practical successes of the sciences make thinking
in the sense of philosophy appear today to be more and more super-
fluous. Thinking has by reason of its own task put itself in a difficult
situation. And along with this difficulty, there is also an alienation
from thinking, an alienation which is nourished by the position of
power occupied by the sciences, so that thinking must give up an-
swering questions of a practical and world-wide character, the very
answers that are demanded by daily necessities.

S: Professor, in the realm of thinking there are no authoritative
assertions. So it can really not be surprising that modern art finds it
difficult to make authoritative assertions. Nevertheless you call it
destructive. Modern art often considers itself experimental art. Its
works are attempts. . .

H: Idon’t mind being taught.

S: ... attempts [which arise] out of the isolated situation of con-
temporary man and of the artist. And out of one hundred attempts
now and again one will chance to hit the mark.

H: This is exactly the great question. Where does art stand?
What place does it occupy?

S: Good enough. But then you are asking of art what you no
longer demand of thought.

H: Iask nothing of art. I am only saying that there is a question
about what place art occupies.

S: If art does not know its place, is it therefore destructive?

H: All right, cross that out! However I would like to say that I
do not see how modern art shows the way, especially since we are
left in the dark as to how modern art perceives or tries to perceive
what is most proper to art.

S: The artist, too, lacks a sense of being bound to that which has
been handed down. He can find something to be beautiful, and he
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can say: one could have painted that six hundred years ago or three
hundred years ago or even thirty. But he can no longer do it. Even
if he wanted to; he could not do it. For otherwise the greatest artist
would be the ingenious forger, Hans van Meergeren, who would
then paint “better” than all the others. But that just isn’t true any-
more. So the artist, writer and poet are in a situation similar to the
thinker. How often must we say: close your eyes?

H: If one takes the “culture industry” as a framework for relat-
ing art and poetry and philosophy, then the comparison is justified.
However, if not only the idea of an “industry” is questionable, but
also what “culture” means, then the meditation on what is ques-
tionable here belongs to the realm of those tasks which are assigned
to thought, whose distressing situation can hardly be compre-
hended. But the greatest distress of thought consists in the fact that
today, as far as I can see, no thinker speaks who is “great” enough
to bring thinking immediately, and in a formative way, before its
subject matter, and thereby to get it underway. For us contemporar-
ies the greatness of what is to be thought is too great. Perhaps we
might bring ourselves to build a narrow and not far-reaching foot-
path as a passageway.

S: Professor Heidegger, thank you for this interview.

Translated by Maria P. Alter and Jobn D. Caputo

Notes

1. Sturm Abteilung, Storm Troop. .

2. Martin Heidegger, Was ist Metaphysik? 9. Aufl. (Frankfurt: Kloster-
mann, 1965), pp. 24-5. Engl. trans: “What is Metaphysics?”’ trans. R. F. C.
Hull and A. Crick in Existence and Being, ed. W. Brock (London: Vision Press,
1956), p. 356. With the exception of this passage, we have used the existing
English translations of the works of Heidegger referred to in the interview.

3. Martin Heidegger, Die Selbstbebauptung der deutschen Universitit
(Breslau: Korn, 1933).

4. Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei (the National Social-
ists or “Nazis”).

5. Martin Heidegger, Unterwegs sur Sprache (Pfullingen: Neske,
1959), p. 269. Engl. Trans. On the Way to Language, trans. Peter Hertz
(New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 199-200.

6. Albert Leo Schlageter (1894-1923), shot by the French for his role
in the resistance to the French occupation of the Rubhr.



48 + Only a God Can Save Us: Der Spiegel’s Interview

7. Sicherbeitsdients, the Security Service.

8. Der Spiegel provides the following note: Professor Gerhard Ritter,
at that time full Professor of Modern History in the Univ. of Freiburg, was
imprisoned on Nov. 1, 1944 in connection with the assassination attempt
on Hitler on July 20, 1944 and was freed by the allied troops only on April
25, 1945. The historian became Professor emeritus in 1956 and died in
1967. (From Carl Goerdeler und die deutsche Widerstandsbewegung).

9. “It was in order to utilize the last reserves of his manpower that
Hitler had created a new fighting force of hurriedly-trained civilians—the
Volkssturm—into which all able-bodied males between 16 and 60 were
compulsorily drafted.” Richard Grundberger, Germany 1918-1945 (New
York: Harper & Row, 1964), p. 181.

10. Martin Heidegger, Einfithrung in die Metaphysik, 2. Aufl. (Tu-
bingen: Max Niemeyer, 1958), p. 152. Engl. trans: An Introduction to
Metaphysics, trans. Ralph Mannheim (Garden City: Doubleday, 1961),
p. 166.

11. For Joan Stambaugh’s translation of “Ge-Stell” as “frame” see her
introduction to Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference (New York:
Harper & Row, 1959), p. 14, n. 1.

12. A poem by Goethe.

13. Martin Heidegger, Vortrige und Aufsitze (Pfullingen: Neske,
1954), p. 44.

14. Martin Heidegger, Was Heisst Denken? 2. Aufl. (Tibingen: Nie-
meyer, 1961). Engl. Trans. What is Called Thinking? trans. F. Wieck and
J. Glenn Gray (New York: Harper, 1968).

15. See Supra, n. 11. A

16. Heidegger’s guess is right; cf. Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche (Pful-
lingen: Neske, 1961), B. I, p 124.



THE METHOD
Philosophy from Phenomenology
to “Thanking”

DE(CON)STRUCTION AND
PHENOMENOLOGY

w

The Task of a Destructuring of the
History of Ontology (1927)

All research—especially when it moves in the sphere of the central
question of being—is an ontic possibility of Da-sein. The being of
Da-sein finds its meaning in temporality. But temporality is at the
same time the condition of the possibility of historicity as a tempo-
ral mode of being of Da-sein itself, regardless of whether and how
it is a being “in time.” As a determination historicity is prior to
what is called history (world-historical occurrences). Historicity
means the constitution of being of the “occurrence” of Da-sein as
such; it is the ground for the fact that something like the discipline
of “world history” is at all possible and historically belongs to
world history. In its factical being Da-sein always is as and “what”
it already was. Whether explicitly or not, it is its past. It is its own
past not only in such a way that its past, as it were, pushes itself
along “behind” it, and that it possesses what is past as a property
that is still objectively present and at times has an effect on it. Da-
sein “is” its past in the manner of its being which, roughly ex-
pressed, on each occasion “occurs” out of its future. In its manner
of existing at any given time, and accordingly also with the under-
standing of being that belongs to it, Da-sein grows into a customary
interpretation of itself and grows up in that interpretation. It under-
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stands itself in terms of this interpretation at first, and within a cer-
tain range, constantly. This understanding discloses the possibilities
of its being and regulates them. Its own past—and that always
means that of its “generation”—does not follow after Da-sein but
rather always already goes ahead of it.

This elemental historicity of Da-sein can remain concealed from
it. But it can also be discovered in a certain way and be properly
cultivated. Da-sein can discover, preserve, and explicitly pursue tra-
dition. The discovery of tradition and the disclosure of what it
“transmits,” and how it does this, can be undertaken as a task in
its own right. Da-sein thus assumes the mode of being that involves
historical inquiry and research. But the discipline of history—more
precisely, the historicality underlying it—is possible only as the kind
of being belonging to inquiring Da-sein, because Da-sein is deter-
mined by historicity in the ground of its being. If historicity remains
concealed from Da-sein, and so long as it does so, the possibility of
historical inquiry and discovery of history is denied it. If the disci-
pline of history is lacking, that is no evidence against the historicity
of Da-sein; rather it is evidence for this constitution of being in a
deficient mode. Only because it is “historic” in the first place can
an age lack the discipline of history.

On the other hand, if Da-sein has seized upon its inherent possi-
bility not only of making its existence transparent but also of in-
quiring into the meaning of existentiality itself, that is to say, of
provisionally inquiring into the meaning of being in general; and if
insight into the essential historicity of Da-sein has opened up in
such inquiry, then it is inevitable that inquiry into being, which was
designated with regard to its ontic-ontological necessity, is itself
characterized by historicity. The elaboration of the question of
being must therefore receive its directive to inquire into its own his-
tory from the most proper ontological sens¢ of the inquiry itself, as
a historical one; that means to become historical in a disciplined
way in order to come to the positive appropriation of the past, to
come into full possession of its most proper possibilities of inquiry.
The question of the meaning of being is led to understand itself as
historical in accordance with its own way of proceeding, that is,
as the provisional explication of Da-sein in its temporality and
historicity.

The preparatory interpretation of the fundamental structures of
Da-sein with regard to its usual and average way of being—in
which it is also first of all historical—will make the following clear:
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Da-sein not only has the inclination to be entangled in the world in
which it is and to interpret itself in terms of that world by its re-
flected light; at the same time Da-sein is also entangled in a tradition
which it more or less explicitly grasps. This tradition deprives Da-
sein of its own leadership in questioning and choosing. This is espe-
cially true of that understanding (and its possible development)
which is rooted in the most proper being of Da-sein—the ontologi-
cal understanding.

The tradition that hereby gains dominance makes what it “trans-
mits” so little accessible that initially and for the most part it covers
it over instead. What has been handed down it hands over to ob-
viousness; it bars access to those original “wellsprings” out of
which the traditional categories and concepts were in part genu-
inely drawn. The tradition even makes us forget such a provenance
altogether. Indeed, it makes us wholly incapable of even under-
standing that such a return is necessary. The tradition uproots the
historicity of Da-sein to stich a degree that it only takes an interest
in the manifold forms of possible types, directions, and standpoints
of philosophizing in the most remote and strangest cultures, and
with this interest tries to veil its own groundlessness. Consequently,
in spite of all historical interest and zeal for a philologically “objec-
tive” interpretation, Da-sein no longer understands the most ele-
mentary conditions which alone make a positive return to the past
possible—in the sense of its productive appropriation.

At the outset (section 1) we showed that the question of the
meaning of being was not only unresolved, not only inadequately
formulated, but despite all interest in “metaphysics™ has even been
forgotten. Greek ontology and its history, which through many
twists and turns still define the conceptual character of philosophy
today, are proof of the fact that Da-sein understands itself and
being in general in terms of the “world.” The ontology that thus
arises is ensnared by the tradition, which allows it to sink to the
level of the obvious and become mere material for reworking (as it
was for Hegel). Greek ontology thus uprooted becomes a fixed
body of doctrine in the Middle Ages. But its systematics is not at all
a mere joining together of traditional elements into a single struc-
ture. Within the limits of its dogmatic adoption of the fundamental
Greek conceptions of being, this systematics contains a great deal
of unpretentious work which does make advances. In its scholastic
mold, Greek ontology makes the essential transition via the dispu-
tdtiones metaphysicae of Suarez into the “metaphysics” and tran-
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scendental philosophy of the modern period; it still determines the
foundations and goals of Hegel’s Logic. Insofar as certain distinc-
tive domains of being become visible in the course of this history
and henceforth chiefly dominate the range of problems (Descartes’
ego cogito, subject, the “L,”” reason, spirit, person), the beings just
cited remain unquestioned with respect to the being and structure
of their being, which indicates the thorough neglect of the question
of being. But the categorial content of traditional ontology is trans-
ferred to these beings with corresponding formalizations and purely
negative restrictions, or else dialectic is called upon to help with an
ontological interpretation of the substantiality of the subject.

If the question of being is to achieve clarity regarding its own
history, a loosening of the sclerotic tradition and a dissolving of the
concealments produced by it is necessary. We understand this task
as the destructuring of the traditional content of ancient ontology
which is to be carried out along the guidelines of the question of
being. This destructuring is based upon the original experiences in
which the first and subsequently guiding determinations of being
were gained.

This demonstration of the provenance of the fundamental onto-
logical concepts, as the investigation which displays their “birth
certificate,” has nothing to do with a pernicious relativizing of on-
tological standpoints. The destructuring has just as little the nega-
tive sense of disburdening ourselves of the ontological tradition. On
the contrary, it should stake out the positive possibilities of the tra-
dition, and that always means to fix its boundaries. These are factu-
ally given with the specific formulation of the question and the
prescribed demarcation of the possible field of investigation. Nega-
tively, the destructuring is not even related to the past: its criterion
concerns “today” and the dominant way we treat the history of on-
tology, whether it be conceived as the history of opinions, ideas, or
problems. However, the destructuring does not wish to bury the
past in nullity; it has a positive intent. Its negative function remains
tacit and indirect.

The destructuring of the history of ontology essentially belongs
to the formulation of the question of being and is possible solely
within such a formulation. Within the scope of this treatise, which
has as its goal a fundamental elaboration of the question of being,
the destructuring can be carried out only with regard to the funda-
mentally decisive stages of this history.

In accord with the positive tendency of the destructuring the
question must first be asked whether and to what extent in the
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course of the history of ontology in general the interpretation of
being has been thematically connected with the phenomenon of
time. We must also ask whether the range of problems concerning
temporality which necessarily belongs here was fundamentally
worked out or could have been. Kant is the first and only one who
traversed a stretch of the path toward investigating the dimension
of temporality—or allowed himself to be driven there by the com-
pelling force of the phenomena themselves. Only when the problem
of temporality is pinned down can we succeed in casting light on
the obscurity of his doctrine of the schematism. Furthermore, in
this way we can also show why this area had to remain closed to
Kant in its real dimensions and in its central ontological function.
Kant himself knew that he was venturing forth into an obscure
area: “This schematism of our understanding as regards appear-
ances and their mere form is an art hidden in the depths of the
human soul, the true devices of which are hardly ever to be divined
from Nature and laid uncovered before our eyes.” What it is that
Kant shrinks back from here, as it were, must be brought to light
thematically and in principle if the expression “being” is to have a
demonstrable meaning. Ultimately the phenomena to be expli-
cated in the following analysis under the rubric of “temporality”
are precisely those that determine the most covert judgments of
“common reason,” analysis of which Kant calls the “business of
philosophers.” ,

In pursuing the task of destructuring on the guideline of the
problem of temporality the following treatise will attempt to inter-
pret the chapter on the schematism and the Kantian doctrine of
time developed there. At the same time we must show why Kant
could never gain insight into the problem of temporality. Two
things prevented this insight. On the one hand, the neglect of
the question of being in general, and in connection with this, the
lack of a thematic ontology of Da-sein—in Kantian terms, the lack
of a preliminary ontological analytic of the subjectivity of the
subject. Instead, Kant dogmatically adopted Descartes’ position—
notwithstanding all his essential advances. Despite his taking this
phenomenon back into the subject, however, his analysis of time
remains oriented toward the traditional, common understanding of
it. It is this that finally prevented Kant from working out the phe-
nomenon of a “transcendental determination of time” in its own
structure and function. As a consequence of this double effect of the
tradition, the decisive connection between time and the I think”
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remained shrouded in complete obscurity. It did not even become a
problem.

