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This is the first time that this seminal collection of fourteen essays by Martn
Heidegger (originally published in German under the title Wegmarken) has
appeared in English in its complete forin. The volume includes new or first-
time translations of seven essays and thoroughly revised, updated versions
of the other seven. Among the new translatons are such key essays as “On
the Essence of Ground,” “On the Question of Being,” and “Hegel and the
Greeks.”

Spanning a period from 1919 to 1961, these essays have become estab-
lished points of reference for all those with a serious interest in Heidegger.
Now edited for the first ime by an experienced Heidegger translator and
scholar, they will prove an essental resource for all students of Heidegger,
whether they work in philosophy, literary theory, religious studies, or
intellectual history.

William McNeill is Assistant Professor of Philosophy at DePaul University
in Chicago. His transladons include The Concept of Time, The Fundamental
Concepts of Metaphysics (with Nicholas Walker), and Holderlin’s Hymn “The
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In Memoriam

KURT BAUCH

Our fruitful friendship, based in our mutual participaton in lectures and
seminars on art history and philosophy, stood the test of tme.

The encouragement received from our close companionship of thought-
ful inquiry moves me to dedicate this collection of texts - a series of stops
under way in the single queston of being - to my deceased friend. -M. H."
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Editor’s Preface

The present collecton brings together for the first ime in English a se-
ries of key texts by Martin Heidegger published in German under the tite
Wegmarken. Together the texts span more than forty years of Heidegger’s
thought, and include some of his most important and best-known writings.
Not all of the texts were originally conceived as essays; rather, they encom-
pass a range of genres that also includes critical review, public address, let-
ter, contribution to a commemorative Festschrift, and edited excerpts from
a lecture course. The reference section at the end of the volume provides
further details of the original format, date of publication, and subsequent
editions of each piece.

In additon to bringing together in a single volume revised and updated
versions of existing translations, the present volume includes translations
of several texts previously unavailable in English: Heidegger’s review of
Karl Jaspers’s Psychology of Werldviews (1919/21), his edited excerpts “From
the Last Marburg Lecture Course” (1928), and the essay “Hegel and the
Greeks” (1958). A number of new translations also appear here for the
firstdme: “On the Essence of Ground” (1929), “Plato’s Doctrine of Truth”
(1931/32, 1940), “Postscript to ‘What Is Metaphysics?’ " (1943), and “On
the Queston of Being” (195).

The present volume is a translaton of volume g of the Gesamtausgabe,
or Complete Edition of Heidegger’s works, published by Vittorio Klos-
termann (Frankfurt am Main, 1976). This German edition includes for the
first time a select number of marginal notes and remarks that Heidegger
recorded in his own first edition of Wegmarken, or in separate publicatons
of the individual texts. As in the German edition, these notes appear as
foomotes indicated by a, b, c, and so on, together with an indication of
the editon in which they originally appear. Further information on the
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principles of selection used and on the dating of the marginalia is provided
in the German editor’s Postscript, which appears in translation at the end
of this volume.

In addition to these marginalia, the Gesamtausgabe editon also provides
the original, numbered notes to the essays “On the Essence of Ground” and
“Hegel and the Greeks,” and to “Phenomenology and Theology,” which,
together with the review of Karl Jaspers’s Psychology of Worldviews, is new
to the Gesamtausgabe edidon of Wegmarken. The Gesamtausgabe editon
also provides a series of numbered notes to the “Postscript to ‘What Is
Metaphysics?’,” intended to indicate the original version of that text, which
wasaltered in a number of places in the fifth edition (cf. the German editor’s
Postscript).

Remaining numbered notes are those of the editor or translator(s) of the
English edidon, and are indicated by (Ed.) or (Trans.), respectively. The
editor has also indicated a number of places where the text of the Gesamst-
ausgabe edition differs from that of the first, 1967 editon of Wegmarken. It is
not certain that all such changes have been noted. Furthermore, because of
the number of different editions that have appeared of some of the individual
texts, it was not possible to check and compare all variadons. All numbered
notes appear as endnotes.

The numbers in the text in brackets refer, where relevant, to the original
pagination of the first edition of Wegmarken.

An effort has been made to standardize translations as far as possible
throughout the text. Thus, in twelve of the fourteen essays, the German
Sein is rendered as “being,” and das Sefende as “a being” or “beings,” depend-
ing on context (occasionally as “an entity” or “entities” to avoid confusion).
In the remaining two essays, “On the Essence of Truth” and “Introduction
to ‘What Is Metaphysics?’,” Sein has been rendered as “Being” (capitalized)
at the translators’ request.

I owe a sincere debt of gratitude to David Farrell Krell and John Sallis,
who persuaded me to take on this project and who have remained as con-
sultant editors throughout. Their advice, assistance, and encouragement
have been invaluable. I am especially grateful to all the translators who have
contributed to this volume and have worked with me in updating and revis-
ing their existing translations. Thanks also to my assistants Chris Leazier
and Dan Price, and to DePaul University for the provision of two summer
research grants and a period of leave that have enabled me to see this long
and arduous project through to completion. Last but not least, thanks to
Terence Moore, Executive Editor of Humanities at Cambridge University
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Press, for his infinite padence, and to Mary Byers, my producton and copy
editor, for her thorough work on the project.

William McNeill
DePaul University, 1997
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Preface to the German Edition

This volume of already published texts (cf. References at the end of the
book) seeks to bring to attention something of the path that shows itself to
thinking only on the way: shows itself and withdraws.

Presumably this is a path leading to The Vocation of the Matter of Thinking.
The vocadon brings nothing new. Foritleads us before the oldest of the old.
It demands our abode within the ever-sought-after Sameness of the Same.

The path leading into this abode prevents our describing it like some-
thing that lies facing us. Whoever attempts to start out on this path is
helped only by the unceasing endeavor to locate by discussion (to find at its
locale) what the word “being” once revealed as something to be thought,
what it may once perhaps conceal as something thought.

Whoever sets out on the path of thinking knows least of all concerning
the matter that — behind and over beyond him, as it were — determines his
vocaton and moves him toward it.

Whoever lets himself enter upon the way toward an abode in the oldest
of the old will bow to the necessity of later being understood differently
than he thought he understood himself.

Yet this necessity is grounded in the possibility that a free realm continues
to be granted in which the claim of what is handed down by history may
play its role. It could also be that history and what it hands down to us may
be leveled out into the uniform storage of information and as such made
useful for the inevitable planning needed by a humanity under control.

Whether thinking will then come to an end in a bustle of information, or
whether a descensional passage [Unter-Gang] into the protection offered by
its provenance, concealed from thought itself, is reserved for its vocadon
remains the question. It now directs thinking into a region this side of
pessimism and optimism.

Freiburg im Breisgau, early summer 1967
X






Comments on Karl Jaspers’s Psychology
of Worldviews

Translated by John van Buren'

A “fiting” orientaton for a positive and illuminating critical review of this
work published by Jaspers is not available in the current inventory of our
scientific and philosophical knowledge. Making such an admission right
at the outset may serve as an appropriate indication of the originality and
significance of Jaspers’s achievement. This critical review will attempt to
orient itself in a fitting manner to the immanent intentons of Jaspers's
work and follow up on them. Some preliminary reflections on the scope
of this course of inquiry and on the range of its claims will also help us to
charactenize the actual object to be dealt with in the following comments,
and will thus be far from an otiose discussion of possible methods.
Jaspers’s work developed out of a concern with psychology as a whole
(5), and psychology is supposed to allow us to see “what the human being
is” (ibid.). The psychology of worldviews, which is a “part” of the whole
of psychology with its own specific nature and functon, attempts to mark
out the “limits of our psychical life,” and thereby provide a clear and com-
prehensive horizon for our psychical life. Marking out such limits is, more
precisely, a type of observation in which we comprehensively examine the
being of the human mind in its substantial totality and classify its ultimate
positons. And this means “marking out that domain of which we already
possess a conceptual understanding at present” (6). Psychology of world-
views is only one way of acquiring a “basis” for understanding the whole
of our psychical life, the other way being given in “general psychology” (a
doctrine of principles and categories, a methodology for gaining knowledge
in psychology). According to the way in which it is undertaken by Jaspers,
this type of observation, which gives us an understanding and overview
of the basic capacities and tendencies of psychical, mental life as a whole,
already in itself has — apart from being evaluated in terms of its primary pur-
pose — also a positive significance for knowledge in psychiatry as well in the
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human sciences. For it expands our “natural” psychological understanding,
rendering it more receptive and versatile, i.e., more perceptive regarding
the nuances, dimensions, and different levels of our psychical being.