By taking over Descartes’s ontological position Kant neglects
something essential: an ontology of Da-sein. In terms of Descartes’
innermost tendency this omission is a decisive one. With the cogito
sum Descartes claims to prepare a new and secure foundation for
philosophy. But what he leaves undetermined in this “radical” be-
ginning is the manner of being of the res cogitans, more precisely,
the meaning of being of the “sum.” Working out the tacit ontologi-
cal foundations of the cogito sum will constitute the second stage
of the destructuring of, and the path back into, the history of ontol-
ogy. The interpretation will demonstrate not only that Descartes
had to neglect the question of being altogether but also why he held
the opinion that the absolute “certainty” of the cogito exempted
him from the question of the meaning of the being of this being.

However, with Descartes it is not just a matter of neglect and
thus of a complete ontological indeterminateness of the res cogitans
sive mens sive animus [“the thinking thing, whether it be mind or
spirit”]. Descartes carries out the fundamental reflections of his
Meditations by applying medieval ontology to this being which he
posits as the fundamentum inconcussum [“unshakable founda-
tion”). The res cogitans is ontologically determined as ens, and for
medieval ontology the meaning of the being of the ens is established
in the understanding of it as ens creatum. As the ens infinitum God
is the ens increatum. But createdness, in the broadest sense of some-
thing having been produced, is an essential structural moment of
the ancient concept of being. The ostensibly new beginning of phi-
losophizing betrays the imposition of a fatal prejudice. On the basis
of this prejudice later times neglect a thematic ontological analysis
of “the mind” [“Gemiit”’] which would be guided by the question
of being; likewise they neglect a critical confrontation with the in-
herited ancient ontology.

Everyone familiar with the medieval period sees that Descartes
is “dependent” upon medieval scholasticism and uses its terminol-
ogy. But with this “discovery” nothing is gained philosophically as
long as it remains obscure to what a profound extent medieval on-
tology influences the way posterity determines or fails to determine
the res cogitans ontologically. The full extent of this influence can-
not be estimated until the meaning and limits of ancient ontology
have been shown by our orientation toward the question of being.
In other words, the destructuring sees itself assigned the task of in-
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terpreting the foundation of ancient ontology in light of the prob-
lem of temporality. Here it becomes evident that the ancient
interpretation of the being of beings is oriented toward the “world”
or “nature” in the broadest sense and that it indeed gains its under-
standing of being from “time.” The outward evidence of this—but
of course only outward—is the determination of the meaning of
being as parousia or ousia, which ontologically and temporally
means ‘“‘presence” [“Anwesenbeit’’]. Beings are grasped in their
being as “presence”; that is to say, they are understood with regard
to a definite mode of time, the present.

The problem of Greek ontology must, like that of any ontology,
take its guideline from Da-sein itself. In the ordinary and also the
philosophical “definition,” Da-sein, that is, the being of human.
being, is delineated as z60n logon echon, that creature whose being
is essentially determined by its ability to speak. Legein (cf. section
7, b) is the guideline for arriving at the structures of being of the
beings we encounter in speech and discussion. That is why the an-
cient ontology developed by Plato becomes “dialectic.” The possi-
bility of a more radical conception of the problem of being grows
with the continuing development of the ontological guideline itself,
that is, with the “hermeneutics” of the logos. “Dialectic,” which
was a genuine philosophic embarrassment, becomes superfluous.
Aristotle “no longer has any understanding” of it for this reason,
that he places it on a more radical foundation and transcends it.
Legein itself, or noein—the simple apprehension of something ob-
jectively present in its pure objective presence [Vorbandenbeit],
which Parmenides already used as a guide for interpreting being—
has the temporal structure of a pure “making present” of some-
thing. Beings, which show themselves in and for this making
present and which are understood as genuine beings, are accord-
ingly interpreted with regard to the present; that is to say, they are
conceived as presence (ousia).

However, this Greek interpretation of being comes about with-
out any explicit knowledge of the guideline functioning in it, with-
out taking cognizance of or understanding the fundamental
ontological function of time, without insight into the ground of the
possibility of this function. On the contrary, time itself is taken to
be one being among others. The attempt is made to grasp time itself
in the structure of its being on the horizon of an understanding of
being which is oriented toward time in an inexplicit and naive way.

Within the framework of the following fundamental elaboration
of the question of being we cannot offer a detailed temporal inter-
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pretation of the foundations of ancient ontology—especially of its
scientifically highest and purest stage, that is, in Aristotle. Instead,
we offer an interpretation of Aristotle’s treatise on time, which can
be taken as a way of discerning the basis and limits of the ancient
science of being.

Aristotle’s treatise on time is the first detailed interpretation of
this phenomenon that has come down to us. It essentially deter-
mined all the following interpretations, including that of Bergson.
From our analysis of Aristotle’s concept of time it becomes retro-
spectively clear that the Kantian interpretation moves within the
structures developed by Aristotle. This means that Kant’s funda-
mental ontological orientation—despite all the differences implicit
in a new inquiry—remains Greek.

The question of being attains true concreteness only when we
carry out the destructuring of the ontological tradition. By so doing
we can thoroughly demonstrate the inescapability of the question
of the meaning of being and so demonstrate the meaning of our talk
about a “retrieve” of this question.

In this field where ““the matter itself is deeply veiled,” any investi-
gation will avoid overestimating its results. For such inquiry is con-
stantly forced to face the possibility of disclosing a still more
original and more universal horizon from which it could draw the
answer to the question “What does ‘being’ mean?”” We can discuss
such possibilities seriously and with a positive result only if the
question of being has been reawakened and we have reached the
point where we can come to terms with it in a controlled fashion.

Translated by Joan Stambaugh



The Phenomenological Method
of the Investigation (1927)

With the preliminary characterization of the thematic object of the
investigation (the being of beings, or the meaning of being in gen-
eral) its method would appear to be already prescribed. The task of
ontology is to set in relief the being of beings and to explicate being
itself. And the method of ontology remains questionable in the
highest degree as long as we wish merely to consult historically
transmitted ontologies or similar efforts. Since the term “ontology”
is used in a formally broad sense for this investigation, the ap-
proach of clarifying its method of tracing the history of that method
is automatically precluded.

In using the term “‘ontology” we do not specify any particular
philosophical discipline standing in relation to others. It should not
at all be our task to satisfy the demands of any established disci-
pline. On the contrary, such a discipline can be developed only from
the objective necessity of particular questions and procedures de-
manded by the “things themselves.” ’

With the guiding question of the meaning of being the investiga-
tion arrives at the fundamental question of philosophy in general.
The treatment of this question is phenomenological. With this term
the treatise dictates for itself neither a “standpoint” nor a “direc-
tion,” because phenomenology is neither of these and can never be
as long as it understands itself. The expression “phenomenology”
signifies primarily a concept of method. It does not characterize the
“what” of the objects of philosophical research in terms of their
content but the “how” of such research. The more genuinely effec-
tive a concept of method is and the more comprehensively it deter-
mines the fundamental conduct of a science, the more originally is
it rooted in confrontation with the things themselves and the far-
ther away it moves from what we call a technical device—of which
there are many in the theoretical disciplines.

The term phenomenology expresses a maxim that can be formu-
lated: “To the things themselves!” It is opposed to all free-floating
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constructions and accidental findings; it is also opposed to taking
over concepts only seemingly demonstrated; and likewise to
pseudo-questions which often are spread abroad as “problems” for
generations. But one might object that this maxim is, after all,
abundantly self-evident and, moreover, an expression of the princi-
ple of all scientific knowledge. It is not clear why this commonplace
should be explicitly put in the title of our research. In fact, we are
dealing with “something self-evident” which we want to get closer
to, insofar as that is important for the clarification of procedure in
our treatise. We shall explicate only the preliminary concept of phe-
nomenology.

The expression has two components, phenomenon and logos.
Both go back to the Greek terms phainomenon and logos. Viewed
extrinsically, the word “phenomenology” is formed like the terms
theology, biology, sociology, translated as the science of God, of
life, of the community. Accordingly, phenomenology would be the
science of phenomena. The preliminary concept of phenomenology
is to be exhibited by characterizing what is meant by the two com-
ponents, phenomenon and logos, and by establishing the meaning
of the combined word. The history of the word itself, which origi-
nated presumably with the Wolffian school, is not important here.

(a) The Concept of Phenomenon. The Greek expression phaino-
menon, from which the term “phenomenon” derives, comes from
the verb phainesthai, meaning “to show itself.” Thus phainomenon
means what shows itself, the self-showing, the manifest. Phaines-
thai itself is a “middle voice” construction of phaino, to bring into
daylight, to place in brightness. Phaino belongs to the root pha-,
like phos, light or brightness, that is, that within which something
can become manifest, visible in itself. Thus the meaning of the ex-
pression “phenomenon” is established as what shows itself in itself,
what is manifest. The phainomena, “phenomena,” are thus the to-
tality of what lies in the light of day or can be brought to light.
Sometimes the Greeks simply identified this with ta onta (beings).
Beings can show themselves from themselves in various ways, de-
pending on the mode of access to them. The possibility even exists
that they can show themselves as they are not in themselves. In this
self-showing beings “look like. . . .” Such self-showing we call
seeming [Scheinen]. And so the expression phainomenon, phenom-
enon, means in Greek: what looks like something, what “seems,”
“semblance.” Phainomenon agathon means a good that looks
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like—but “in reality” is not what it gives itself out to be. It is ex-
tremely important for a further understanding of the concept of
phenomenon to see what is named in both meanings of phaino-
menon (“phenomenon” as self-showing and “phenomenon” as
semblance) are structurally connected. Only because something
claims to show itself in accordance with its meaning at all, that is,
claims to be a phenomenon, can it show itself as something it is zot,
or can it “only look like. . . .” The original meaning (phenomenon,
what is manifest) already contains and is the basis of phainomenon
(“semblance”). We attribute to the term “phenomenon” the posi-
tive and original meaning of phainomenon terminologically, and
separate the phenomenon of semblance from it as a privative modi-
fication. But what both terms express has at ﬁrst nothing at all to
do with what is called ‘appearance” or even “mere appearance.”
One speaks of ¢ appearances or symptoms of illness.” What is
meant by this are occurrences in the body that show themselves and
in this self-showing as such “indicate” something that does 7ot
show itself. When such occurrences emerge, their self-showing co-
incides with the objective presence [ Vorbandensein) of disturbances
that do not show themselves. Appearance, as the appearance “of
something,” thus precisely does 7ot mean that something shows it-
self; rather, it means that something makes itself known which does
not show itself. It makes itself known through something that does
show itself. Appearing is a not showing itself. But this “not” must
by no means be confused with the privative not which determines
the structure of semblance. What does not show itself, in the man-
ner of what appears, can also never seem. All indications, presenta-
tions, symptoms, and symbols have this fundamental formal
structure of appearing, although they do differ among themselves.
Although “appearing” is never a self-showing in the sense of
phenomenon, appearing is possible only on the basis of a self-
showing of something. But this, the self-showing that makes ap-
pearing possible, is not appearing itself. Appearing is a making it-
self known through something that shows itself. If we then say that
with the word “appearance” we are pointing to something in which
something appears without itself being an appearance, then the
concept of phenomenon is not thereby delimited but presupposed.
However, this presupposition remains hidden because the expres-
sion “to appear” in this definition of “appearance” is used in two
senses. That in which something “appears” means that in which
something makes itself known, that is, does not show itself; in the



60 + The Phenomenological Method of the Investigation
expression “without itself being an ‘appearance’” appearance
means the self-showing. But this self-showing essentially belongs to
the “wherein” in which something makes itself known. Accord-
ingly, phenomena are never appearances, but every appearance is
dependent upon phenomena. If we define phenomenon with the
help of a concept of “appearance” that is still unclear, then every-
thing is turned upside down, and a “critique” of phenomenology
on this basis is surely a remarkable enterprise.

The expression “appearance” itself in turn can have a double
meaning. First, appearing in the sense of making itself known as
something that does not show itself and, second, in the sense of
what does the making itself known—what in its self-showing indi-
cates something that does not show itself. Finally, one can use ap-
pearing as the term for the genuine meaning of phenomenon as self-
showing. If one designates these three different states of affairs as
“appearance” confusion is inevitable.

However, this confusion is considerably increased by the fact
that “appearance” can take on still another meaning. If one under-
stands what does the making itself known—what in its self-showing
indicates the nonmanifest—as what comes to the fore in the non-
manifest itself, and radiates from it in such a way that what is non-
manifest is thought of as what is essentially never manifest—if this
is so, then appearance is tantamount to production [Hervorbrin-
gung]| or to what is produced [Hervorgebrachtes]. However, this
does not constitute the real being of the producing or productive
[Hervorbringende], but is rather appearance in the sense of “mere
appearance.” What does the making itself known and is brought
forward indeed shows itself in such a way that, as the emanation of
what it makes known, it precisely and continually veils what it is in
itself. But then again this not-showing which veils is not semblance.
Kant uses the term “appearance” in this twofold way. On the one
hand, appearances are for him the “objects of empirical intuition,”
what shows itself in intuition. This self-showing (phenomenon in
the genuine, original sense) is, on the other hand, “appearance” as
the emanation of something that makes itself known but conceals
itself in the appearance.