But the concrete tendency of Jaspers’s work — its concern with the whole
of psychology, i.e., with acquiring the fundamental domain of psychology
and its horizon of principles — should in fact already be seen as “philosophi-
cal.” Psychology of worldviews is not supposed to develop a positive world-
view and impose it on others. Rather, by understanding and classifying the
positions, processes, and stages of our psychical life, this type of observa-
tion is meant to provide us with “clarificadons and possibilities that can
serve as means to our self-reflection (in our worldviews)” (Foreword). It is
in this way that the aforementoned direction of Jaspers’s inquiry, namely,
gaining access to psychology as a whole, is assigned its ulimate goal. The
way in which the first set of sasks gets carried out is simultaneously the
way to fulfill the second set of real, philosophical tasks. And, in turn, this
orientation to the goal of philosophizing, which is described by Jaspers in
a particular manner, provides fundamental guidance for his preoccupation
with the problem of psychology.

This critical review intends to deal with the principles at work in Jaspers’s
book. Thus we will not be focusing on particularities in the content of this
text, or on the individual components of Jaspers’s classificatory schemata, so
that we can, for instance, modify these and replace them with others. Our
goal is not to add supplementary content or insert missing “types.” What
is important is rather to define the “how” of this philosophical review in
regard to its basic approach and in relation to the problems that it intends
to broach. In providing this definidon, we will simulsneously be limitng
the range of claims that we can make.

The basic approach of this critical review lies in its attempt to free up
the real tendencies of Jaspers’s work. In doing so, it seeks to bring into
sharper focus both the primary direction in which Jaspers’s problems tend
and the basic motivations for this direction. Here we will determine to what
extent Jaspers’s approach to his tasks, his choice of methods, and his way of
employing these methodological means to carry out his tasks are really in
keeping with the underlying tendencies of his inquiry and the directions in
which these tendencies discernibly point us. We will also examine whether
the motivations and tendencies of Jaspers’s inquiry have themselves been
shaped radically enough in line with the tentative orientaton to philoso-
phizing that lies at the basis of his inquiry. Accordingly, every type of critical
review oriented to fixed standards will remain out of play for us. Jaspers’s
observations will not be confronted with the aid of a finished philosophy that
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has been established on some secure foundaton, or evaluated in terms of
their distance from a consummate objective systematics in the field of philo-
sophical problems. Nor are they to be assessed in relation to a fixed ideal
of scientific and philosophical rigor in methodology. Where such standards
have become available in one’s philosophizing, a type of critical review ori-
ented to fixed standards is not only justfiable but may also even be urgently
needed, and all the more so when the work under discussion is experienced
as unsettling, provocative, and challenging. But this kind of critical review
has been ruled out at present insofar as Jaspers’s investigation will not be
judged with the help of such ideas as “the absolute validity of truth,” “rela-
dvism,” and “skepticism.” This type of assessment will be avoided precisely
because the following comments endeavor to sharpen our consciences re-
garding the need to inquire into the genuine sense of the “history of ideas,”
and return radically to the original genetic motivations in this history that
led to the establishment of such epistemological ideals in philosophy. We
need to determine anew whether these ideals satsfy the fundamennal sense
of philosophizing, or whether theydo not rather lead a shadowy life that has
hardened into a long, degenerate, and spurious tradition, and that has never
been appropriated in an original manner. It is certain that such sharpening
of the conscience cannot be wken care of, or approached in any genuine
manner whatsoever, by “creating” a “new” philosophical program; rather,
it must be enacted in a very concrete manner in the form of a destruction
that is directed precisely to what has been handed down to us in the history
of ideas. This task is santamount to explicatng the original motvational
situations in which the fundamental experiences of philosophy have arisen.
And these experiences are to be understood as having undergone theoretical
development and refinement in the establishment of the aforementoned
epistemological ideals. In this regard, the meaning of the term “theory” is
itself geared precisely to its origin (cf. Plato, Aristotle). The “idea” that
we have of the meaning and scope of this task is such that it can scarcely
be overestimated. To the contrary, we will come to see what is concretely
“necessary” in philosophy precisely &y restricting ourselves to this task and
consciously abandoning aspirations to “creative” philosophizing that are in
fact traditional, even if somewhat historically open-ended.

If this cridcal review emphadcally rules out any intention of assess-
ing Jaspers’s work with fixed, highly refined points of reference that have
demonstrably not, however, been appropriated in any radical sense, it is like-
wise very suspicious of all indulgent “philosophies of life” that make claims
to free thinking and an apparent primordiality. “Philosophy of life” will
be called into question by analyzing it to show that the basic philosophical
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motive that comes to expression in it does so in a hidden manner, is hardly
able to be grasped with the meager inventory of concepts available to phi-
losophy of life, and in fact manifests itself in a degenerate form.
Refraining from the type of critical review that brings into play fixed
standards to orient itself means anything but an uncritcal approach that
advocates an ambivalent syncretism that is blind to differences and subjects
everything to mediation. A definite oriensaton is also to be found in the
basic approach that will be adopted and enacted in this review. The es-
sental characteristic of this approach is expressed precisely in the “how”
of our persisting in it. And this “how” of our critical attitude always re-
mains subject to a type of appropriation that must conssently renew itself
in the form of a destruction. Our critical review is phenomenological in
the genuine sense, but it is not“without presuppositions” in the bad sense.
Here one turns what is immediately “on hand” in one’s objective historical,
intellectual situation into the in-itself of the “things themselves.” One fails
to see what is characteristc of all intuition, namely, that it is enacted in
the context of a definite orientation and an antcipatory preconception of
the respective region of experience. Thus, when one shuns constructivistic
points of view that are foreign to the subject matter, and is concerned with
immediacy only in this respect, one’s intuition can all too easily fall prey to
a certain blindness regarding the fact that its own motivatonal basis is itself
in the end not primordial. The meaning of primordiality does not lie in the
idea of something outside of history or beyond it; rather, it shows itself in
the fact that thinking without presuppositions can itself be achieved only in
a self-critique that is historically oriented in a factical manner. An incessant
enactment of our concern for achieving primordiality is what consttutes
primordiality. (The term “historical”? is used here in a sense that will be-
come somewhat more explicit in the course of the following reflections.)
Thinking without presuppositions is here intended to be taken in a philo-
sophical sense and not in a specifically scientfic sense. The path that leads
to the “things themselves” treated in philosophy is a long one. Thus the
excessive liberties taken recently by many phenomenologists in their use of
essential intuition appear in a very dubious light, and are hardly in line with
the “openness” and “devotion” to the things themselves preached by these
phenomenologists. It might just be the case that even the directions of in-
quiry in which we could find access to the things themselves of philosophy
lie covered over for us, and that what is thus necessary is a radical kind of
deconstructon and reconstruction, i.e., a genuine confrontation with the
history that we ourselves “are.” And this confrontation would be something
that is enacted within the very meaning of philosophizing. In the end, it is
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just this precisely oriented detour and the type of roundabout understanding
enacted in it that make up the path to the things themselves. In connection
with the fundamental question of the “I am,” we need to ask ourselves if it
is not high dme to determine whether we have really so thoroughly come
to terms with that which we ourselves purportedly “have” and “are.” Are
we, rather than taking firm hold of the most important questons in a philo-
sophically rigorous manner, generating an unspeakable hustle and bustle in
our concerns for the preservaton of culture, though we never actually get
around to applying ourselves to this task? Are we today troubling ourselves
with peripheral matters that were transformed into fundamensal problems
by an earlier form of intellectual industriousness that searched too broadly
for all objects of philosophical investigation? Thinking phenomenologi-
cally without presuppositions denotes a certain approach and orientaton,
and this is neither mere sport nor prophetic pageantry that promises the
salvation of the world. In a critical review guided by this type of thinking, it
involves exploring the nature of the intuitive experiences lying at the basis
of the author’s inital approach to the respective problems and the concep-
tual explication of such an approach (experience is to be understood here
in a phenomenological sense). This “intuition” that grounds the author's
approach is interrogated in a critical fashion regarding its primordiality, its
motivation, its tendencies, and the extent to which it is genuinely enacted
and seen through to the end.

In adopting this kind of basic critical approach to free up the respec-
tive work under investigation, to explore its internal features, and finally
to examine these features with regard to the way in which their intrinsic
meaning actually shows itself, one constantly runs the risk of missing the
mark, i.e., being led down unintended paths, or singling out and highlight-
ing tendencies of thought that were treated at random. The more we go
wrong in this respect, the less value there is in communicatng a positive
critical review to others, and the more the value of such communication is
limited to the function of clarifying for oneself what one has ventured to
do. But whatever the plight of this communication may be, its claims must
be restricted to calling something to the attention of others. This is uldmately
the predicament of all philosophizing regarding its intention of having an
effectin the world of others.

The “positive” side of this critical review consists simply in raising prob-
lems and understanding what is intended in Jaspers'’s work in a “more pre-
cise” manner. And it might just be the case that “more precise” means
something other than simply achieving a progressively clearer conceptual
presentation of what is intended in this work. Though always guided by
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a fundamental orientation, the “preliminary work” that we need to do is
radically destructive, and in our opinion it involves such great difficuldes
and perhaps even prolonged tediousness that we will not be able to ven-
ture putdng forward any finished results in this review. It will suffice if
we can call attention to, and discuss, one or another decisive experiental
modtvation for Jaspers’s explication of the phenomena he deals with.