Since a phenomenon is constitutive for “appearance” in the
sense of making itself known through a self-showing, and since this
phenomenon can turn into semblance in a privative way, appear-
ance can also turn into mere semblance. Under a certain kind of
light someone can look as if he were flushed. The redness that
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shows itself can be taken as making known the objective presence
of fear; this in turn would indicate a disturbance in the organism.

Phenomenon—the self-showing in itself—means a distinctive
way something can be encountered. On the other hand, appearance
means a referential relation to beings themselves such that what
does the referring (the making known) can fulfill its possible func-
tion only if it shows itself in itself—only if it is a “phenomenon.”
Both appearance and semblance are themselves founded in the phe-
nomenon, albeit in different ways. The confusing multiplicity of
“phenomena” designated by the terms phenomenon, semblance,
appearance, mere appearance, can be unraveled only if the concept
of phenomenon is understood from the very beginning as the self-
showing in itself.

But if in the way we grasp the concept of phenomenon we leave
undetermined which beings are to be addressed as phenomena, and
if we leave altogether open whether the self-showing is actually a
particular being or a characteristic of the being of beings, then we
are dealing solely with the formal concept of phenomenon. If by
the self-showing we understand those beings that are accessible, for
example, in Kant’s sense of empirical intuition, the formal concept
of phenomenon can be used legitimately. In this usage phenomenon
has the meaning of the common concept of phenomenon. But this
common one is not the phenomenological concept of phenomenon.
In the horizon of the Kantian problem what is understood phenom-
enologically by the term of phenomenon (disregarding other differ-
ences) can be illustrated when we say that what already shows itself
in appearance prior to and always accompanying what we com-
monly understand as phenomena, though unthematically, can be
brought thematically to self-showing. What thus shows itself in it-
self (“the forms of intuition”) are the phenomena of phenomenol-
ogy. For, clearly, space and time must be able to show themselves
in this way. They must be able to become phenomena if Kant claims
to make a valid transcendental statement when he says that space
is the a priori “wherein” of an order.

Now if the phenomenological concept of phenomenon is to be
understood at all (regardless of how the self-showing may be more
closely determined), we must inevitably presuppose insight into the
sense of the formal concept of phenomenon and the legitimate use
of phenomenon in its ordinary meaning. However, before getting
hold of the preliminary concept of phenomenology we must delimit
the meaning of logos, in order to make clear in which sense phe-
nomenology can be “a science of”” phenomena.
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(b) The Concept of Logos. The concept of logos has many mean-
ings in Plato and Aristotle, indeed in such a way that these mean-
ings diverge without a basic meaning positively taking the lead.
This is in fact only an illusion which lasts so long as an interpreta-
tion is not able to grasp adequately the basic meaning in its primary
content. If we say that the basic meaning of logos is speech, this
literal translation becomes valid only when we define what speech
itself means. The later history of the word logos, and especially the
manifold and arbitrary interpretations of subsequent philosophy,
conceal constantly the real meaning of speech—which is manifest
enough. Logos is “translated,” and that always means interpreted,
as reason, judgment, concept, definition, ground, relation. But how
can “speech” be so susceptible of modification that logos means all
the things mentioned, and indeed in scholarly usage? Even if logos
is understood in the sense of a statement, and statement as “judg-
ment,” this apparently correct translation can still miss the funda-
mental meaning—especially if judgment is understood in the sense
of some contemporary “theory of judgment.” Logos does not mean
judgment, in any case not primarily, if by judgment we understand
“connecting two things” or “taking a position” either by endorsing
or rejecting.

Rather, logos as speech really means déloun, to make manifest
“what is being talked about” in speech. Aristotle explicates this
function of speech more precisely as apophainesthai.* Logos lets
something be seen (phainesthai), namely what is being talked
about, and indeed for the speaker (who serves as the medium) or
for those who speak with each other. Speech “lets us see,” from
itself, apo . . . , what is being talked about. In speech (apophansis),
insofar as it is genuine, what is said should be derived from what is
being talked about. In this way spoken communication, in what it
says, makes manifest what it is talking about and thus makes it ac-
cessible to another. Such is the structure of logos as apophansis.
Not every “speech” suits this mode of making manifest, in the sense
of letting something be seen by indicating it. For example, request-
ing (euche) also makes something manifest, but in a different way.

When fully concrete, speech (letting something be seen) has the
character of speaking or vocalization in words. Logos is phone, in-
deed phoneé meta phantasias—vocalization in which something al-
ways is sighted.

Only because the function of logos as apophansis lies in letting
something be seen by indicating it can logos have the structure of
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synthesis. Here synthesis does not mean to connect and conjoin
representations, to manipulate psychical occurrences, which then
gives rise to the “problem” of how these connections, as internal,
correspond to what is external and physical. The syn [of synthesis]
here has a purely apophantical meaning: to let something be seen
in its togetherness with something, to let something be seen as
something.

Furthermore, because logos lets something be seen, it can there-
fore be true or false. But everything depends on staying clear of any
concept of truth construed in the sense of “correspondence” or ““ac-
cordance” [Ubereinstimmung). This idea is by no means the pri-
mary one in the concept of alétheia. The “being true” of logos as
aletheuein means: to take beings that are being talked about in leg-
ein as apophainesthai out of their concealment; to let them be seen
as something unconcealed (aléthes); to discover them. Similarly
“being false,” pseudesthai, is tantamount to deceiving in the sense
of covering up: putting something in front of something else (by
way of letting it be seen) and thereby passing it off as something it
is not.

But because “truth” has this meaning, and because logos is a spe-
cific mode of letting something be seen, logos simply may not be
acclaimed as the primary “place” of truth. If one defines truth as
what “genuinely” pertains to judgment, which is quite customary
today, and if one invokes Aristotle in support of this thesis, such a
procedure is without justification and the Greek concept of truth
thoroughly misunderstood. In the Greek sense what is “true”—
indeed more originally true than the logos we have been discuss-
ing—is aisthésis, the simple sense perception of something. To the
extent that an aisthésis aims at its idia [what is its own]—the beings
genuinely accessible only througb it and for it, for example, looking
at colors—perception is always true. This means that looking al-
ways discovers colors, hearing always discovers tones. What is in
the purest and most original sense “true”—that is, what only dis-
covers in such a way that it can never cover up anything—is pure
noein, straightforwardly observant apprehension of the simplest
determinations of the being of beings as such. This 7oein can never
cover up, can never be false; at worst it can be a nonapprehending,
agnoein, not sufficing for straightforward, appropriate access.

What no longer takes the form of a pure letting be seen, but
rather in its indicating always has recourse to something else and
so always lets something be seen as something, acquires with this
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structure of synthesis the possibility of covering up. However,
“truth of judgment” is only the opposite of this covering up; it is a
multiply-founded phenomenon of truth. Realism and idealism alike
thoroughly miss the meaning of the Greek concept of truth from
which alone the possibility of something like a “theory of Ideas”
can be understood as philosophical knowledge. And because the
function of logos lies in letting something be seen straightforwardly,
in letting beings be apprehended, logos can mean reason. More-
over, because logos is used in the sense not only of legein but also
of legomenon—what is pointed to as such; and because the latter
is nothing other than the hypokeimenon—what always already lies
present at the basis of all relevant speech and discussion; for these
reasons logos qua legomenon means ground, ratio. Finally, because
logos as legomenon can also mean what is addressed, as something
that has become visible in its relation to something else, in its “relat-
edness,” logos acquires the meaning of relation and relationship.

This interpretation of “apophantic speech” may suffice to clarify
the primary function of logos.

(c) The Preliminary Concept of Phenomenology. When we bring to
mind concretely what has been exhibited in the interpretation of
“phenomenon” and “logos” we are struck by an inner relation be-
tween what is meant by these terms. The expression “phenomenol-
ogy” can be formulated in Greek as legein ta phainomena. But
legein means apophainesthai. Hence phenomenology means: apo-
phainesthai ta phainomena—to let what shows itself be seen from
itself, just as it shows itself from itself. That is the formal meaning
of the type of research that calls itself “phenomenology.” But this
expresses nothing other than the maxim formulated above: “To the
things themselves!”

Accordingly, the term “phenomenology” differs in meaning
from such expressions as “theology” and the like. Such titles desig-
nate the objects of the respective disciplines in terms of their con-
tent. “Phenomenology” neither designates the object of its
researches nor is it a title that describes their content. The word
only tells us something about the how of the demonstration and
treatment of what this discipline considers. Science “of” the phe-
nomena means that it grasps its objects in such a way that every-
thing about them to be discussed must be directly indicated and
directly demonstrated. The basically tautological expression “de-
scriptive phenomenology” has the same sense. Here description
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does not mean a procedure like that of, say, botanical morphology.
The term rather has the sense of a prohibition, insisting that we
avoid all nondemonstrative determinations. The character of de-
scription itself, the specific sense of the logos, can be established
only from the “material content” [“Sachbeit’’] of what is ‘“de-
scribed,” that is, of what is to be brought to scientific determinate-
ness in the way phenomena are encountered. The meaning of the
formal and common concepts of the phenomenon formally justifies
our calling every way of indicating beings as they show themselves
in themselves “phenomenology.”

Now what must be taken into account if the formal concept of
phenomenon is to be deformalized to the phenomenological one,
and how does this differ from the common concept? What is it that
phenomenology is to “let be seen”? What is it that is to be called
“phenomenon” in &'distinctive sense? What is it that by its very es-
sence becomes the necessary theme when we indicate something ex-
plicitly? Manifestly it is something that does not show itself initially
and for the most part, something that is concealed, in contrast to
what initially and for the most part does show itself. But at the same
time it is something that essentially belongs to what initially and for
the most part shows itself, indeed in such a way that it constitutes
its meaning and ground.

But what remains concealed in an exceptional sense, or what
falls back and is covered up again, or shows itself only in a dis-
torted way, is not this or that being but rather, as we have shown
in our foregoing observations, the being of beings. It can be cov-
ered up to such a degree that it is forgotten and the question about
it and its meaning altogether omitted. Thus what demands to be-
come a phenomenon in a distinctive sense, in terms of its most
proper content, phenomenology has taken into its “grasp” themat-
ically as its object.

Phenomenology is the way of access to, and the demonstrative
manner of determination of, what is to become the theme of ontol-
ogy. Ontology is possible only as phenomenology. The phenomeno-
logical concept of phenomenon, as self-showing, means the being
of beings—its meaning, modifications, and derivatives. This self-
showing is nothing arbitrary, nor is it something like an appearing.
The being of beings can least of all be something “behind which”
something else stands, something that “does not appear.”

Essentially, nothing else stands “‘behind” the phenomena of phe-
nomenology. Nevertheless, what is to become a phenomenon can
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be concealed. And precisely because phenomena are initially and
for the most part not given phenomenology is needed. Being cov-
ered up is the counterconcept to “phenomenon.”

There are various ways phenomena can be covered up. In the
first place, a phenomenon can be covered up in the sense that it is
still completely undiscovered. There is neither knowledge nor lack
of knowledge about it. In the second place, a phenomenon can be
buried over. This means it was once discovered but then got cov-
ered up again. This covering up can be total, but more commonly,
what was once discovered may still be visible, though only as sem-
blance. However, where there is semblance there is “being.” This
kind of covering up, “distortion,” is the most frequent and the most
dangerous kind because here the possibilities of being deceived and
misled are especially pernicious. Within a “system” the structures
and concepts of being that are available but concealed with respect
to their autochthony may perhaps claim their rights. On the basis
of their integrated structure in a system they present themselves as
something “clear” which is in no need of further justification and
which therefore can serve as a point of departure for a process of
deduction.

The covering up itself, whether it be understood in the sense of
concealment, being buried over, or distortion, has in turn a twofold
possibility. There are accidental coverings and necessary ones, the
latter grounded in the enduring nature of the discovered. It is possi-
ble for every phenomenological concept and proposition drawn
from genuine origins to degenerate when communicated as a state-
ment. It gets circulated in a vacuous fashion, loses its authochthony,
and becomes a free-floating thesis. Even in the concrete work of
phenomenology lurks possible inflexibility and the inability to
grasp what was originally “grasped.” And the difficulty of this re-
search consists precisely in making it self-critical in a positive sense.

The way of encountering being and the structures of being in the
mode of phenomenon must first be wrested from the objects of phe-
nomenology. Thus the point of departure of the analysis, the access
to the phenomenon, and passage through the prevalent coverings
must secure their own method. The idea of an “originary” and “in-
tuitive” grasp and explication of phenomena must be opposed to
the naiveté of an accidental, “immediate,” and unreflective “be-
holding.”

On the basis of the preliminary concept of phenomenology just
delimited, the terms “phenomenal” and “phenomenological” can
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now be given fixed meanings. What is given and is explicable in the
way we encounter the phenomenon is called “phenomenal.” In this
sense we speak of phenomenal structures. Everything that belongs
to the manner of indication and explication, and constitutes the
conceptual tools this research requires, is called “phenomeno-
logical.”

Because phenomenon in the phenomenological understanding is
always just what constitutes being, and furthermore because being
is always the being of beings, we must first of all bring beings them-
selves forward in the right way if we are to have any prospect of
exposing being. These beings must likewise show themselves in the
way of access that genuinely belong to them. Thus the common
concept of phenomenon becomes phenomenologically relevant.
The preliminary task of a “phenomenological” securing of that
being which is to serve as our example, as the point of departure
for the analysis proper, is always already prescribed by the goal of
this analysis. .

As far as content goes, phenomenology is the science of the being
of beings—ontology. In our elucidation of the tasks of ontology the
necessity arose for a fundamental ontology which would have as
its theme that being which is ontologically and ontically distinctive,
namely, Da-sein. This must be'done in such a way that our ontology
confronts the cardinal problem, the question of the meaning of
being in general. From the investigation itself we shall see that the
methodological meaning of phenomenological description is inter-
pretation. The logos of the phenomenology of Da-sein has the char-
acter of herméneuein, through which the proper meaning of being
and the basic structures of the very being of Da-sein are made
known to the understanding of being that belongs to Da-sein itself.
Phenomenology of Da-sein is hermeneutics in the original signifi-
cation of that word, which designates the work of interpretation.
But since discovery of the meaning of being and of the basic struc-
tures of Da-sein in general exhibits the horizon for every further
ontological research into beings unlike Da-sein, the present herme-
neutic is at the same time “hermeneutics” in the sense that it works
out the conditions of the possibility of every ontological investiga-
tion. Finally, since Da-sein has ontological priority over all other
beings—as a being in the possibility of existence [Existenz]—
hermeneutics, as the interpretation of the being of Da-sein, receives
a specific third and, philosophically understood, primary meaning
of an analysis of the existentiality of existence. To the extent that
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this hermeneutic elaborates the historicity of Da-sein ontologically
as the ontic condition of the possibility of the discipline of history,
it contains the roots of what can be called “hermeneutics” only in
a derivative sense: the methodology of the historical humanistic dis-
ciplines.

As the fundamental theme of philosophy being is not a genus of
beings; yet it pertains to every being. Its “universality” must be
sought in a higher sphere. Being and its structure transcend every
being and every possible existent determination of a being. Being is
the transcendence pure and simple. The transcendence of the being
of Da-sein is a distinctive one since in it lies the possibility and ne-
cessity of the most radical individuation. Every disclosure of being
as the transcendens is transcendental knowledge. Phenomenologial
truth (disclosedness of being) is veritas transcendentalis.

Ontology and phenomenology are not two different disciplines
which among others belong to philosophy. Both terms characterize
philosophy itself, its object and procedure. Philosophy is universal
phenomenological ontology, taking its departure from the herme-
neutic of Da-sein, which, as an analysis of existence, has fastened
the end of the guideline of all philosophical inquiry at the point
from which it arises and to which it returns.

The following investigations would not have been possible with-
out the foundation laid by Edmund Husserl; with his Logical Investi-
gations phenomenology achieved a breakthrough. Our elucidations
of the preliminary concept of phenomenology show that its essen-
tial character does not consist in its actuality as a philosophical
“movement.” Higher than actuality stands possibility. We can un-
derstand phenomenology solely by seizing upon it as a possibility.

With regard to the awkwardness and ““inelegance” of expression
in the following analyses, we may remark that it is one thing to re-
port narratively about beings and another to grasp beings in their
being. For the latter task not only most of the words are lacking but
above all the “grammar.” If we may allude to earlier and in their
own right altogether incomparable researches on the analysis of
being, then we should compare the ontological sections in Plato’s
Parmenides or the fourth chapter of the seventh book of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics with a narrative passage from Thucydides. Then we
can see the stunning character of the formulations with which their
philosophers challenged the Greeks. Since our powers are essen-
tially inferior, and also since the area of being to be disclosed onto-
logically is far more difficult than that presented to the Greeks, the



Martin Heidegger + 69

complexity of our concept-formation and the severity of our ex-
pression will increase.

The Outline of the Treatise

The question of the meaning of being is the most universal and the
emptiest. But at the same time the possibility inheres of its most
acute individualization in each particular Da-sein. If we are to gain
the fundamental concept of “being” and the prescription of the on-
tologically requisite conceptuality in all its necessary variations, we
need a concrete guideline. The “special character” of the investiga-
tion does not belie the universality of the concept of being. For we
may advance to being by way of a special interpretation of a partic-
ular being. Da-sein, ifi which the horizon for an understanding and
a possible interpretation of beings is to be won. But his being is in
itself “historic,” so that its most proper ontological illumination
necessarily becomes a ““historical” interpretation.

The elaboration of the question of being is a two-pronged task;
our treatise therefore has two divisions.

Part One: The interpretation of Da-sein on the basis of temporal-
ity and the explication of time as the transcendental horizon of the
question of being.

Part Two: Basic features of a phenomenological destructuring of
the history of ontology on the guideline of the problem of tempo-
rality.

The first part consists of three divisions:

(1) The preparatory fundamental analysis of Da-sein.
(2) Da-sein and temporality.
(3) Time and being.

The second part likewise has three divisions:

(1) Kant’s doctrine of the schematism and of time, as preliminary stage
of a problem of temporality.

(2) The ontological foundation of Descartes’ cogito sum and the incor-
poration of medieval ontology in the problem of the res cogitans.

(3) Aristotle’s treatise on time as a way of discerning the phenomenal
basis and the limits of ancient ontology.



My Way to Phenomenology (1963)

My academic studies began in the winter of 1909-10 in theology at
the University of Freiburg. But the chief work for the study in theol-
ogy still left enough time for philosophy which belonged to the
curriculum anyhow. Thus both volumes of Husserl’s Logical Inves-
tigations lay on my desk in the theological seminary ever since my
first semester there. These volumes belonged to the university li-
brary. The date due could be easily renewed again and again. The
work was obviously of little interest to the students. But how did it
get into this environment so foreign to it?

I had learned from many references in philosophical periodicals
that Husserl’s thought was determined by Franz Brentano. Ever
since 1907, Brentano’s dissertation “On the manifold meaning of
being since Aristotle” (1862) had been the chief help and guide of
my first awkward attempts to penetrate into philosophy. The fol-
lowing question concerned me in a quite vague manner: If being is
predicated in manifold meanings, then what is its leading funda-
mental meaning? What does Being mean? In the last year of my stay
at the Gymnasium, 1 stumbled upon the book of Carl Braig, then
professor for dogmatics at Freiburg University: “On Being. Outline
of Ontology.” It had been published in 1896 at the time when he
was an associate professor at Freiburg’s theological faculty. The
larger sections of the work give extensive text passages from Aris-
totle, Thomas of Aquinas and Suarez, always at the end, and in ad-
dition the etymology for fundamental ontological concepts.

From Husserl’s Logical Investigations, 1 expected a decisive aid
in the questions stimulated by Brentano’s dissertation. Yet my ef-
forts were in vain because I was not searching in the right way. I
realized this only very much later. Still, I remained so fascinated by
Husserl’s work that I read in it again and again in the years to fol-
low without gaining sufficient insight into what fascinated me. The
spell emanating from the work extended to the outer appearance of
the sentence structure and the title page. On that title page I en-
countered the name of the publisher Max Niemeyer. This encounter
is before my eyes as vividly today as then. His name was connected
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with that of “Phenomenology,” then foreign to me, which appears
in the subtitle of the second volume. My understanding of the term
“phenomenology” was just as limited and vacillating as my knowl-
edge in those years of the publisher Max Niemeyer and his work.
Why and how both names—Niemeyer Publishing House and Phe-
nomenology—belong together would soon become clearer.

After four semesters I gave up my theological studies and dedi-
cated myself entirely to philosophy. I still attended theological lec-
tures in the years following 1911, Carl Braig’s lecture course on
dogmatics. My interest in speculative theology led me to do this,
above all the penetrating kind of thinking which this teacher con-
cretely demonstrated in every lecture hour. On a few walks when I
was allowed to accompany him, I first heard of Schelling’s and He-
gel’s significance for speculative theology as distinguished from the
dogmatic system of Scholasticism. Thus the tension between ontol-
ogy and speculative theology as the structure of metaphysics en-
tered the field of my search.

Yet at times this realm faded to the background compared with
that which Heinrich Rickert treated in his seminars: the two writ-
ings of his pupil Emil Lask who was killed as a simple soldier on
the Galician front in 1915. Rickert dedicated the third fully revised
edition of his work The Object of Knowledge, Introduction to
Transcendental Philosophy, which was published the same year,
“to my dear friend.” The dedication was supposedly to testify to
the teacher’s benefit derived from this pupil. Both of Emil Lask’s
writings—The Logic of Philosophy and the Doctrine of Categories,
A Study of the Dominant Realm of Logical Form (1911) and The
Doctrine of Judgment (1912)—themselves showed clearly enough
the influence of Husserl’s Logical Investigations.

These circumstances forced me to delve into Husserl’s work
anew. However, my repeated beginning also remained unsatisfac-
tory, because I couldn’t get over a main difficulty. It concerned the
simple question how thinking’s manner of procedure which called
itself “phenomenology” was to be carried out. What worried me
about this question came from the ambiguity which Husserl’s work
showed at first glance.

The first volume of the work, published in 1900, brings the refu-
tation of psychologism in logic by showing that the doctrine of
thought and knowledge cannot be based on psychology. In con-
trast, the second volume, which was published the following year
and was three times as long, contains the description of the acts of
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consciousness essential for the constitution of knowledge. So it is a
psychology after all. What else is section 9 of the fifth investigation
concerning “The Meaning of Brentano’s Delimitation of ‘psychical
phenomena’”? Accordingly, Husserl falls back with his phenome-
nological description of the phenomena of consciousness into the
position of psychologism which he had just refuted. But if such
a gross error cannot be attributed to Husserl’s work, then what is
the phenomenological description of the acts of consciousness?
Wherein does what is peculiar to phenomenology consist if it is nei-
ther logic nor psychology? Does a quite new discipline of philoso-
phy appear here, even one with its own rank and precedence?

I could not disentangle these questions. I remained without
knowing what to do or where to go. I could hardly even formulate
the questions with the clarity in which they are expressed here.

The year 1913 brought an answer. The Yearbook for Philosophy
and Phenomenological Investigation which Husserl edited began to
be published by the publisher Max Niemeyer. The first volume be-
gins with Husser!’s treatise Ideas.

“‘Pure phenomenology” is the “fundamental science” of philoso-
phy which is characterized by that phenomenology. “Pure” means:
“transcendental phenomenology.” However, the “subjectivity” of
the knowing, acting and valuing subject is posited as “transcenden-
tal.” Both terms, “subjectivity” and ‘‘transcendental,” show that
“phenomenology” consciously and decidedly moved into the tradi-
tion of modern philosophy but in such a way that “transcendental
subjectivity” attains a more original and universal determination
through phenomenology. Phenomenology retained “experiences of
consciousness” as its thematic realm, but now in the systematically
planned and secured investigation of the structure of acts of experi-
ence together with the investigation of the objects experienced in
those acts with regard to their objectivity.

In this universal project for a phenomenological philosophy, the
Logical Investigations, too—which had so to speak remained philo-
sophically neutral—could be assigned their systematic place. They
were published in the same year (1913) in a second edition by the
same publisher. Most of the investigations had in the meantime un-
dergone “profound revisions.” The sixth investigation, “the most
important with regard to phenomenology” (preface to the second
edition) was, however, withheld. But the essay “Philosophy as
Exact Science” (1910-11) which Husserl contributed to the first
volume of the new journal Logos also only now acquired a suffi-
cient basis for its programmatical theses through the Ideas.
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In virtue of these publications, Niemeyer’s work attained the
foremost rank of philosophical publishers. At that time the rather
obvious idea was current that with “phenomenology” a new school
had arisen in European philosophy. Who could have denied the cor-
rectness of this statement?

But such historical calculation did not comprehend what had
happened in virtue of “phenomenology,” that is, already with the
Logical Investigations. This remained unspoken, and can hardly
even be rightly expressed today. Husserl’s own programmatical ex-
planations and methodological presentations rather strengthened
the misunderstanding that through “phenomenology” a beginning
of philosophy was claimed which denied all previous thinking.

Even after the Ideas was published, I was still captivated by the
never-ceasing spell of the Logical Investigations. That magic
brought about anew an unrest unaware of its own reason, although
it made one suspect'that it came from the inability to attain the act
of philosophical thinking called “phenomenology” simply by read-
ing the philosophical literature.

My perplexity decreased slowly, my confusion dissolved labori-
ously, only after I met Husserl personally in his workshop.

Husserl came to Freiburg in 1916 as Heinrich Rickert’s succes-
sor. Rickert had taken over Windelband’s chair in Heidelberg. Hus-
serl’s teaching took place in the form of a step-by-step training in
phenomenological “seeing” which at the same time demanded that
one relinquish the untested use of philosophical knowledge. But it
also demanded that one give up introducing the authority of the
great thinkers into the conversation. However, the clearer it became
to me that the increasing familiarity with phenomenological seeing
was fruitful for the interpretation of Aristotle’s writing, the less I
could separate myself from Aristotle and the other Greek thinkers.
Of course I could not immediately see what decisive consequences
my renewed occupation with Aristotle was to have.

As I myself practiced phenomenological seeing, teaching and
learning in Husser]’s proximity after 1919 and at the same time
tried out a transformed understanding of Aristotle in a seminar, my
interest leaned anew toward the Logical Investigations, above all
the sixth investigation in the first edition. The distinction which is
worked out there between sensuous and categorical intuition re-
vealed itself to me in its scope for the determination of the “mani-
fold meaning of being.”

For this reason we—friends and pupils—begged the master again
and again to republish the sixth investigation which was then diffi-
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cult to obtain. True to his dedication to the cause of phenomenol-
ogy, the publisher Niemeyer published the last chapter of the
Logical Investigations again in 1922, Husserl notes in the preface:
“As things stand, I had to give in to the wishes of the friends of this
work and decide to make its last chapter available again in its old
form.” With the phrase “the friends of this work,” Husserl also
wanted to say that he himself could not quite get close to the Logi-
cal Investigations after the publication of the Ideas. At the new
place of his academic activity, the passion and effort of his thought
turned toward the systematic development of the plan presented in
the Ideas more than ever. Thus Husserl could write in the preface
mentioned to the sixth investigation: “My teaching activity in Frei-
burg, too, furthered the direction of my interest toward general
problems and the system.”

Thus Husserl watched me in a generous fashion, but at the bot-
tom in disagreement, as I worked on the Logical Investigations
every week in special seminars with advanced students in addition
to my lectures and regular seminars. Especially the preparation for
this work was fruitful for me. There I learned one thing—at first
rather led by surmise than guided by founded insight: What occurs
for the phenomenology of the acts of consciousness as the self-
manifestation of phenomena is thought more originally by Aristotle
and in all Greek thinking and existence as aletheia, as the uncon-
cealedness of what-is present, its being revealed, its showing itself.
That which phenomenological investigations. rediscovered as the
supporting attitude of thought proves to be the fundamental trait
of Greek thinking, if not indeed of philosophy as such.