An explication of both aforementoned directions in which J aspers’s book
moves, namely, the preliminary one (establishing the science of psychol-
ogy as a whole) and the real one (providing clarifications and possibilities
that can serve as means to self-reflection), will allow us to proceed in the
direction of those problems that are to be highlighted in this critical re-
view. Psychology of worldviews marks out the limits of the human soul.
The movement of our lives in worldviews is supposed to be understood
from the standpoint of “limit-situatons” (246). “Some kind of influence
on all aspects of our psychical life must occur in the experience of these
limits, and here everything will in one way or another presumably be a
determining factor for the worldview of a human being” (6). Marking out
such limits allows us to gain a “clear horizon” for the whole of our psychical
life. Here we find a preoccupation with providing a regional definition of
the whole of our psychical life that has never before been accomplished
or even attempted along such paths and with such breadth. In its inital
approach, it works with a certain basic aspect of psychical life, namely, that
it has limits. In psychical life, there are “limit-situatons” to which certain
“reactions” are possible, and these reactions to the structural antinomies
of limit-situations take place in the “vital process” of psychical life, which
functions as their medium (247). The Dasein of our mental life, i.e., its
existence or “being there,” arises through antinomies (304).3 In this way of
posing the problem of psychical life in psychology of worldviews, we find a
certain understanding of psychical life. Prior to Jaspers’s initial approach to
the problem of psychical life, this psychical life is for its part implicitly seen
from the point of view of a certain traditonally expressed preconception
about it: namely, the soul has limits, i.e., limit-situations, in the experience
of which an “influence” must occur on the play of mental forces that make
up our Dasein. From the point of view of the underlying tendency that ac-
tually guides Jaspers’s problem of psychical life, is it at all feasible for him to
adopt this preconcepton about the basic aspect of psychical life? In other
words, is this preconception really in keeping with the underlying tendency
of Jaspers’s problem of psychical life? Are not unexamined presuppositions
introduced here in an illegitimate manner? Is the task of gaining access to
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psychology as a whole promoted in a radical fashion? Can this task be posed
at all in such an isolated manner? Such questions must be confronted and
dealt with by means of fundamental reflecton. To begin with, we need to
see but one thing: namely, a preconception about psychical life, which is expressed
in a particular manner, is already given and at work in Jaspers’s initial approach
to the problem of psychical life.

Psychology of worldviews is not supposed to work out a doctrine of life
and impose it on others; rather, its goal is “to give clarifications and possibil-
ities that can serve as means to self-reflection.” This work of clarificadon
means clarification of “life,” and here “life” is seen in some manner. In
Jaspers’s inital approach to this clarification, in the techniques he uses for
it, and in the nature and scope of his goals here, life itself is forced to appear
under a certain aspect for those who are appropriating such clarifications. If
possibilides are disclosed, they are possibilitdes under a certain articulated
aspect of our life and psychical existence, and for the sake of it. A notion of
the essential meaning of the “how” of life itself is expressed in this aspect.
However much Jaspers made the attempt to undertake everything in the
nonprejudicial attitude of mere observaton, it is nonetheless the case that,
when we go to understand what he has presented in his observatons and
use it in our own self-reflection, we are required to adopt, and acquiesce
in, certain basic approaches to the way in which life and the self are to
be intended. If genuine psychology is supposed to allow us to see “what
the human being is” (5), then the initial manner in which it actually poses
the problem must from the start harbor within it certain preconceptions
about the sense of being that belongs to this whole of our psychical, mental
Dasein, and then again preconceptions about the possible “how” in accor-
dance with which this life, having now been clarified, is supposed to be
lived, i.e., preconceptions about the basic sense of thatin which such things
as “possibilities” can in any sense be brought to light.

However, in seeing these particular preconceptions that accompany
Jaspers’s investigations, we should not be tempted to undertake a philo-
sophically feeble and sterile type of sham critique in which we would now
reproach Jaspers for having contradicted his own intentions, maintaining on
the basis of this charge that his intentions could never be realized in the
concrete, and arguing that his whole project is thus “refuted in principle”
and “dealt with.” This type of criticism always claims a formal type of su-
periority in argumentation, but it thereby fails to take up the productive
possibility of returning in a positive fashion to the thoughts in queston and
understanding them in a deeper sense. What our critical review of Jaspers’s
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work really needs todo is to highlight his preconceptions in a still more pre-
cise manner, to delve into the motivation, the sense, and the scope of the
directon of inquiry that led to such preconceptions, and to become aware
of what is demanded by the very sense of these preconceptions, even though
the author himself may not have actually understood these demands in an
explicit manner. In other words, we must ultimately evaluate Jaspers’s pre-
conceptons with regard to the philosophical relevance and primordiality
of their immanent intendons.

What these problems indicate and lead us to acknowledge is that precon-
ceptions “are” at work “everywhere” in the factical experience of life (and
therefore also in the sciences and in philosophizing), and that what we need
to do is simply, as it were, join in the experience of these preconceptions
wherever they operate, as they do, for example, in providing directdon for
any fundamental type of knowledge about something. Moreover, we need
simply to proceed in light of how such preconceptions themselves call for
their own clarificaton. It is by proceeding in this manner that the concrete
context in which we enact some form of understanding (e.g., a particular
science) can be made genuinely transparent. In other words, our method
can be made more appropriate. All problems of preconcepton are prob-
lems of “method,” and such problems differ in each case according to the
primordiality, the tendencies, the regional oriensation, and the theoretical
level of the preconceptions in question. We cannot but give ourselves an
inidal understanding of method along with our preconceptions of the sub-
ject matter. Method arises together with these preconceptions and out of
the same source. A definition of the concept of “method” must work with a
formally indicative meaning (e.g., “way”) and thereby remain open to being
shaped concretely in actual research. In obtaining these concrete defini-
tions of method, we must at the same time also get rid of any prejudices that
may have found their way into them by means of the formally indicatve
meaning of method with which we have been working. If method is from
the start cut to the measure of specific, isolated problems in the subject mat-
ter of a partcular science, and is nonetheless taken to be a technique that
can be applied anywhere, one loses the possibility of understanding method
in a primordial manner in each particular case of research. One becomes
blind to the fact that one’s own way of proceeding is loaded down with this
particular approach. When objects are approached by way of a specifically
oriented mode of apprehension, and when this mode of apprehension is,
whether explicitly or not, understood and used as a technique, i.e., basically
as a means of defining these objects that is not, however, restricted to them,
it might turn out that these objects become lost for good by being forced
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to conform to a particular type of apprehension that is alien to them. And,
consequently, the copious use of “methods” and possible variants of these
methods would only continue to miss the very objects of which one actually
intends to gain knowledge.

Our investigation of the aforementioned problem of preconception in
Jaspers’s work endeavors to demonstrate that his approach to the problems
in question requires a more radical type of reflecion on method. This is
the case not only because it should be possible for the underlying tendency
of these problems to be realized in a more consistent and genuine manner,
but also and primarily because the object that has been apprehended in
these preconceptions is in fact what it is only by virtue of a primordially
immanent “method.” This method is part of the object’s very makeup, and
is not something merely foisted on the object from the outside. If one is
not aware of this problem of explication in a “rigorous” enough manner,
one can, to be sure, nonetheless still wind up actually intending the object
in some manner, but a kind of surrogate will, without further explanaton,
have been inserted into one’s intuition and concepts. This surrogate will
then henceforth constantly make demands on us to treat it from different
sides in order to master it in knowledge (we are motivated to do this on
the basis of real acts of intending the object, but these intentdons do not
get involved with the object and grasp it). The surrogate finally becomes
so intrusive that it passes itself off as the genuine phenomenon, whereas
the possibility of actually experiencing the authentc phenomenon vanishes
and continues to exist merely in words. “We have no dominant method,
but rather now this one, now that one” (11), and, according to Jaspers, this
is supposed to be the case within the basic approach of “mere observation.”