The more decisively this insight became clear to me, the more
pressing the question became: Whence and how is it determined
what must be experienced as “the things themselves” in accordance
with the principle of phenomenology? Is it consciousness and its
objectivity or is it the Being of beings in its unconcealedness and
concealment?

Thus I was brought to the path of the question of Being, illu-
mined by the phenomenological attitude, again made uneasy in a
different way than previously by the questions prompted by Bren-
tano’s dissertation. But the path of questioning became longer than
I suspected. It demanded many stops, detours and wrong paths.
What the first lectures in Freiburg and then in Marburg attempted
shows the path only indirectly.
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“Professor Heidegger—you have got to publish something now. Do
you have a manuscript?” With these words the dean of the philo-
sophical faculty in Marburg came into my study one day in the win-
ter semester of 1925-26. “Certainly,” I answered. Then the dean
said: “But it must be printed quickly.” The faculty proposed me
unico loco as Nicolai Hartmann’s successor for the chief philosoph-
ical chair. Meanwhile, the ministry in Berlin had rejected the pro-
posal with the explanation that I had not published anything in the
last ten years.

Now I had to submit my closely protected work to the public.
On account of Husserl’s intervention, the publishing house Max
Niemeyer was ready to print immediately the first fifteen proof
sheets of the work which was to appear in Husserl’s Jabrbuch. Two
copies of the finished page proofs were sent to the ministry by the
faculty right away. Bui(after some tlme, they were returned to the
faculty with the remark: “Inadequate.” In February of the follow-
ing year (1927), the complete text of Being and Time was published
in the eighth volume of the Jabrbuch and as a separate publication.
After that the ministry reversed its negative judgment half a year
later and made the offer for the chair.

On the occasion of the strange publication of Being and Time, 1
came first into direct relationship with the publishing house Max
Niemeyer. What was a mere name on the title page of Husser!’s fas-
cinating work during the first semester of my academic studies be-
came evident now and in the future in all the thoroughness and
reliability, generosity and simplicity, of publication work.

In the summer of 1928, during my last semester in Marburg, the
Festschrift for Husserl’s seventieth birthday was in preparation. At
the beginning of this semester Max Scheler died unexpectedly. He
was one of the co-editors of Husserl’s Jahrbuch where he published
his great investigation Formalism in Ethics and Material Ethics of
Value in the first and second volume (1916). Along with Husserl’s
Ideas, it must count as the most significant contribution to the Jabhr-
buch. Through its far-reaching effects, it placed the scope and effec-
tiveness of the Niemeyer publishing house in a new light.

The Festschrift for Edmund Husserl appeared punctually for his
birthday as a supplement to the Jabrbuch. 1 had the honor of pre-
senting it to the celebrated teacher within a circle of his pupils and
friends on April 8, 1929.

During the following decade all more extensive publications
were withheld until the publishing house Niemeyer dared to print
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my interpretation of Holderlin’s hymn “As on a Holiday” in 1941
without giving the year of publication. I had given this lecture in
May of the same year as a public guest lecture at the university of
Leipzig. The owner of the publishing house, Mr. Hermann Nie-
meyer, had come from Halle to hear this lecture. Afterward we dis-
cussed the publication.

When I decided twelve years later to publish earlier lecture series,
I chose the Niemeyer publishing house for this purpose. It no longer
bore the designation “Halle a.d. Saale.” Following great losses and
manifold difficulties, and visited by hard personal suffering, the
present owner had re-established the firm in Tiibingen.

“Halle a.d. Saale”—in the same city, the former Privatdozent
Edmund Husserl taught during the *90’s of the last century at that
university. Later in Freiburg, he often told the story of how the
Logical Investigations came to be. He never forgot to remember the
Max Niemeyer publishing house with gratitude and admiration,
the house which took upon itself the venture of publishing, at the
turn of the century, an extensive work of a little-known instructor
who went his own new ways and thus had to estrange contempo-
rary philosophy, which ignored the work for years after its appear-
ance, until Wilhelm Dilthey recognized its significance. The
publishing house could not know at that time that his name would
remain tied to that of phenomenology in the future, that phenome-
nology would soon determine the spirit of the age in the most vari-
ous realms—mostly in a tacit manner.

And today? The age of phenomenological philosophy seems to
be over. It is already taken as something past which is only recorded
historically along with other schools of philosophy. But in what is
most its own phenomenology is not a school. It is the possibility of
thinking, at times changing and only thus persisting, of correspond-
ing to the claim of what is to be thought. If phenomenology is thus
experienced and retained, it can disappear as a designation in favor
of the matter of thinking whose manifestness remains a mystery.

Translated by Joan Stambaugh



THINKING/THANKING

The Pathway (1949)

It runs from the park gate toward Ehnried. The old linden trees in
the Schloss garden gaze after it from behind the wall—whether at
Easter when the path shines bright between rising crops and waking
meadows, or at Christmas when it disappears in snowdrifts behind
the next hill. At the wayside crucifix it turns off to the woods.
Along its edge the pathway greets a tall oak under which stands a
roughly hewn bench.

Often there lay on the bench one or another of the great thinkers’
writings which youth’s awkwardness attempted to decipher. When
the puzzles ran together, and no way out presented itself, the path-
way helped. For it escorts feet quietly along the winding path
through the expanse of barren country.

Time and again, thinking from the same books or from one’s
own attempts would traverse the trail which the pathway drew
through the countryside. The path remains as close to the step of
the thinker as to that of the farmer walking out to the mowing in
early morning.

With the years, the oak along the way frequently calls the early
games and first choices. Then deep in the forest an oak might fall
under the axe’s blow, and the father would look through the woods
and sunny clearings for the cord allotted to him and his workshop.
There he labored, thoughtful when pausing from his efforts at the
sound of tower clock and bells—both maintaining their own rela-
tionship to time and temporality.

Out of the oak’s bark the boys carved their boats: equipped with
rudder and tiller they floated in Metten brook or in the school foun-
tain. The world-wide journeys of these games reached their destina-
tion easily and found their way back to shore again. The dream
element in such voyages remained hidden in a then hardly percepti-
ble luster which lay over everything. The eye and hand of mother
surrounded their world. It was as if her unspoken care protected
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every being. Those trips of play still knew nothing of wanderings
when all shores stay distant. Meanwhile, the hardness and smell of
oakwood began to speak more distinctly of the slowness and con-
stancy in the tree’s growth. The oak itself spoke: Only in such
growth is grounded what lasts and fructifies. Growing means this:
to open oneself up to the breadth of heaven and at the same time to
sink roots into the darkness of earth. Whatever is genuine thrives
only if man does justice to both—ready for the appeal of highest
heaven, and cared for in the protection of sustaining earth.

Again and again the oak says this to the pathway passing se-
curely by. The pathway collects whatever has its being along the
ways; to all who pass this way it gives what is theirs. The same fields
and meadows accompany the pathway through each season with
an ever-changing nearness. Whether the Alps above the forests are
sinking away into the evening twilight, whether there where the
pathway swings over the rolling hill the lark climbs into the sum-
mer morning, whether the East-wind approaches in storm from
over where mother’s home lies, whether a woodsman as night nears
drags his bundle of brushwood to the hearth, whether a harvesting
wagon sways homeward in the pathway’s tracks, whether children
are gathering the first flowers at meadow’s edge, whether fog for
days moves its gloom and burden over the fields—always and
everywhere the message of the same rests on the pathway:

The Simple preserves the puzzle of what remains and what is
great. Spontaneously it enters men and needs a lengthy growth.
With the unpretentiousness of the ever-same it hides its blessing.
The breadth of all growing things which rest along the pathway be-
stows world. In what remains unsaid in their speech is—as Eck-
hardt, the old master of letter and life, says—God, only God.

But the message of the pathway speaks just so long as there are
men (born in its breeze) who can hear it. They are hearers of their
origin, not servants of their production. In vain does man try with
his plans to bring order to his globe if he does not order himself to
the message of the pathway. The danger looms that today’s men are
hard of hearing towards its language. They have ears only for the
noise of media, which they consider to be almost the voice of God.
So man becomes distracted and path-less. The Simple seems monot-
onous to the distracted. The monotonous brings weariness. The an-
noyed find only the uniform. The Simple has fled. Its quiet power is
exhausted.

Certainly the number of those who still recognize the Simple as
their hard-earned possession is quickly diminishing. But it is these
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few who will everywhere be the ones remaining. Through the gentle
force of the pathway they are going to be able to overcome the gi-
gantic energies of atomic power which human calculation arti-
facted, fettering its own activity.

The pathway’s message awakens a sense which loves freedom
and, at a propitious place, leaps over sadness and into a final seren-
ity. This resists the stupidity of simply working, which when done
for itself promotes only what negates.

In the pathway’s seasonally changing breeze this knowing seren-
ity (whose mien often seems melancholy) thrives. This serene know-
ing is das Kuinzige.* No one wins it who does not have it. Those
who have it, have it from the pathway. Along its path winter’s
storm encounters harvest’s day, the agile excitation of Spring and
the detached dying of Autumn meet, the child’s game and the el-
der’s wisdom gaze at each other. And in a unique harmony, whose
echo the pathway carries with it silently here and there, everything
is sparked serene.

This knowing serenity is a gate to the eternal. Its door turns on
hinges once forged out of the puzzles of human existence by a
skilled smith.

From Ehnried the way turns back to the park gate. Over a final
hill its narrow ribbon runs through moorland until it reaches the
town wall. It shines dimly in the starlight. Behind the Schloss the
tower of Saint Martin’s church rises. Slowly, almost hesitatingly,
eleven strokes of the hour sound in the night. The old bell, on
whose ropes boys’ hands have been rubbed hot, shakes under the
blows of the hour’s hammer whose dark-droll face no one forgets.

With the last stroke the stillnéss becomes yet more still. It reaches
out even to those who have been sacrificed before time in two world
wars. The Simple has become simpler. The ever-same surprises and
frees. The message of the pathway is now quite clear. Is the soul
speaking? Is the world speaking? Is God speaking?

Everything speaks abandonment unto the same. Abandonment
does not take. Abandonment gives. It gives the inexhaustible power
of the Simple. The message makes us at home after a long origin
here.

Translated by T. F. O’Meara

*This phrase in Upper Swabian dialect is still in use in some areas. It is a dialect
form for kein niitzend, not useful. From its originally negative tone, it developed a
positive meaning allied to serene, playful. Heidegger paraphrases: ““A serene melan-
choly, which says what it knows with veiled expressions.”—Trans.



What Is Called, What Calls for,
Thinking? (1952)

The question “What is called thinking?”’ can be asked in four ways.
It asks:

(1) What is designated by the word “thinking?”

(2) What does the prevailing theory of thought, namely logic, under-
stand by thinking?

(3) What are the prerequisites we need to perform thinking rightly?

(4) What is it that commands us to think?

We assert: the fourth question must be asked first. Once the na-
ture of thinking is in question, the fourth is the decisive question.
But this is not to say that the first three questions stand apart, out-
side the fourth. Rather, they point to the fourth. The first three
questions subordinate themselves to the fourth which itself deter-
mines the structure within which the four ways of asking belong
together.

We might say also: the fourth question, What is it that calls on
us to think?, develops and explicates itself in such a way that it calls
forth the other three. But how the four questions belong together
within the decisive fourth question, that is something we cannot
find out by ingenuity. It must reveal itself to us. And it will do so
only if we let ourselves become involved in the questioning of the
question. To do that, we must strike out on a way. The way seems
to be implicit in the fact that the fourth question is the decisive one.
And the way must set out from this question, since the other three,
too, come down to it. Still, it is not at all certain whether we are
asking the fourth question in the right way if we begin our ques-
tioning with it.

The thing that is in substance and by nature first, need not stand
at the beginning—in fact, perhaps it cannot. The first and the begin-
ning are not identical. We must therefore first explore the four ways
in which the question may be asked. The fourth way will probably
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prove to be decisive; yet another way remains unavoidable, which
we must first find and travel to get to the fourth, decisive one. This
situation alone tells us that the for us decisive way of asking our
question, “What is called thinking?,” is still remote and seems al-
most strange to us. It becomes necessary, then, first to acquaint our-
selves explicitly with the ambiguity of the question, not only to give
attention to that ambiguity as such, but also in order that we may
not take it too lightly, as a mere matter of linguistic expression.

The ambiguity of the question “What is called thinking?” lies in
the ambiguity of the questioning verb “to call.”

The frequent idiom “what we call” signifies: what we have just
said is meant in substance in this or that way, is to be understood
this way or that. Instead of “what we call,” we also use the idiom
“that is to say.”

On a day of changeable weather, someone might leave a moun-
tain lodge, alone, to climb a peak. He soon loses his way in the fog
that has suddenly descended. He has no notion of what we call
mountaineering. He does not know any of the things it calls for, all
the things that must be taken into account and mastered.

A voice calls to us to have hope. It beckons us to hope, invites -
us, commends us, directs us to hope.

This town is called Freiburg. It is so named because that is what
it has been called. This means: the town has been called to assume
this name. Henceforth it is at the call of this name to which it has
been commended. To call is not originally to name, but the other
way around: naming is a kind of calling, in the original sense of
demanding and commending. It is not that the call has its being in
the name; rather every name is a kind of call. Every call implies an
approach, and thus, of course, the possibility of giving a name. We
might call a guest welcome. This does not mean that we attach to
him the name “Welcome,” but that we call him to come in and
complete his arrival as a welcome friend. In that way, the welcome-
call of the invitation to come in is nonetheless also an act of nam-
ing, a calling which makes the newcomer what we call a guest
whom we are glad to see.

But calling is something else than merely making a sound. Some-
thing else, again essentially different from mere sound and noise, is
the cry. The cry need not be a call, but may be: the cry of distress.
In reality, the calling stems from the place to which the call goes
out. The calling is informed by an original outreach toward. . . .
This alone is why the call can make a demand. The mere cry dies
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away and collapses. It can offer no lasting abode to either pain or
joy. The call, by contrast, is a reaching, even if it is neither heard
nor answered. Calling offers an abode. Sound and cry and call must
be clearly distinguished.