The object actually investigated in Jaspers’s work can be defined in for-
mal indication as our existence [Existenz]. Having such a formally indicated
meaning, this concept is intended to point to the phenomenon of the “I
am,” i.e., to the sense of being in this “I am” that forms the starting point
of an approach to a context of fundamental phenomena and the problems
involved there. In formal indicaton (which should be seen to make up the
fundamental methodological sense of all philosophical concepts and their
relationships, though this will not be explained in more detail here), any
uncritical lapse into a particular interpretation of existence - for example,
Kierkegaard’s or Nietzsche’s - ought to be avoided from the start, so that we
can free up the possibility of pursuing a genuine sense of the phenomenon
of existence and explicate what comes to the fore in this pursuit. In an
exegesis of Kierkegaard's thought, Jaspers writes: “The consciousness of
our existence arises precisely through our consciousness of situatons of
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antinomy” (217). Limit-situadons shed light on our vital Dasein. “It is
in limit-situadons that the most intense consciousness of existence flares
up, and this consciousness is a consciousness of something absolute” (245).
“Limit-situations are experienced as something ultimate for human life”
(274). With this critical analysis of limit-situations (202—47) we come to
the solid core that sustains the whole of Jaspers’s work. It should be possible
to develop the previously outlined problems of preconception and method
to some extent in connection with this concrete and indeed most power-
ful section of Jaspers’s investigation. (Though a student of Kierkegaard
and Nietzsche, Jaspers displays in this section a very rare talent and en-
ergy, giving these free play in his breakdown and treatment of “psychical
states,” and compiling the respective phenomena in a valuable, even if only
classificatory, manner.)

There are certain crucial situatdons “that are bound up with our very
humanity, and that are unavoidably given for our finite Dasein” (202). As
soon as human beings attempt to attain certainty about the totality of the
world and life, they find themselves faced with uldmate forms of incompat-
ibility. “We and our world are split apart in the form of an antinomy” (203).
“The structural antinomy of our Dasein [the world and we ourselves, i.e.,
the objective and subjective sides of this split] poses a limit for any objective
worldview” (?), and the “subjective” (?) counterpart of this limit is a type
of “suffering that is bound up with all human life” (204). “Struggle, death,
chance, and guilt” are “partcular instances” of this “universal” nature of
limit-situadons (ibid.). Certain reactions to these situations of antinomy are
possible, i.e., particular ways in which human beings attempt to cope with
these situations and find some kind of security in the face of them. “When
human beings advance beyond their finite situations in order to see them
within the whole,” they see “oppositions” and “processes of destruction”
everywhere. “Insofar as everything objectve is able to be conceptually ex-
pressed, [these oppositions] can be thought of as contradictions” (203f.).
Here destruction means a type of destruction that lies in the rationality
of contradiction. “As antinomies, contradictions remain at the limit of our
knowledge about the infinite. Thus the concepts of infinity, limit, and antn-
omy belong together” (205). The concepts of antinomy and limit derive
their meaning from a definite or, we should rather say, indefinite aspect of
the infinite. It is from our experience of antinomy that there arises in us
a vital will to unity (213). “We see experiences of ‘unity’ again and again,
and it is precisely the most intense thinkers of antinomy who in their para-
doxical expressions readily teach us about this kind of mystical and vital
unity” (215). The life of the mind is itself a kind of life that is oriented to
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unity (2 13). Human beings “always find themselves on paths leading to the
infinite or the whole” (204).

It should by now be sufficiently clear that it is from this initial precon-
ception about “the whole” (“unity,” “totality”) that all talk of “destruction,”
“division,” and “oppositon” derives its sense. Human beings stand within
antnomies insofar as they see themselves in the “whole” and thus have a pre-
conception of this aspect of life, seeing themselves essentially to be inserted
into this whole as something ultimate, and experiencing their Dasein as
something “surrounded” by this unbroken “medium.” Antinomies destroy
and bifurcate, and our experience of them amounts to standing within limit-
situations, only because all this is initially viewed from the vantage point of
our approach to the flowing stream of life as a whole. Regarding the gen-
esis of their meaning, even concepts have their origin in the whole of life.
“And if antdnomy, infinity, limit, and the Absolute are concepts that revolve
around the same thing” (245), this is likewise the case with the concept of
totality. These concepts not only revolve around the same thing, but also
derive their meaning from it, i.e., their conceptual structure or perhaps lack
thereof, as well as their appropriateness or perhaps inappropriateness for
promoting a conceptual understanding of what they are supposed to grasp
and express. We are told nothing definite about what this “seeing within
the whole” and this experience of antinomies within an infinite reflection
are supposed to mean. At any rate, this is a type of “thinking” or “seeing”
that gets its motivation from the above-mentioned preconception about
the whole, and its approach, tendencies, and scope are oriented to this pre-
conception. It is only on the basis of zhis particular preconception that the
notion of “attaining certainty about the totality” has any meaning.

It might seem as though the point of our exposition of Jaspers’s central,
guiding preconception is to demonstrate that his position belongs under
the rubric of “philosophy of life.” This kind of approach is indeed possible.
And it could possibly draw upon the particular focus that Heinrich Rickert
has used in his recently published critical review of various philosophies of
life. This critical review and others like it cannot but meet with approval
whenever they in principle affirm the need for the rigorous “formation”
of concepts, i.e., whenever they see it from the vantage point of an ideal
of philosophical knowledge that is incontestable in the formal sense that it
stresses the importance of rigorous conceptuality, while the concrete ap-
proach that one should take to this ideal is left open for discussion. But
Rickert tells us nothing about the “how” of this formation of concepts, about
the way in which philosophical concepts get their structure, and about the
basic intention of conceptual explicadon in philosophy. Assuming that all
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one’s talk about concept-formation and all the structural characteristics of
concepts one has extracted from the workings of concept-formation in par-
tcular sciences have a validity that is nonprejudicial in more than a simply
formal sense, and this is something that needs to be investigated, it might
turn out to be the case that in rightly stressing the importance of concept-
formaton one nonetheless has failed to give due attenton precisely to the
real problem, namely, the one arising from the fact that the work of “differ-
entating the meaning of forms” begins with the “material” with which one
is dealing. How is the material in queston actually there for us, how do
we actually “have” it there before us, and what does gaining access to it re-
ally mean? When our conceptualization of the material takes its motvation
from this access to, and having of, the material, and when it persists in them,
how is it constituted? Here the positive tendencies of philosophy of life need
to be examined to see if a certain radical tendency toward philosophizing
is not indeed ventured in it, even if this happens in a covert manner and
with the help of a means of expression that was borrowed from traditon
rather than being fashioned in an original manner. Here we would have to
examine above all the high point of philosophy of life in Dilthey, to whom
all those who came later are indebted for their important insights, though
these inferior offspring actually misunderstood his real intuitions, and he
himself was not even able to achieve real insight into them. In this regard,
it is with an eye to the radical tendency toward philosophizing in philos-
ophy of life that our critical review is pursuing its course of analysis. It is
important to see that philosophy of life, which developed out of a genuine
orientation to the history of ideas, tends — whether explicitly or not - in the
directon of the phenomenon of existence, though the same cannot be said
for the type of philosophy of life found in specialized literati. (Because this
point is of importance for a positive evaluaton of philosophy of life, it can be
formulated and indicated in rough fashion by defining the “vague” concept
of life with reference to two principal tendencies in its meaning, though
these are themselves ambiguous. However, regarding the need for a radical
treatment of the problem of life, we run the risk here of expecting too much
from individual philosophies of life when considered separately. We find in
contemporary philosophy of life a widespread and vociferous but nebulous
emphasis on orienting our Dasein to the immediate reality of life, and to the
need for enriching, fostering, and intensifying life. That is, we encounter
the now common and extensively culdvated way of speaking about life, a
feeling for life, lived experience, and experiencing. All this is a symptom of
a certain intellectual situation, which involves a tangled interplay of motives
deriving from the history of ideas and arising from the most varied types of
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experience. It is this interplay of motives that has led to the predominance
of the current interest in the reality of mental life and to the interpreta-
ton of life primarily from the point of view of the human sciences, even
though biological concepts of life have not been completely eradicated here.
The characteristic feature of this intellectual situation is perhaps precisely a
muddled interplay of biological, psychological, social-scientfic, aesthetc-
ethical, and religious concepts of life. Itis in this muddled fashion that prob-
lems in contemporary philosophy are predominantly centered on “life” as
the “primordial phenomenon” in one of two ways. Either life is approached
as the fundamental reality, and all phenomena are seen to lead back to it, so
that everything and anything is understood as an objectification and mani-
festaton “of life.” Or else life is seen as the formation of culture, and this
formation is thought to be carried out with reference to normative prin-
ciples and values. The meaning of this watchword “life” should be allowed
to remain ambiguous, so thatitis able to indicate for us all the different phe-
nomena that are intended in it. Here we need to single out two directions
in the sense of this term that have led the way in shaping its meaning, and in
which we find expressed a tendency toward the phenomenon of existence.

(1) Life is understood as objectifying in the widest sense, as an act of
creative formation and achievement, as an act of going out of itself, and
thus — though this is not clearly spelled out — as something like our “being
there” [“Da sein”] in this life and as this life.

(2) Life is understood as experiencing, as having an experience, un-
derstanding, appropriating, and thus — though again the connection is left
unexplained — as something like our “being there” in such experiencing.)

The progress that Jaspers’s work makes lies in the fact that his classifi-
cation of the phenomena, which have not previously been made available
in this manner, has called our attenton to the problem of existence in a
much more concentrated fashion, and has in connection with this moved
the problems of psychology into more fundamental domains. Its philo-
sophical shortcoming with respect to the need for actually getting down
to work and delving into the problems it broaches is clearly visible in the
fact that Jaspers persists in a certain untested opinion. He thinks that the
preconception about “the whole” that was highlighted above can help him
get a handle on the phenomenon of existence, and that he can understand
this phenomenon precisely by means of those concepts already available to
him in his intellectual milieu.

Keeping in mind the positive tendency of Jaspers’s work that is directed
toward the phenomenon of existence, we now need to discuss the above-
mentioned preconception of this work with regard to the methodological
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consequences of its structure for making the phenomenon of existence vis-
ible and conceptually understanding it. How does the meaning of this
phenomenon get articulated when such a preconception forms the starting
point of one’s inquiry?

It is only with reference to the infinite whole of life that the pardcu-
lar framework of such concepts as the “limits of life,” “limit-situatons,”
“structural antinomies,” “reactions,” and “vital process” can be understood
to have the function that they do in Jaspers’s scheme of classificadon. The
very meaning of this conceptual framework somehow depends on an ini-
tal approach to the whole of life, and the contexts of meaning that Jaspers
describes are always ultmately related back to this whole.

The way in which this preconception about the whole of life functions
in conceptually ardculating the basic meaning of the phenomenon of “exis-
tence” can be broughtinto relief in the following manner. In its teleological
contexts, the biological life of the body is an intensive infinity; i.e., “things
never come.. . . to an end” here (289). This infinity stands in contrast to the
kind of limitlessness found in the possible data that can be gathered about
an individual being (e.g., a stone). “The /ife of the mind possesses the same
kind of infinity that the life of the body does” (ibid.). Here, too, we never
come to an end when we attempt to understand the contexts in which the
human mind lives. “The medium here is the psychical. But in this psychical
realm we find not only the /ife of the mind but also a mere /imitlessness of
phenomena that is similar to the limitlessness of facts available in the indi-
vidual forms of lifeless matter. The infinity of this life of the mind is there
[ist da) for us, whether we deal with this life in general terms, or deal with
it in the concrete and unique form of an individual person. This intensive
infinity of the mind, i.e., this infinity in which it lives, stands in contrast to
the limitlessness of the mind in which it has a chaotic character....” (289).
When we attempt to understand life, we find only the finite and the par-
ticular. But we can see that behind all this something is astr as its driving
force, namely, a movement that is oriented in the directon of the infinite.
Since life is “moton,” the essence of mental life lies in the fact that it is
always “on the way to the actualization of its qualities” (290).

Our examination of these claims is notmeant to be focused on the ques-
tion as to whether the different aspects of the meaning of infinity that have
been gleaned from the reality of bodily life can be so freely applied to the “life
of the mind.” For (understood on the level of the distinctions with which
Jaspers himself works) the limitlessness of data about an individual being
(or limitless progression in knowing and defining it) and the limitlessness
of teleological contexts in the organic world (or never coming to an end
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in defining the organic world) do not in any sense differ with respect to
the meaning of infinity. They tell us absolutely nothing about the mean-
ing of the infinity that belongs to life as such. The objective “concept”
of infinity, which has apparently been obtained specifically from the unity
of biological objects, is claimed for the life of the mind as well, but in such
a way that, when Jaspers goes on to define the life of the mind further, a
different notion of life intervenes. In looking at the life of the mind, one
notices a movement toward the infinite “behind it.” Does “infinite” mean
here limitless progression in our attempt to understand actual human lives,
i.e., understand their purposeful contexts, or is a completely different sense
of infinity introduced here? What is meant by “infinite” here is certainly
not the limitlessness of the individual “products and appearances” of the
human mind. In connection with the notion of infinity, the essence of the
mind is defined as a “way.” Here the direction toward the infinite, which is
experienced “behind” the life of the mind, clearly means a type of infinity
that lies in the sense of enactment and relatonal tendency belonging to
certain acts. This type of infinity is then somehow equated with the sense
of “infinity” obtained from the objective, external observation of biological
unides of life. However, this objective concept of infinity (i.e., the infinity
related to a type of objectifying, theoretical understanding that is concerned
with material or organic objects) is not sufficiently explained. And regard-
ing the new sense of infinity (i.e., an infinity relative to the immanent sense
of tendencies found in the context of the enactment of acts that have a cer-
tain direction), no attempt is made to obtain it from the “movement of life”
itself and to define it conceptually on the basis of this movement. Nor has
it been shown that these two fundamentally different concepts of infinity
can be equated with each other in such a cursory manner. For, in estab-
lishing this connection between them, one presumably decides an issue of
crucial importance. If the “mere observation” of Jaspers’s investigations
can proceed along these lines, this is only because of the preconception in-
volved here, which initally takes an objectfying approach to “life” itself as a
whole. Both concepts of infinity, each of which is already vague on its own,
are made to reflect each other in a muddled fashion when the talk comes
around to the nodons of “infinite whole” and “infinite process.” Jaspers in
fact approaches life as a whole by means of a preconception in which life
is, with respect to the intentional sense of its relatdonal tendency, thought
of as a thing-like object: i.e., “it is there,” a process in moton (motion
means: intentionally directed; and process, “taking place” in the manner of
an occurrence). Life is something grven in the objectdve medium of psychical
being, it occurs there, and it is a process that takes place there before itself.
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Life as a whole is the “encompassing” region in which processes of com-
position and decomposition run their course. That a certain “directdon”
is ascribed to the driving forces, processes, and phenomena of movement
generally does not change the slightest thing in the basic aspect of life that
is described here as an encompassing realm and as a flowing “stream” that
bears all movements within itself. Even if one professes to reject meta-
physics, one still owes it to oneself - if it is indeed true that “dodging the
issues” should have no place in philosophy —to give some kind of expla-
nation of the objective sense and the mode of being on the basis of which
this whole, or psychical stream, is intended. When one talks about how
every attempt to understand life or a “part” of it is able to grasp only finite
aspects, this is only an expression of the fact that life is initially approached
as an undivided realm that, in conformity with the idea we have of it, can
eventually be grasped in its totality.

Every attempt to understand life is forced to turn the surge and flux
of the aforementioned process into a static concept and thereby destroy
the essence of life, i.e., the restlessness and movement (again understood
more as an occurrence than as a directedness to something) that characterize
life’s actualizaton of its ownmost qualides. Such argumentaton works with
the objective concept of infinity that is related to theoretical understanding.
In putdng forth its poorly grounded demonstraton that a stilling of the
psychical stream “takes place” objectively in this manner, it believes itself
to have thereby ascertained something of importance about the possibility
of understanding “life” with respect to the precise sense of enactment that
belongs to its acts. But, in fact, one has here forgotten to begin one’s
investgation by first of all taking a close look at the sense of these contexts
of enactment. Instead, one at the same time takes a “concept” to be, as it
were, an objective and thing-like apparatus that inevitably breaks apart the
unbroken psychical medium to which it is applied. This characteristically
Bergsonian line of argumentation suff ers from its own kind of paralysis, and
it does so in a twofold sense. Apart from the fact that problems concerning
meaning, concepts, and language are approached only from a very narrow
perspective that focuses on objective, reifying concepts, these problems
are allowed to remain on the level of a very crude and vague treatment,
which contributes nothing toward that type of treaunent in which one
would attempt to define the fundamental sense of life and lived experience
as a whole. And instead of using this “glut on the market” to provide
oneself with an air of profound philosophy (such talk about ineffability easily
gives the impression that one has actually gazed upon ineffable realms), it
is high time that we found genuine problems to deal with. When one
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has actually succeeded in discovering new contexts of phenomena, as is
the case in Jaspers’s investigation, such a backward theory of expression
is unnecessary. However little Jaspers has defined the concept of life as a
whole with precision, we can nonetheless glean from it what is decisive for
the context of problems under discussion, namely, the functon that “life”
has. Itis the realm, the fundamental reality, and the one all-encompassing
domain into which Jaspers inserts all the phenomena that he examines.

Since the point of this critical review is to discuss the central, guiding
preconception in Jaspers's work with respect to what is intended in it and
how it is intended, as well as to examine this preconception more specifi-
cally with regard to whether it is appropriate for conceptually defining the
phenomenon of existence and for providing us with the fundamental kind
of objectivity in which this conceptual definiton ought to be carried out,
we now need to understand the functional sense of this preconception more
concretely than we have up to this point.