The call is the directive which, in calling to and calling upon, in
reaching out and inviting, directs us toward an action or non-ac-
tion, or toward something even more essential. In every calling, a
call has already gathered. The calling is not a call that has gone by,
but one that has gone out and as such is still calling and inviting; it
calls even if it makes no sound.

As soon as we understand the word “to call” in its original root
significance, we hear the question “What is called thinking?” in a
different way. We then hear the question: “What is That which calls
on us to think, in the sense that it originally directs us to thinking
and thereby entrusts to us our own essential nature as such—which
is insofar as it thinks?”

What is it that calls on us to think? As we develop the question,
it asks: where does the calling come from that calls on us to think?
In what does this calling consist? How can it make its claim on us?
How does the calling reach us? How does it reach down into our
very nature, in order to demand from us that our nature be a think-
ing nature? What is our nature? Can we know it at all? If there can
be no knowledge here, then in what way is our nature revealed to
us? Perhaps in just this way, and only in this way, that we are called
upon to think?

“What is it that calls on us to think?” We find that we ourselves
are put in question, this question, as soon as we truly ask it, not just
rattle it off.

But from what other source could the calling into thought come
than from something that in itself needs thought, because the
source of the calling wants to be thought about by its very nature,
and not just now and then? That which calls on us to think and
appeals to us to think, claims thought for itself and as its own, be-
cause in and by itself it gives food for thought—not just occasion-
ally but now and always.

What so gives food for thought is what we call most thought-
provoking. Nor does it give only what always remains to be
thought about; it gives food for thought in the much wider-reaching
and decisive sense that it first entrusts thought and thinking to us
as what determines our nature. . . .

* * *
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What is called thinking? This time we shall take the question in the
sense listed first, and ask: What does the word “thinking” say?
Where there is thinking, there are thoughts. By thoughts we under-
stand opinions, ideas, reflections, propositions, notions. But the
Old English word “thanc” says more than that—more not only in
terms of the usual meaning mentioned here, but something differ-
ent; and different not only by comparison with what went before,
but different in nature, in that it is decidedly distinct and also deci-
sive. The thanc means man’s inmost mind, the heart, the heart’s
core, that innermost essence of man which reaches outward most
fully and to the outermost limits, and so decisively that, rightly con-
sidered, the idea of an inner and an outer world does not arise.

" When we listen to the word thanc in its basic meaning, we hear
at once the essence of the two words: thinking and memory, think-
ing and thanks, which readily suggest themselves in the verb “to
think.” ¢

The thanc, the heart’s core, is the gathering of all that concerns
us, all that we care for, all that touches us insofar as we are, as
human beings. What touches us in the sense that it defines and de-
termines our nature, what we care for, we might call contiguous or
contact. For the moment, the word may strike us as odd. But it
grows out of the subject matter it expresses, and has long been spo-
ken. It is only that we fail too easily to hear what is spoken.

Whenever we speak of subject and object, there is in our
thoughts a project and a base, an oppositeness—there is always
contact in the widest sense. It is possible that the thing which
touches us and is in touch with us if we achieve our humanity, need
not be represented by us constantly and specifically. But even so it is
concentrated, gathered toward us beforehand. In a certain manner,
though not exclusively, we ourselves are that gathering.

The gathering of what is next to us here never means an after-
the-fact collection of what basically exists, but the tidings that over-
take all our doings, the tidings of what we are committed to before-
hand by being human beings.

Only because we are by nature gathered in contiguity can we re-
main concentrated on what is at once present and past and to come.
The word “memory” originally means this incessant concentration
on contiguity. In its original telling sense, memory means as much
as devotion. This word possesses the special tone of the pious and
piety, and designates the devotion of prayer, only because it denotes
the all-comprehensive relation of concentration upon the holy and
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the gracious. The thanc unfolds in memory, which persists as devo-
tion. Memory in this originary sense later loses its name to a re-
stricted denomination, which now signifies no more than the
capacity to retain things that are in the past.

But if we understand memory in the light of the old word thanc,
the connection between memory and thanks will dawn on us at
once. For in giving thanks, the heart in thought recalls where it re-
mains gathered and concentrated, because that is where it belongs.
This thinking that recalls in memory is the original thanks.

The originary word thanc allows us to hear what the word
“thinking” tells us. This manner of hearing corresponds to the es-
sential situation which the word thanc designates. This manner of
hearing is the decisive one. Through it, we understand what “think-
ing” calls for, by way of the thanc. The current familiar usage, by
contrast, leads us to believe that thinking does not stem from
thought, but that thoughts first arise out of thinking.

However, we must listen still more closely to the sphere that ap-
peals to us in the originary words “thanc,” “memory,” “thanks.”
What gives us food for thought ever and again is the most thought-
provoking. We take the gift it gives by giving thought to what is
most thought-provoking. In doing so, we keep thinking what is
most thought-provoking. We recall it in thought. Thus we recall in
thought that to which we owe thanks for the endowment of our
nature—thinking. As we give thought to what is most thought-pro-
voking, we give thanks.

To the most thought-provoking, we devote our thinking of what
is to-be-thought. But this devoted thought is not something that we
ourselves produce and bring along, to repay gift with gift. When we
think what is most thought-provoking, we then give thought to
what this most thought-provoking matter itself gives us to think
about. This thinking which recalls, and which gua thinking alone
is true thanks, does not need to repay, nor be deserved, in order
to give thanks. Such thanks is not a recompense; but it remains an
offering; and only by this offering do we allow that which properly
gives food for thought to remain what it is in its essential nature.
Thus we give thanks for our thinking in a sense that is almost lost
to our language, and, so far as I can see, is retained only in our
Alemannic usage. When the transaction of a matter is settled, or
disposed of, we say in Alemannic dialect that it is “thanked.” Dis-
posing does not mean here sending off, but the reverse: it means to
bring the matter forth and leave it where it belongs. This sort of
disposing is called thanking.
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If thinking could dispose of that which ever and again gives food
for thought, dispose it into its own nature, such thinking would be
the highest thanks mortals can give. Such thinking would be the
thankful disposal of what is most thought-provoking, into its most
integral seclusion, a seclusion where the most thought-provoking is
invulnerably preserved in its problematic being. Not one of us here
would presume to claim that he is even remotely capable of such
thinking, or even a prelude to it. At the very most, we shall succeed
in preparing for it.

But assuming that some men will be capable of it some day, of
thinking in the mode of such thankful disposal then this thinking
would at once be concentrated in the recall which recalls what is
forever most thought-provoking. Then thinking would dwell
within memory—memory understood in the sense of its originary
expression. . . .

\ * * *

The title of this lecture course is a question. The question runs:
What is called thinking? As a course of lectures, we expect it to an-
swer the question. As the course proceeds, then, it would make the
title disappear bit by bit. But the title of our lecture course re-
mains—because it is intended as it sounds. It remains the title of the
entire course. That course remains one single question: What is it
that calls on us to think? What is That which calls us into thinking?

By the way we have chosen, we are trying to trace the call by
which Western-European thinking is summoned and directed to
that which is consummated as thinking.

We are trying to hear the call for which we ask, in a saying of
Parmenides that says:

Xg) T AéyeLv T€ VOELY TE
Useful is the Aéyewv so also the voeiv.

Later on, with Plato and Aristotle, the two terms signify—each
by itself—what subsequent philosophy understands by thinking.

But if we, following the later tradition, translate Aéyetv and vogtv
in Parmenides’ saying straight away into “thinking,” we then get in
the way of our own purpose. For we are after all trying first to de-
tect in that saying to what fundamental traits of its own essential
nature thinking is called. This is why we translate Aéyewv literally
with: letting-lie-before-us, and voeiv, on the other hand, with: tak-



86 + What Is Called, What Is Called For, Thinking?

ing-to-heart. Both belong to one single mutual conjunction. But
even this conjunction does not yet distinguish the fundamental
character of thinking.

The conjunction in its turn requires the determination by that to
which it complies. What is that? Quite clearly That to which Aéyewv
and voelv refer. The saying names it in the word that immediately
follows. That word is: £6v. The translation, correct by the diction-
ary, is: being. Everybody understands the word, at least by and
large and for everyday use, if indeed the word is ever spoken in ev-
eryday language.

“What is called thinking?” At the end we return to the question
we asked at first when we found out what our word “thinking”
originally means. Thanc means memory, thinking that recalls,
thanks.

But in the meantime we have learned to see that the essential na-
ture of thinking is determined by what there is to be thought about:
the presence of what is present, the Being of beings. Thinking is
thinking only when it recalls in thought the £€6v, That which this
word indicates properly and truly, that is, unspoken, tacitly. And
that is the duality of beings and Being. This quality is what properly
gives food for thought. And what is so given, is the gift of what is
most worthy of question.

Can thinking take this gift into its hands, that is, take it to heart,
in order to entrust it in Aéyewv, in the telling statement, to the origi-
nal speech of language?

Translated by Fred D. Wieck and ]. Glenn Gray



Discourse on Thinking (1955)

Memorial Address

Let my first public word in my home town be a word of thanks.

I thank my homeland for all that it has given me along the path
of my life. I have tried to explain the nature of this endowment in
those few pages entitled “Der Feldweg” which first appeared in
1949 in a book honoring the hundredth anniversary of the death of
Conradin Kreutzer. I thank Mayor Schithle for his warm-hearted
welcome. And I am especially grateful for the privilege of giving the
memorial address at today’s ceremony.

Honored Guests, Friends and Neighbors! We are gathered to-
gether in commemoration of the composer Conradin Kreutzer, a
native of our region. If we are to honor a man whose calling it is
to be creative, we must, above all, duly honor his work. In the
case of a musician this is done through the performance of his
compositions.

Conradin Kreutzer’s compositions ring forth today in song and
chorus, in opera and’ in chamber music. In these sounds the artist
himself is present; for the master’s presence in the work is the only
true presence. The greater the master, the more completely his per-
son vanishes behind his work.

The musicians and singers who take part in today’s celebration
are a warrant that Conradin Kreutzer’s work will come to be heard
on this occasion.

But does this alone constitute a memorial celebration? A memo-
rial celebration means that we think back, that we think. Yet what
are we to think and to say at a memorial which is devoted to a com-
poser? Is it not the distinction of music to “speak” through the
sounding of tones and so not to need ordinary language, the lan-
guage of words? So they say. And yet the question remains: Do
playing and singing alone make our celebration a thoughtful cele-
bration, one in which we think? Hardly! And so a “memorial ad-
dress” has been put on the program. It is to help us to think back
both to the composer we honor and to his work. These memories
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come alive as soon as we relate the story of Conradin Kreutzer’s
life, and recount and describe his works. Through such a relating
we can find much that is joyful and sorrowful, much that is instruc-
tive and exemplary. But at bottom we merely allow ourselves to be
entertained by such a talk. In listening to such a story, no thinking
at all is needed, no reflecting is demanded on what concerns each
one of us immediately and continuously in his very being. Thus
even a memorial address gives no assurance that we will think at a
memorial celebration.

Let us not fool ourselves. All of us, including those who think
professionally, as it were, are often enough thought-poor; we all are
far too easily thought-less. Thoughtlessness is an uncanny visitor
who comes and goes everywhere in today’s world. For nowadays
we take in everything in the quickest and cheapest way, only to for-
get it just as quickly, instantly. Thus one gathering follows on the
heels of another. Commemorative celebrations grow poorer and
poorer in thought. Commemoration and thoughtlessness are found
side by side.

But even while we are thoughtless, we do not give up our capac-
ity to think. We rather use this capacity implicitly, though strangely:
that is, in thoughtlessness we let it lie fallow. Still only that can lie
fallow which in itself is a ground for growth, such as a field. An
expressway, where nothing grows, cannot be a fallow field. Just as
we can grow deaf only because we hear, just as we can grow old
only because we were young; so we can grow thought-poor or even
thought-less only because man at the core of his being has the ca-
pacity to think; has “spirit and reason” and is destined to think. We
can only lose or, as the phrase goes, get loose from that which we
knowingly or unknowingly possess.

The growing thoughtlessness must, therefore, spring from some
process that gnaws at the very marrow of man today: man today is
in flight from thinking. This flight-from-thought is the ground of
thoughtlessness. But part of this flight is that man will neither see
nor admit it. Man today will even flatly deny this flight from think-
ing. He will assert the opposite. He will say—and quite rightly—
that there were at no time such far-reaching plans, so many
inquiries in so many areas, research carried on as passionately as
today. Of course. And this display of ingenuity and deliberation has
its own great usefulness. Such thought remains indispensable.
But—it also remains true that it is thinking of a special kind.

Its peculiarity consists in the fact that whenever we plan, re-
search, and organize, we always reckon with conditions that are
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given. We take them into account with the calculated intention of
their serving specific purposes. Thus we can count on definite re-
sults. This calculation is the mark of all thinking that plans and in-
vestigates. Such thinking remains calculation even if it neither
works with numbers nor uses an adding machine or computer. Cal-
culative thinking computes. It computes ever new, ever more prom-
ising and at the same time more economical possibilities.
Calculative thinking races from one prospect to the next. Calcula-
tive thinking never stops, never collects itself. Calculative thinking
is not meditative thinking, not thinking which contemplates the
meaning which reigns in everything that is.

There are, then, two kinds of thinking, each justified and needed
in its own way: calculative thinking and meditative thinking.

This meditative thinking is what we have in mind when we say
that contemporary man is in flight-from-thinking. Yet you may pro-
test: mere meditative thinking finds itself floating unaware above
reality. It loses touch. It is worthless for dealing with current busi-
ness. It profits nothing in carrying out practical affairs.

And you may say, finally, that mere meditative thinking, perse-
vering meditation, is “above” the reach of ordinary understanding.
In this excuse only this much is true, meditative thinking does not
just happen by itself any mere than does calculative thinking. At
times it requires a greater effort. It demands more practice. It is in
need of even more delicate care than any other genuine craft. But it
must also be able to bide its time, to await as does the farmer,
whether the seed will come up and ripen.

Yet anyone can follow the path of meditative thinking in his own
manner and within his own limits. Why? Because man is a thinking,
that is, a meditating being. Thus meditative thinking need by no
means be “high-flown.” It is enough if we dwell on what lies close
and meditate on what is closest; upon that which concerns us, each
one of us, here and now; here, on this patch of home ground; now,
in the present hour of history.

What does this celebration suggest to us, in case we are ready to
meditate? Then we notice that a work of art has flowered in the
ground of our homeland. As we hold this simple fact in mind, we
cannot help remembering at once that during the last two centuries
great poets and thinkers have been brought forth from the Swabian
land. Thinking about it further makes clear at once that Central
Germany is likewise such a land, and so are East Prussia, Silesia,
and Bohemia.
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We grow thoughtful and ask: does not the flourishing of any gen-
uine work depend upon its roots in a native soil? Johann Peter
Hebel once wrote: “We are plants which—whether we like to admit
it to ourselves or not—must with our roots rise out of the earth in
order to bloom in the ether and to bear fruit.” (Works, ed. Altwegg
11, 314.)

The poet means to say; For a truly joyous and salutary human
work to flourish, man must be able to mount from the depth of his
home ground up into the ether. Ether here means the free air of the
high heavens, the open realm of the spirit.

We grow more thoughtful and ask: does this claim of Johann
Peter Hebel hold today? Does man still dwell calmly between
heaven and earth? Does a meditative spirit still reign over the land?
Is there still a life-giving homeland in whose ground man may stand
rooted, that is, be autochthonic?

Many Germans have lost their homeland, have had to leave their
villages and towns, have been driven from their native soil. Count-
less others whose homeland was saved, have yet wandered off.
They have been caught up in the turmoil of the big cities, and have
resettled in the wastelands of industrial districts. They are strangers
now to their former homeland. And those who have stayed on in
their homeland? Often they are still more homeless than those who
have been driven from their homeland. Hourly and daily they are
chained to radio and television. Week after week the movies carry
them off into uncommon, but often merely common, realms of the
imagination, and give the illusion of a world that is no world. Pic-
ture magazines are everywhere available. All.that with which mod-
ern techniques of communication stimulate, assail, and drive
man—all that is already much closer to man today than his fields
around his farmstead, closer than the sky over the earth, closer than
the change from night to day, closer than the conventions and cus-
toms of his village, than the tradition of his native world.

We grow more thoughtful and ask: What is happening here—
with those driven from their homeland no less than with those who
have remained? Answer: the rootedness, the autochthony, of man
is threatened today at its core! Even more: The loss of rootedness is
caused not merely by circumstance and fortune, nor does it stem
only from the negligence and the superficiality of man’s way of life.
The loss of autochthony springs from the spirit of the age into
which all of us were born.

We grow still more thoughtful and ask: If this is so, can man, can
man’s work in the future still be expected to thrive in the fertile
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ground of a homeland and mount into the ether, into the far reaches
of the heavens and the spirit? Or will everything now fall into the
clutches of planning and calculation, of organization and automa-
tion?

If we reflect upon what our celebration today suggests, then we
must observe the loss of man’s autochthony with which our age is
threatened. And we ask: What really is happening in our age? By
what is it characterized?

The age that is now beginning has been called of late the atomic
age. Its most conspicuous symbol is the atom bomb. But this sym-
bolizes only the obvious; for it was recognized at once that atomic
energy can be used also for peaceful purposes. Nuclear physicists
everywhere are busy with vast plans to implement the peaceful uses
of atomic energy. The great industrial corporations of the leading
countries, first of all England have figured out already that atomic
energy can develop into a gigantic business. Through this atomic
business a new era of happiness is envisioned. Nuclear science, too,
does not stand idly by. It publicly proclaims this era of happiness.
Thus in July of this year at Lake Constance, eighteen Nobel Prize
winners stated in a proclamation: “Science [and that is modern nat-
ural science] is a road to a happier human life.”

What is the sense of this statement? Does it spring from reflec-
tion? Does it ever ponder on the meaning of the atomic age? No!
For if we rest content with this statement of science, we remain as
far as possible from a reflectjve insight into our age. Why? Because
we forget to ponder. Because we forget to ask: What is the ground
that enabled modern technology to discover and set free new ener-
gies in nature?

This is due to a revolution in leading concepts which has been
going on for the past several centuries, and by which man is placed
in a different world. This radical revolution in outlook has come
about in modern philosophy. From this arises a completely new re-
lation of man to the world and his place in it. The world now ap-
pears as an object open to the attacks of calculative thought, attacks
that nothing is believed able any longer to resist. Nature becomes a
gigantic gasoline station, an energy source for modern technology
and industry. This relation of man to the world as such, in principle
a technical one, developed in the seventeenth century first and only
in Europe. It long remained unknown in other continents, and it
was altogether alien to former ages and histories.

The power concealed in modern technology determines the re-
lation of man to that which exists. It rules the whole earth. Indeed,
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already man is beginning to advance beyond the earth into outer
space. In not quite twenty years, such gigantic sources of power
have become known through the discovery of atomic energy that
in the foreseeable future the world’s demands for energy of any
kind will be ensured forever. Soon the procurement of the new
energies will no longer be tied to certain countries and continents,
as is the occurrence of coal, oil, and timber. In the foreseeable fu-
ture it will be possible to build atomic power stations anywhere
on earth.

Thus the decisive question of science and technology today is no
longer: Where do we find sufficient quantities of fuel? The decisive
question now runs: In what way can we tame and direct the un-
imaginably vast amounts of atomic energies, and so secure mankind
against the danger that these gigantic energies suddenly—even
without military actions—break out somewhere, “run away” and
destroy everything?

If the taming of atomic energy is successful, and it will be suc-
cessful, then a totally new era of technical development will begin.
What we know now as the technology of film and television, of
transportation and especially air transportation, of news reporting,
and as medical and nutritional technology, is presumably only a
crude start. No one can foresee the radical changes to come. But
technological advance will move faster and faster and can never be
stopped. In all areas of his existence, man will be encircled ever
more tightly by the forces of technology. These forces, which every-
where and every minute claim, enchain, drag along, press and im-
pose upon man under the form of some technical contrivance or
other—these forces, since man has not made them, have moved
long since beyond his will and have outgrown his capacity for deci-
sion.

But this too is characteristic of the new world of technology, that
its accomplishments come most speedily to be known and publicly
admired. Thus today everyone will be-able to read what this talk
says about technology in any competently managed picture maga-
zine or hear it on the radio. But—it is one thing to have heard and
read something, that is, merely to take notice; it is another thing to
understand what we have heard and read, that is, to ponder.

The international meeting of Nobel Prize winners took place
again in the summer of this year of 1955 in Lindau. There the
American chemist, Stanley, had this to say: “The hour is near when
life will be placed in the hands of the chemist who will be able to
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synthesize, split and change living substance at will.” We take no-
tice of such a statement. We even marvel at the daring of scientific
research, without thinking about it. We do not stop to consider that
an attack with technological means is being prepared upon the life
and nature of man compared with which the explosion of the hy-
drogen bomb means little. For precisely if the hydrogen bombs do
not explode and human life on earth is preserved, an uncanny
change in the world moves upon us.

Yet it is not that the world is becoming entirely technical which
is really uncanny. Far more uncanny is our being unprepared for
this transformation, our inability to confront meditatively what is
really dawning in this age.

No single man, no group of men, no commission of prominent
statesmen, scientists; and technicians, no conference of leaders of
commerce and industry, can brake or direct the progress of history
in the atomic age. No merely human organization is capable of
gaining dominion over it.

Is man, then, a defenseless and perplexed victim at the mercy of
the irresistible superior power of technology? He would be if man
today abandons any intention to pit meditative thinking decisively
against merely calculative thinking. But once meditative thinking
awakens, it must be at work unceasingly and on every last occa-
sion—hence, also, here and now at this commemoration. For here
we are considering what is threatened especially in the atomic age:
the autochthony of the works of man.

Thus we ask now: even if the old rootedness is being lost in this
age, may not a new ground and foundation be granted again to
man, a foundation and ground out of which man’s nature and all
his works can flourish in a new way even in the atomic age?

What could the ground and foundation be for the new autoch-
thony? Perhaps the answer we are looking for lies at hand; so near
that we all too easily overlook it. For the way to what is near is
always the longest and thus the hardest for us humans. This way is
the way of meditative thinking. Meditative thinking demands of us
not to cling one-sidedly to a single idea, nor to run down a one-
track course of ideas. Meditative thinking demands of us that we
engage ourselves with what at first sight does not go together at all.

Let us give it a trial. For all of us, the arrangements, devices, and
machinery of technology are to a greater or lesser extent indispens-
able. It would be foolish to attack technology blindly. It would be
shortsighted to condemn it as the work of the devil. We depend on



94 - Discourse on Thinking

technical devices; they even challenge us to ever greater advances.
But suddenly and unaware we find ourselves so firmly shackled to
these technical devices that we fall into bondage to them.

Still we can act otherwise. We can use technical devices, and yet
with proper use also keep ourselves so free of them, that we may let
go of them any time. We can use technical devices as they ought to
be used, and also let them alone as something which does not affect
our inner and real core. We can affirm the unavoidable use of tech-
nical devices, and also deny them the right to dominate us, and so
to warp, confuse, and lay waste our nature.

But will not saying both yes and no this way to technical devices
make our relation to technology ambivalent and insecure? On the
contrary! Our relation to technology will become wonderfully sim-
ple and relaxed. We let technical devices enter our daily life, and at
the same time leave them outside, that is, let them alone, as things
which are nothing absolute but remain dependent upon something
higher. I would call this comportment toward technology which ex-
presses “‘yes” and at the same time “no,” by an old word, release-
ment toward things.

Having this comportment we no longer view things only in a
technical way. It gives us clear vision and we notice that while the
production and use of machines demands of us another relation to
things, it is not a meaningless relation. Farming and agriculture, for
example, now have turned into a motorized food industry. Thus
here, evidently, as elsewhere, a profound change is taking place in
man’s relation to nature and to the world. But the meaning that
reigns in this change remains obscure.

There is then in all technical processes a meaning, not invented
or made by us, which lays claim to what man does and leaves un-
done. We do not know the significance of the uncanny increasing
dominance of atomic technology. The meaning pervading technol-
ogy hides itself. But if we explicitly and continuously heed the fact
that such hidden meaning touches us everywhere in the world of
technology, we stand at once within the realm of that which hides
itself from us, and hides itself just in approaching us. That which
shows itself and at the same time withdraws is the essential trait of
what we call the mystery. I call the comportment which enables us
to keep open to the meaning hidden in technology, openness to the
mystery.

Releasement toward things and openness to the mystery belong
together. They grant us the possibility of dwelling in the world in a



Martin Heidegger + 95

totally different way. They promise us a new ground and founda-
tion upon which we can stand and endure in the world of technol-
ogy without being imperiled by it.

Releasement toward things and openness to the mystery give us
a vision of a new autochthony which someday even might be fit to
recapture the old and now rapidly disappearing autochthony in a
changed form.

But for the time being—we do not know for how long—man
finds himself in a perilous situation. Why? Just because a third
world war might break out unexpectedly and bring about the com-
plete annihilation of humanity and the destruction of the earth?
No. In this dawning atomic age a far greater danger threatens—
precisely when the danger of a third world war has been removed.
A strange assertion! Stfange indeed, but only as long as we do not
meditate.

In what sense is the statement just made valid? This assertion is
valid in the sense that the approaching tide of technological revolu-
tion in the atomic age could so captivate, bewitch, dazzle, and be-
guile man that calculative thinking may someday come to be
accepted and practiced as the only way of thinking.

What great danger then might move upon us? Then there might
go hand in hand with the greatest ingenuity in calculative planning
and inventing indifference toward meditative thinking, total
thoughtlessness. And then? Then man would have denied and
thrown away his own special nature—that he is a meditative being.
Therefore, the issue is the saving of man’s essential nature. There-
fore, the issue is keeping meditative thinking alive.

Yet releasement toward things and openness to the mystery
never happen of themselves. They do not befall us accidentally.
Both flourish only through persistent, courageous thinking.

Perhaps today’s memorial celebration will prompt us toward
this. If we respond to the prompting, we think of Conradin Kreut-
zer by thinking of the origin of his work, the life-giving powers of
his Heuberg homeland. And it is we who think if we know our-
selves here and now as the men who must find and prepare the way
into the atomic age, through it and out of it.

If releasement toward things and openness to the mystery
awaken within us, then we should arrive at a path that will lead to
a new ground and foundation. In that ground the creativity which
produces lasting works could strike new roots.
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Thus in a different manner and in a changed age, the truth of
what Johann Peter Hebel says should be renewed:

We are plants which—whether we like to admit it to ourselves
or not—must with our roots rise out of the earth in order to bloom
in the ether and to bear fruit.

Translated by Jobn M. Anderson and E. Hans Freund



'THE MESSAGE
From “Being” to “Beyng”

FUNDAMENTAL ONTOLOGY

An Analysis of Environmentality and
Worldliness in General (1927)

The Being of Beings Encountered in the Surrounding World

The phenomenological exhibition of the being of beings encoun-
tered nearest to us can be accomplished under the guidance of the
everyday being-in-the-world, which we also call association in the
world with inner-worldly beings. Associations are already dis-
persed in manifold ways of taking care of things. However, as we
showed, the closest kind of association is not mere perceptual cog-
nition, but, rather, a handling, using, and taking care of things
which has its own kind of “knowledge.” Our phenomenological
question is initially concerned with the being of those beings en-
countered when taking care of something. A methodical remark is
necessary to secure the kind of seeing required here.