“Understood from the standpoint of its worldviews, life is played out
within the subject-object split” (248). “The primal phenomenon of expe-
rience lies in the fact that objects stand opposite the subject.” “Where no
objects stand opposite us, so that every content of our experience disap-
pears and cannot be spoken about, and yet something is still experienced,
here we speak of the mystical in the broadest possible sense” (19). Inso-
far as the life of the mind lies in the restlessness and movement of taking
up different positions and then abandoning them, “it is also, as something
infinite, beyond the subject-object split.” “The mystical is both alpha and
omega” for the human mind (305). Due to all the movement involved with
it, the mystical is the only thing in which the Absolute can be grasped with-
out being an object. “From those limits that encompass all spheres of the
subject-object split as the mystical (and here the mind does not flee into the
mystical as a refuge, but rather constantly undergoes it and thereby finds
that its proper sphere lies in movement), there falls an ineffable light on
all particulars within the subject-object split, an indefinable meaning that is
constantly pressing forward into form” (305; emphases added). The var-
ious types of mental life include certain kinds of movements that do not
merely take place “between subject and object,” but rather “stand at the
same time beyond both of them and form the basis of the split between
them” (307 n.; 388ff.). “Whereas most of the psychical phenomena we are
able to describe are described within a subject-object split as properties of
the subjective side or the objective side of this split, there are other kinds
of psychical experiences in which the subject-object split either has not yet
appeared or has been superseded” (392). What comes to be experienced
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in this supersession of the subject-object split is not something objectively
marked off and removed from us; rather, it is characterized by a certain
infinity from which arise driving forces that give direction to life (action,
thinking, and artistic creation) (393). The subject-object split is itself “the
very essence of human understanding” (426). “It is essendally within the
form of this subject-object split that human beings live, and they never
come to rest here, but are always striving after some kind of goal, purpose,
value, or good” (202).

The whole of life is that from which all forms break forth into the light of
day, and it is what “splits” itself asunder in this way. If we are to understand
how the preconception that guides Jaspers's work basically gets worked out
in concrete terms, the main thing we need to consider is that he always
describes this “spliting asunder” precisely as the primal phenomenon of psy-
chical life. It constitutes the fundamental meaning of the relation between
subject and object (and here the concepts of subject and object each con-
tain a whole muldplicity of phenomena, so that in the former, for example,
we find the soul, the ego, lived experience, personality, the psychophysi-
cal individual [cf. 21]). This spliting asunder makes sense only insofar as
we begin with the notion of that which is not split asunder, and approach
it as the underlying reality. So as to avoid misunderstandings about the
methodological intentions of our examination of the preconception that
guides Jaspers’s work, it should be clearly noted that the queston as to
whether one understands this whole in a metaphysical sense or avoids this
kind of interpretation, as Jaspers himself wants to do, is irrelevant in the
present context.

Our examination is not focused on the question of whether and in what
way one could prove that this whole really exists in this or that sense of
reality, or on what grounds its reality might possibly be posited as an idea.
The really important thing here is much rather the functional sense of that
which is inidally put forth in Jaspers’s preconception. He intends it to be
the realm in which everything takes place or occurs, and it is accordingly an
object that ultimately requires a theoretical, observational “attitude” as the
correlative way of understanding it and as the basic sense in which it comes
to be experienced by us. This means that the fundamental characteristic of
the objective correlate of this theoretical attitude lies in the fact that it is
an objective thing. Everything that has been split asunder, all movements,
and all actions and reactions break forth into the light of day from out of
this whole, pass through it, and return to it. It is from this context that
the subject, one of the two basic components of the primal split, essendally
derives its meaning. The subject is that in which life itself and its “driving
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forces” are “anchored” (24); i.e., it is basically characterized as a limited
individuadon of life itself, which always comes to expression only imper-
fectly in such individuadons. “Life nowhere produces a concrete individual
without remainder” (290).

The central, guiding preconception that supports everything in Jaspers’s
work will now be discussed on a fundamental level as a preconcepton. If
such an adjudicaton of this preconception is to be what we intend it to be,
then it can only mean that we must carry out a type of examination that is de-
manded by the very sense of this preconcepton. And our examination must
accordingly focus on the queston of whether the motivation that leads to
the formation of the full sense of this préconception actually enjoys the level
of primordiality that is claimed for it. The full sense of any phenomenon
includes the following intentional characteristics: the intentional relaton,
the intentonal content, and the intendonal enactment (here “intentional”
must be understood in a completely formal sense, so as to avoid any spe-
cial emphasis on a theoretical sense of the intendonal relation, and it is this
specific meaning of “intentional” that is so easily suggested when one un-
derstands intendonality as “thinking about” [“Meinen von™ or, correladvely,
as “being-thought”). Our treatiment of these intentional characteristics that
make up the sense of any phenomenon should not consist of arranging them
as an aggregate or succession of moments that have been tallied up. Rather,
their sense derives from a structural context of reladonships that varies in
each case according to the levels and directions of experience involved. This
context of reladonships and the shifts of emphasis that occur here should
not be understood as a “result” or as a momentary “addendum,” but as the
authentic factor that comes to light in the phenomenological ardculation
of the above-mentioned intentional characteristics. In turn, this authentc
factor is itself to be understood precisely as a kind of prestruction in one’s
own existence. Such prestruction is in each case enacted and actualized
in the current facticity of one’s life in the form of a self-appropriation. It
discloses and holds open a concrete horizon of expectations about which
one is anxiously concerned [bekiimmerungshaften Erwartungshorizonts), and
which one develops in each particular context of enacting it.

Whence and in what way does the preconception under discussion make
its appearance? Which motives would lead one to make it the starting point
of one’s inquiry, and to see it through to the end? What is the nature of
these motves? Jaspers does not raise these questdons. Were he to call to
mind his own guiding preconception, he would find such questions about
it empty and inconsequential. However, an attempt will not be made here
to persuade him of their importance. It is up to him to decide whether
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he can “go on” without raising these questions, and to what extent these
questions might not arise precisely from the kind of “infinite reflection” that
constitutes the “genuine” sense of mental life and thus also scientific life.
As is, Jaspers works more with what he has taken over from the intellectual
history of his own present, doing this in part unconsciously, and in part by
way of reflective appropriation. He has his eye specifically on what is of
importance in this intellectual history for his special project of endeavoring
to establish the science of psychology as a whole. Regarding the approach
that he inidally takes in his preconception, Jaspers would be able to say
the following: Life as a whole is a central, guiding idea for me, and I need
only look around to see that this life is somehow or other simply there
for me wherever I go. This uniform and unbroken whole, this uldmate
harmony, which transcends all oppositions, encompasses all life, and is free
of all fragmentation and destruction — this is what guides my experience. I
see all particulars in its light, all genuine illuminadon comes from it, and
it marks out in advance the fundamental domain of sense on the basis of
which everything I encounter comes to be determined and understood as
something that develops and breaks forth out of this life, eventually sinking
back into it again. This whole provides me with the essential articulation
of those objects that I have attempted to observe and classify in my work.
The actual motivational basis from which this preconception thus arises
is a fundamental experience of the whole of life in which we keep this whole
before our gaze in the form of an idea. In a very formal sense, this experi-
ence can be defined as a “fundamensal aesthetic experience.” This means
that the relational sense belonging to the primary type of experience that
initially gives us the object called “life” actually consists of gazing upon
something, observing it, and striving after it. We are not saying here that
Jaspers “subscribes” to an “aesthetic” worldview. I know nothing about
this. His worldview could just as well be an essentially moral one, suppos-
ing that such hackneyed philosophical coinage still means anything. Yet
it is possible here that, without allowing himself to be placed before an
antinomy, Jaspers does indeed gain access to the essential thing for him,
i.e, the Absolute, within a fundamental aesthetic attitude, and sets about
classifying it in the same manner. It is likewise possible that his view of life
that focuses on the full “vehemence” and “force” of the “vital process” is
an aesthetc one, even if the content of this “process” is understood to be
of an ethical nature. Life “is there” as something that we have by means of
looking at it, and it is by means of this kind of having that we gain posses-
sion of it in the sense of a whole that encompasses everything. Here Jaspers
would perhaps on principle make the following reply: For me, it is indeed
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precisely a matter of simple observadon, and what is observed must then
be an object in the basic sense of being an observed object. There is no
other way of proceeding here. In response, the following needs to be said:
This formal type of argumentation remains from the start empty so long as
we have not answered an important question, namely, does not the formal
sense of theoretical understanding allow itself to be deformalized into very
individual and concrete ways of understanding? And this question cannot
be answered in a formally deductive manner, but rather only by startng
from particular contexts of phenomena and allowing ourselves to be guided
by them. It could be that, in accord with its sense, observation always has a
theorizing character, but this does not necessarily entail that the sense of be-
ing belonging to what is observed must as such become accessible primarily
within observation. And it is this simple point that we have been stressing
in our examination of Jaspers'’s preconception. The relational sense of the
initial giving of the object is not also the relational sense of the explication
that has come across this pregiven object. Accordingly, the mere obser-
vation that has been used throughout Jaspers’s work, and that extends all
the way to the preconception in which the actual object of investigation is
given, has in no way been justified by Jaspers as the appropriate method
of explication. The basic experience in which the actual object is initially
given needs to be examined regarding its full sense, and it must prescribe
for us the genuine structure of explication. “Observation” in Jaspers's sense
might be a fitting approach, but it also might not be. An answer to this
question will be obtained in the following discussion, but for the time being
it will take the form of making visible the problems involved here. To this
end, that which Jaspers has taken up in the preconception of his work must
be discussed in more concrete terms.

The whole of life, i.e., life itself, is something about which we can say
nothing directly (288). But it must indeed be intended by us somehow,
since our consciousness of our existence arises precisely from the fact that
we look zo the whole of life. When human beings “see [their finite situa-
tons] within the whole,” when they “want to attain certainty about the
totality of things,” they have the experience that the objective world and
their subjective action are split apart in the form of an antinomy. “Insofar as
the driving forces in worldviews move human beings,” and insofar as human
beings are somehow “concerned about something essendal,” “they always
find themselves on the way to the infinite or the whole.” It is “in view of
the infinite” that human beings find themselves in antinomies. Antinomies
are oppositions, but they are oppositions “from the point of view of the
Absolute and value.” Antinomy is “destruction.” When this destruction
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is experienced, it is experienced along with the “unity” or whole that is
breaking apart in one way or another. The essence of the human mind is
“the will to unity.” Insofar as all processes of destruction are able to be
formulated in a radonal manner, they can be thought of as contradictions:
for example, death contradicts life, whereas chance contradicts necessity as
well as meaning (203ff.). But struggle, death, and chance are at the same
tme described also as limit-situations; i.e., we can experience struggle and
death as limits in our consciousness of that whole which somehow exceeds
life. “Struggle is a fundamental form of all existence” (227). “No existence
is whole” (2 29), and that is why human beings must struggle if they want
to live. This struggle “never lets a particular individual come torestin any
state of wholeness.” “The process of life would cease without struggle”
(227). Moreover, transitoriness holds for all reality. Every experience and
all of our current conditions fade away into the past. Human beings are
constantly changing (229). Experiences, individual human beings, a people,
a culture - all of these fall prey to death. “The relaton that human beings
have to their own deaths is different from their relatons to all other forms
of ransitoriness. Only the absolute nonbeing of the world is a comparable
notion.” “Only the perishing of their own being or of the world in general
has a rotal character for human beings” (230). A “lived relation to death”
is not to be confused with “universal knowledge about death.” This lived
relaton is there in one’s life only “when death has appeared as a limit-
situation in one’s experience,” i.e., only when one’s possible “consciousness
of limit and infinity” (2 31) has not been left undeveloped.

We shall not at this point enter into a critical commentary on the various
limit-situatons that Jaspers has listed as concrete instances of the univer-
sal concept. We can also put aside for now the question of whether the
concepts of “finite situadon,” “limit-situation,” and “situation” have been
explained in such a way that they accomplish something of significance
for a real philosophical understanding of them. The following related
questions may be left out of consideration as well: Do all of the concrete
limit-situatons mentioned above satisfy the “universal concept” of limit-
situation in the same sense? Do universal concepts that can be applied
to such concrete situations exist in any sense? To what extent is concrete
knowledge of antdnomies different from a “lived relation” to oppositions?
How does the one arise from the other? Can these experienced antinomies —
antinomies that are experienced as limit-situations, or antinomies that are
experienced in limit-situations (this distinction has not been clearly worked
out) — really be “rationally formulated” and thought of as “contradictions”
without further ado? Do they not thereby lose their genuine sense? And,
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on the other hand, is it not precisely this theorizing reinterpretation that
initially makes it possible for Jaspers to treat the concrete instances as con-
tradictions that can be, as it were, lined up in a row for observadon? We will
also leave undiscussed the question of whether the concrete limit-situatons
stand in particular relations to each other when they are experienced, and to
what extent it is precisely these concrete limit-situatons that should prop-
erly be spoken of as limit-situatons. Even if it is supposed to be “mere
observation,” I consider that which Jaspers puts forward about concrete
limit-situations (in line with their fundamental significance within the total
sphere of phenomena he intends to deal with, and to have emphasized this
is precisely his main contribution) to be not in the least worked out in a
fitting conceptual manner. That is the reason why a critical commentary
focused on the particulars of Jaspers's work would all too easily run the
risk of imputing to him views and meanings that he would not be willing
to see as his own. In pursuing this type of critical commentary, we always
move around in uncertainties so long as the basic context from which the
phenomena and concepts in question have arisen is not more clearly visible.
That is why critical observations always find themselves referred back to
the problem of preconception.

Where are the intellectual motives to be found in a factical sense for the
inidal approach that Jaspers takes in his preconcepton? Itis not difficult to
recognize the historically “contingent” origin of the concept of the Abso-
lute that he uses in his “observatdons.” This concept represents a syncretism
in which the Kandan doctrine of antdnomies and its guiding concept of in-
finity are combined with Kierkegaard’s concept of the Absolute, which has
been “cleansed” of its specifically Lutheran religious sense and its particular
theological meaning in this regard. Furthermore, these two components,
which derive from very different basic preconceptions, are transplanted
into that vagueness that arises from the concept of life we described above.
More precisely, they are in fact viewed primarily on the basis of this vague-
ness. In the course of his general discussion of limit-situations, Jaspers at
one point suddenly makes the comment about his “observations” that they
amount to “only a presupposition for understanding a psychology of types
of mental life, and are not yet themselves psychology” (204). But what
then are they? Logic or sociology (2f.)? What is it that we strive after in
these “observations” that are supposed to provide us with the fundamental
presuppositions, and how do we strive after it?

It is possible that Jaspers wants these observations to be understood in
a very formal sense. But then what is really needed is a discussion of the
meaning of this “formal” factor, and here we need to raise the following
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questions. To what extent does. thjs formal factor prejudige the observ.ations
that deal with concrete material? To what extent does it not do this? In
what way can prejudice be avoided? In turn, to what extent can we obtain
this formal sense only by means of beginning in a distinctive manner with
that which is factically, concretely, and historically available to us, and then
explicating this experiential point of departure ina particular way? To what
extent does the conceptual expression found in actual understanding revoke
the formal, and do this in such a manner that here concept-formation does
not mean that we bring to light a theoretical theme for some merely theo-
retical purpose, but rather that our experience itself is illuminated through
interpretation, and that we call attendon to this experience in communica-
tion with others?

Jaspers's preconception has now been described in terms of its functional
sense (its initial objective, factual approach to an intended realm), as well
as in terms of the sense of its basic attitude (its aesthetic point of view) and
its origin (its undiscussed adoption from the intellectual history of Jaspers’s
present situation). At this point, we need to examine Jaspers’s preconcep-
tion with regard to the question of whether it does in fact intend or even
can intend that which it really wants to bring into view and understand,
namely, phenomena of our existence. We need to ask whether it can in any
sense simply put us into the situation of being able to enact a questioning
about our existence and about the sense of the phenomena that are found
there. Or does the fullest and most proper sense of Jaspers's preconception
actually move us away from this situation? Might it be the case that, if this
preconception dominates our thinking, it will never be possible for 1es even to
“circle round” the phenomenon of existence?

What kind of explanation is required for our “existence”? From what
was noted in our introductory comments on this problem, it should be
obvious that we are not of the opinion that one can approach the problem
of existence directly. This problem is characterized precisely by the fact that
it is lost sight of when approached in this way (i.e., when one attempts to
avoid all detours in a purportedly superior fashion). Even laying out the very
specific problem of our initial approach that belongs precisely to the problem of
existence, and doing this in a way that satisfies the most rigorous conceptual
requirements, is out of the question here, given especially the restricted
context of our approach in this critical review. But we should make the
preliminary remark that the meaning of this problem of our initial approach
is such that it cannot be settled through empty formalistic reflectons. And it
is just as pressing to underscore that this problem should not be considered
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something “out of the ordinary” and “novel” that allows us to raise a new
commotion in philosophy and to curry favor with the hustle and bustle of
an avant-garde culture that is at bottom really hungry for other things, even
if it does display wonderful religious andcs.

In line with the specific aim of this commentary, we wish only to call the
reader’s attention to a few themes, and thereby point to the persistence of a
problem.

Using formal indication (a particular methodological level of pheno-
menological explication that will not be dealt with further here, though
some understanding of it will be gained in what follows), we can make the
following remarks in order to provide an initial approach to this problem
(an approach that, according to its very meaning, must in turn be decon-
structed).