In the disclosure and explication of being, beings are always our
preliminary and accompanying theme. The real theme is being.
What shows itself in taking care of things in the surrounding world
constitutes the prethematic being in the domain of our analysis.
This being is not the object of a theoretical “world”-cognition it is
what is used, produced, and so on. As a being thus encountered,
it comes pre-thematically into view for a “knowing” which, as a
phenomenological knowing, primarily looks toward being and on
the basis of this thematization of being thematizes actual beings as
well. Thus, this phenomenological interpretation is not a cognition
of existent qualities of beings; but, rather, a determination of the
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structure of their being. But as an investigation of being it indepen-
dently and explicitly brings about the understanding of being
which always already belongs to Da-sein and is “alive” in every
association with beings. Phenomenologically pre-thematic beings,
what is used and produced, become accessible when we put our-
selves in the place of taking care of things in the world. Strictly
speaking, to talk of putting ourselves in the place of taking care is
misleading. We do not first need to put ourselves in the place of this
way of being in associating with and taking care of things. Every-
day Da-sein always already is in this way; for example, in opening
the door, I use the doorknob. Gaining phenomenological access to
the beings thus encountered consists rather in rejecting the inter-
pretational tendencies crowding and accompanying us which cover
over the phenomenon of “taking care” of things in general, and
thus even more so beings as they are encountered of their own ac-
cord in taking care. These insidious mistakes become clear when
we ask: Which beings are to be our preliminary theme and estab-
lished as a pre-phenomenal basis?

We answer: things. But perhaps we have already missed the pre-
phenomenal basis we are looking for with this self-evident answer.
For an unexpressed anticipatory ontological characterization is
contained in addressing beings as “things” (res). An analysis which
starts with such beings and goes on to inquire about being comes
up with thingliness and reality. Ontological explication thus finds,
as it proceeds, characteristics of being such as substantiality, mate-
riality, extendedness, side-by-sideness. . . . But the beings encoun-
tered and taken care of are also pre-ontologically hidden at first in
this being. When one designates things as the beings that are “ini-
tially given> one goes astray ontologically, although one means
something else ontically. What one really means remains indefinite.
Or else one characterizes these “things” as “valuable.” What does
value mean ontologically? How is this “having” value and being
involved with value to be understood categorially? Apart from the
obscurity of this structure of having value, is the phenomenal char-
acter of being of what is encountered and taken care of in associa-
tion thus attained?

The Greeks had an appropriate term for “things”: pragmata,
that is, that with which one has to do in taking care of things in
association (praxis). But the specifically “pragmatic” character of
the pragmata is just what was left in obscurity and “initially” deter-
mined as “mere things.” We shall call the beings encountered in
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taking care useful things. In association we find things for writing,
things for sewing, things for working, driving, measuring. We must
elucidate the kind of being of useful things. This can be done fol-
lowing the guideline of the previous definition of what makes a use-
ful thing a useful thing: usable material.

Strictly speaking, there “is” no such thing as a useful thing.
There always belongs to the being of a useful thing a totality of
useful things in which this useful thing can be what it is. A useful
thing is essentially “something in order to . . .”. The different kinds
of “in order to” such as serviceability, helpfulness, usability, handi-
ness, constitute a totality of useful things. The structure of “in
order to” contains a reference of something to something. Only in
the following analyses can the phenomenon indicated by this word
be made visible in its*ontological genesis. At this time, our task is
to bring a multiplicity of references phenomenally into view. In ac-
cordance with their character of being usable material, useful
things always are in terms of their belonging to other useful things:
writing materials, pen, ink, paper, desk blotter, table, lamp. Furni-
ture, windows, doors, room. These “things” never show them-
selves initially by themselves, in order then to fill out a room as a
sum of real things. What we encounter as nearest to us, although
we do not grasp it thematically, is the room, not as what is “be-
tween the four walls™ in a geometrical, spatial sense, but rather as
material for living. On the basis of the latter we find “accommoda-
tions,” and in accommodations the actual “individual” useful
thing. A totality of useful things is always already discovered be-
fore the individual useful thing.

Association geared to useful things which show themselves genu-
inely only in this association, that is, hammering with the hammer,
neither grasps these beings thematically as occurring things nor
does it even know of using or the structure of useful things as such.
Hammering does not just have a knowledge of the useful character
of the hammer; rather, it has appropriated this useful thing in the
most adequate way possible. When we take care of things, we are
subordinate to the in-order-to-constitutive for the actual useful
thing in our association with it. The less we just stare at the thing
called hammer, the more actively we use it, the more original our
relation to it becomes and the more undisguisedly it is encountered
as what it is, as a useful thing. The act of hammering itself discovers
the specific “handiness” of the hammer. We shall call the useful
thing’s kind of being in which it reveals itself by itself handiness. It
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is only because useful things have this “being-in-themselves,” and
do not merely occur, that they are handy in the broadest sense and
are at our disposal. No matter how keenly we just look at the “out-
ward appearance” of things constituted in one way or another, we
cannot discover handiness. When we just look at things “theoreti-
cally,” we lack an understanding of handiness. But association
which makes use of things is not blind, it has its own way of seeing
which guides our operations and gives them their specific thingly
quality. Our association with useful things is subordinate to the
manifold of references of the “in-order-to.” The kind of seeing of
this accommodation to things is called circumspection.

“Practical” behavior is not “atheoretical” in thé sense of a lack
of seeing, and the difference between it and theoretical behavior lies
not only in the fact that on the one hand we observe and on the
other we act, and that action must apply theoretical cognition if it
is not to remain blind. Rather, observation is a kind of taking care
just as primordially as action has its own kind of seeing. Theoretical
behavior is just looking, noncircumspectly. Because it is noncircum-
spect, looking is not without rules; its canon takes shape in method.

Handiness is not grasped theoretically at all, nor is it itself ini-
tially a theme for circumspection. What is peculiar to what is ini-
tially at hand is that it withdraws, so to speak, in its character of
handiness in order to be really handy. What everyday association is
initially busy with is not tools themselves, but the work. What is to
be produced in each case is what is primarily taken care of and is
thus also what is at hand. The work bears the totality of references
in which useful things are encountered.

As the what-for of the hammer, plane, and needle, the work to
be produced has in its turn the kind of being of a useful thing. The
shoe to be produced is for wearing (footgear), the clock is made for
telling time. The work which we primarily encounter when we deal
with things and take care of them—what we are at work with—
always already lets us encounter the what-for of its usability in the
usability which essentially belongs to it. The work that has been
ordered exists in its turn only on the basis of its use and the referen-
tial context of beings discovered in that use.

But the work to be produced is not just useful for . . . ; produc-
tion itself is always a using of something for something. A reference
to “materials” is contained in the work at the same time. The work
is dependent upon leather, thread, nails, and similar things. Leather
in its turn is produced from hides. These hides are taken from ani-
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mals which were bred and raised by others. We also find animals in
the world which were not bred and raised and even when they have
been raised these beings produce themselves in a certain sense. Thus
beings are accessible in the surrounding world which in themselves
do not need to be produced and are always already at hand. Ham-
mer, tongs, nails in themselves refer to—they consist of—steel, iron,
metal, stone, wood. “Nature” is also discovered in the use of useful
things, “nature” in the light of products of nature.

But nature must not be understood here as what is merely objec-
tively present, nor as the power of nature. The forest is a forest of
timber, the mountain a quarry of rock, the river is water power, the
wind is wind “in the sails.” As the “surrounding world” is discov-
ered, “nature” thus discovered is encountered along with it. We can
abstract from nature’s kind of being as handiness; we can discover
and define it in its pure objective presence. But in this kind of dis-
covery of nature, nature as.what “stirs and strives,” what over-
comes us, entrances us as landscape, remains hidden. The botanist’s
plants are not the flowers of the hedgerow, the river’s “source” as-
certained by the geographer is not the “source in the ground.”

The work produced refers not only to the what-for of its usability
and the whereof of which it consists. The simple conditions of craft
contain a reference to the wearer and user at the same time. The
work is cut to his figure; he “is” there as the work emerges. This
constitutive reference is by no means lacking when wares are pro-
duced by the dozen; it is only undefined, pointing to the random and
the average. Thus not only beings which are at hand are encoun-
tered in the work but also beings with the kind of being of Da-sein
for whom what is produced becomes handy in its taking care. Here
the world is encountered in which wearers and users live, a world
which is at the same time our world. The work taken care of in each
case is not only at hand in the domestic world of the workshop, but
rather in the public world. Along with the public world, the sur-
rounding world of nature is discovered and accessible to everyone.
In taking care of things, nature is discovered as having some definite
direction on paths, streets, bridges, and buildings. A covered rail-
road platform takes bad weather into account, public lighting sys-
tems take darkness into account, the specific change of the presence
and absence of daylight, the “position of the sun.” Clocks take into
account a specific constellation in the world system. When we look
at the clock, we tacitly use the “position of the sun” according to
which the official astronomical regulation of time is carried out. The
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surrounding world of nature is also at hand in the usage of clock
equipment which is at first inconspicuously at hand. Our absorption
in taking care of things in the work world nearest to us has the func-
tion of discovering; depending upon the way we are absorbed, in-
nerworldly beings that are brought along together with their
constitutive references are discoverable in varying degrees of explic-
itness and with a varying attentive penetration.

The kind of being of these beings is ““handiness” (Zubandenbeit).
But it must not be understood as a mere characteristic of interpreta-
tion, as if such “aspects” were discursively forced upon “beings”
which we initially encounter, as if an initially objectively present
world-stuff were “subjectively colored” in this way. Such an inter-
pretation overlooks the fact that in that case beings would have to
be understood beforehand and discovered as purely objectively
present, and would thus have priority and take the lead in the order
of discovering and appropriating association with the “world.” But
this already goes against the ontological meaning of the cognition
which we showed to be a founded mode of being-in-the-world. To
expose what is merely objectively present, cognition must first pen-
etrate beyond things at hand being taken care of. Handiness is the
ontological categorial definition of beings as they are “‘in them-
selves.” But “there are” handy things, after all, only on the basis of
what is objectively present. Admitting this thesis, does it then fol-
low that handiness is ontologically founded in objective presence?

But if, in our continuing ontological interpretation, handiness
proves to be the kind of being of beings first discovered within the
world, if its primordiality can ever be demonstrated over and
against pure objective presence, does what we have explained up to
now contribute in the least to an ontological understanding of the
phenomenon of world? We have, after all, always “presupposed”
world in our interpretation of these innerworldly beings. Joining
these beings together does not result as a sum in something like
“world.” Is there then any path at all leading from the being of
these beings to showing the phenomenon of world?

The Worldly Character of the Surrounding World Making
Itself Known in Innerworldly Beings

World itself is not an innerworldly being, and yet it determines in-
nerworldly beings to such an extent that they can only be encoun-
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tered and discovered and show themselves in their being because
“there is” world. But how “is there” world? If Da-sein is ontically
constituted by being-in-the-world and if an understanding of the
being of its self belongs just as essentially to it, even if that under-
standing is quite indeterminate, does it not then have an under-
standing of world, a pre-ontological understanding which lacks and
can dispense with explicit ontological insights? Does not something
like world show itself to being-in-the-world taking care of the be-
ings encountered within the world, that is, their innerworldliness?
Does not this phenomenon come to a pre-phenomenological view;
is it not always in view without requiring a thematically ontological
interpretation? In the scope of its heedful absorption in useful
things at hand, does not Da-sein have a possibility of being in
which, together with the innerworldly beings taken care of, their
worldliness becomes apparent to it in a certain way?

If such possibilities of being of Da-sein can be shown in its heed-
ful association, a path is opened to pursue the phenomenon thus
illuminated and to attempt, so to speak, to “place” it and interro-
gate the structures evident in it.

Modes of taking care belong to the everydayness of being-in-the-
world, modes which let the beings taken care of be encountered in
such a way that the worldly quality of innerworldly beings appears.
Beings nearest at hand can be met up with in taking care of things
as unusable, as improperly adapted for their specific use. Tools turn
out to be damaged, their material unsuitable. In any case, a useful
thing of some sort is at hand here. But we discover the unusability
not by looking and ascertaining properties, but rather by paying at-
tention to the associations in which we use it. When we discover its
unusability, the thing becomes conspicuous. Conspicuousness pre-
sents the thing at hand in a certain unhandiness. But this implies
that what is unusable just lies there, it shows itself as a thing of use
which has this or that appearance and which is always also objec-
tively present with this or that outward appearance in its handiness.
Pure objective presence makes itself known in the useful thing only
to withdraw again into the handiness of what is taken care of, that
is, of what is being put back into repair. This objective presence of
what is unusable still does not lack all handiness whatsoever; the
useful thing thus objectively present is still not a thing which just
occurs somewhere. The damage to the useful thing is still not a mere
change in the thing, a change of qualities simply occurring in some-
thing objectively present.
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But heedful association does not just come up against unusable
things within what is already at hand. It also finds things which are
missing, which are not only not “handy,” but not “at hand” at all.
When we come upon something unhandy, our missing it in this way
again discovers what is at hand in a certain kind of mere objective
presence. When we notice its unhandiness, what is at hand enters
the mode of obtrusiveness. The more urgently we need what is miss-
ing and the more truly it is encountered in its unhandiness, all the
more abtrusive does what is at hand become, such that it seems to
lose the character of handiness. It reveals itself as something merely
objectively present, which cannot be budged without the missing
element. As a deficient mode of taking care of things, the helpless
way in which we stand before it discovers the mere objective
presence of what is at hand.

In associating with the world taken care of, what is unhandy can
be encountered not only in the sense of something unusable or com-
pletely missing, but as something unhandy which is 7ot missing at
all and not unusable, but “gets in the way” of taking care of things.
That to which taking care of things cannot turn, for which it has
“no time,” is something unhandy in the way of not belonging there,
of not being complete. Unhandy things are disturbing and make ev-
ident the obstinacy of what is initially to be taken care of before
anything else. With this obstinacy the objective presence of what is
at hand makes itself known in a new way as the being of what is
still present and calls for completion.

The modes of conspicuousness, obtrusiveness, and obstinacy
have the function of bringing to the fore the character of objective
presence in what is at hand. What is at hand is not thereby observed
and stared at simply as something objectively present. The charac-
ter of objective presence making itself known is still bound to the
handiness of useful things. These still do not disguise themselves as
mere things. Useful things become “things” in the sense of what one
would like to throw away. But in this tendency to throw things
away, what is at hand is still shown as being at hand in its unyield-
ing objective presence.

But what does