“Existence” is a determination of something. If one wants to character-
ize it in a regional fashion, though in the end this characterization actually
proves to be a misinterpretaton that leads us away from the real sense of
existence, it can be understood as a certain manner of being and thus as a
particular sense of “is” that “is,” i.e., has, the essential sense of the (I) “am.”
And we have this (I) “am” in a genuine sense, not through thinking about
it in a theoretical manner, but rather by enacting the “am,” which is a way
of being that belongs to the being of the “I.” Understood in this way, the
being of the self has the formally indicative meaning of existence. Here
we are given a clue as to where we must find the sense of existence as the
particular “how” of the self (of the I). What turns out to be important here
is accordingly the fact that I have myself, i.e., the basic experience in which
I encounter myself as a self. Living in this kind of experience, and gearing
myself to its very sense, I am able to question after the sense of my “I am.”
This having-myself is ambiguous in many different respects, and this di-
versity found in its meaning must be understood specifically with reference
to historical contexts rather than with reference to contexts of classification
that have been elevated to the stature of regions within an autonomous
system. In the archontc sense belonging to the enactment of our basic
experience of the “I am,” an experience that concerns precisely me myself
in a radical manner, we find that this experience does not experience the “I”
as something located in a region, as an individuation of a “universal,” or as
an instance of something. Rather, this experience is the experience of the “I”
as a self. When we keep purely to this enactment of our experience, it be-
comes clear that the notion of a region or an objective realm is quite foreign
to the “I.” We see that each time we attempt to give a regional definitdon of
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the “I” (a definition that arises from a preconception aboutsuch things as a
stream of consciousness or a nexus of experience), we thereby “efface” the
sense of the “am” and turn the “I” into an object that can be ascertained and
classified by inserting it into a region. Consequently, there is a need for radical
suspicion (and the appropriate investigations as well) about all preconceptions
that objectify by means of regions, about the contexts of conce pts that arise from such
preconceptions, and about the various avenues through which these concepts arise.

When it has the sense of “is,” the sense of being [Seinssinn] has devel-
oped from objectively oriented experiences that have been explicated in
“theoretical” knowledge, and in which we always somehow or other say
of something that it “is something.” The object here need not be classi-
fied expressly within a particular scientfic realm that has been worked out
through the special logic of the science in question. Rather, it usually takes
the form of the nontheoretcal “objectvity” that belongs to what is of sig-
nificance to us in our experience of the environing world, the social world
we share with each other, and also the world of the self. In factical life,
I have dealings of one sort or another with what is of significance to me,
and to these “dealings with” there corresponds a unique sense of objectvity
that can be understood phenomenologically. When the sense of existence
is investigated in terms of its origin and our genuine basic experience of
it, we see that it is precisely that sense of being that cannot be obtained
from the “is” we use to explicate and objectify our experience in one way
or another when we acquire knowledge about it. The sense of human exis-
tence is to be obtained rather from its own basic experience of having itself
in an anxiously concerned manner. This having is enacted prior to whatever
knowledge about it we might later acquire by objectifying it with the “is,”
and such knowledge is in fact inconsequental for this enactnent. If I seek
this objectfying knowledge, the atdtude of observation will become central
for me. All my explicatons will then have an objectifying nature, but they
will put me at a remove from existence and from a genuine having of it
(anxious concern).

The “I” should be understood here as the full, concrete, and historically
facdcal self that is accessible to itself in its historically concrete experience
of itself. It is not synonymous with the notion of the empirical subject as
the possible subject matter of theoretical observaton in psychology. In this
kind of objectvity, which is understood more or less as a realm of “physical”
processes that occur, the “soul” has been eclipsed in a fundamental sense.
That is, whenever this kind of psychology has begun with this kind of object,
it has never once brought the “soul” experiendally into view, so that it could
be given in a preliminary way as an object for further investigation.
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Insofar as the “I am” is something that can be articulated into “he, she,
it is” (or further, “is something”), existence can be spoken of in a formal
manner as a particular sense of being and as a particular “how” of being.
Here we should also take note of the fact that the “is” in “he, she, itis” (each
of which must be understood in the concrete at any partdcular time) can in
turn have diff erent meanings, and these differences mark out a muldplicity
of contexts of life and realms of objects. For example, “he is” can be taken
in the sense of being present and occurring in nature as it is represented
objectvely (a muldplicity of objects and reladons). Or “he is” can have
the sense that he plays a role in the social world he shares with others
around him. This sense is expressed, for example, in the trivial question,
“What does X do in Y?” The “was” and the “will” that belong to this “is”
in connection with the “he” have their own meanings that are crucial for
the “is.”

But the basic experience of having-myself is not available to one without
further ado, nor is it a kind of experience that is aimed at the “I” in such
general terms. Rather, if one is to be at all capable of experiencing the
specific sense of the “am” and appropriating it in a genuine manner, the
enactment of one’s experience must have its origin in the full concreteness
of the “I,” and it must be directed back to this “I” by way of a particular
kind of “how.” Such experience is not a type of immanent perception that
is pursued with a theoretical purpose in mind and is intent on observing
the qualites of “psychical” processes and acts that it finds present. To the
contrary, the experience of having-myself in fact extends historically into
the past of the “I.” This pastis not like an appendage that the “I” dragsalong
with itself; rather, it is experienced as the past of an “I” that experiences it
historically within a horizon of expecwations placed in advance of itself and
for itself. And here the “I” also has itself in the form of a self. To explicate
phenomenologically the “how” of this enactment of experience according
to its basic historical sense is the task that is most important for us in the
whole complex set of problems we face concerning phenomena of existence.
Little is to be gained by an external view of the psychical in which one
emphasizes that past and future act in conjunction with each other within
“comsciousmess,” if past and future are understood here as effective states of
affairs. In dealing appropriately with this task, we need to understand
that the nature of explication lies in the enactment of interpretation. The
essential characteristic of the explicata involved here is found in the fact that
they are hermeneutical concepts, to which we have access only in a constant
renewal of interpretation that constantly begins anew. It is in this way
that we must bring these explicata to their genuine level of “precision” and

27



PATHMARKS

maintain them in it, though such precision cannot be compared to other
kinds of conceptual refinement with a different orientaton.

In the above-mentioned basic experience that is related to the I, the
facticity of this I is decisive. Lived hic et nunc, and enacted accordingly in
a situation within intellectual history, one’s own factical experience of life
also brings to enactment one’s basic experience of the I that arises from it,
remains within it, and returns to the factical. But this factical experience
of life, in which I can have myself in different ways, is itself not anything
like a region in which I am located, or a universal that gets individuated in
my self. According to the “how” of its own enactment, this experience is
rather an essentally “historical” phenomenon. However, it is not primarily
an objective historical phenomenon (my life happening as something that
takes place in the present), but rather a phenomenon of bistorical enactment
that experiences itself in such enacunent. When, in accord with the re-
lational sense of one’s experience, one is directed historically to one’s self,
the context of this experience also has a historical nature in accord with its
sense of enactment. The “historical” is here not the correlate of theoretical
and objective historical observation; rather, it is both the content and the
“how” of the anxious concern of the self about itself, from which the for-
mer certainly cannot as such be detached. This having-oneself arises from
anxious concern, is maintained in it, and tends toward it. And in this anxious
concern, the specific past, present, and future of the self are not experienced
as temporal schemata for objectively classifying facts; rather, they are expe-
rienced within a nonschematic sense of anxious concern that has to do with
the enactment of experience in its “how.” Accordingly, the phenomenon
of existence discloses itself only in a radically historical and essentally anx-
iously concerned manner of enacting our experience and striving after such
enactment. This enactment is not oriented to the attitude of observation,
and it does not aim at that classification that objectifies the phenomenon
of existence within a region. It is itself not something extraordinary and
removed; rather, it has to be enacted in our factical experience of life as
such and appropriated from out of such factical experience. And this is
supposed to happen not merely once in a momentary and isolated fash-
ion, but rather again and again in a constant renewal of anxious concern
that is of necessity motivated by concern for the self as such, and is more-
over oriented in a historical manner. In accord with its fundamental sense,
“conscience” is understood here as the enactment of conscience, and not
merely in the sense of occasionally having a conscience about something
(conscientia). Conscience is a historically defined “how” of experiencing the
self (the history of this “concept” needs to be examined in connection with
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the problem of existence, and this is not just an academic problem, even if
it is already a pressing problem when approached in such a way). In indi-
cating this connection between the sense of historical experience and the
sense of the phenomenon of conscience, we are not giving the concept of
the historical a broader meaning; rather, we are understanding it in such
a way that it is being returned to the authentic source of its sense. And
this is also the factical though concealed source from which historical ex-
perience in the sense of the development of objective historical knowledge
(the historical human sciences) arises. The historical is today almost ex-
clusively something objective, i.e., an object of knowledge and curiosity, a
locus providing the opportunity to glean instructions for future action, an
object for objective critique and rejection as something antquated, a fund
of materials and examples to be collected, a conglomeration of “instances”
for systematic observations dealing with the universal. Since we are unable
to see phenomena of existence today in an authentic manner, we no longer
experience the meaning of conscience and responsibility that lies in the
historical itself (the historical is not merely something of which we have
knowledge and about which we write books; rather, we ourselves are it, and
have it as a task). Thus even the motives for returning to the historical by
way of our own history are inactive and hidden from us.

In its reladon to what it experiences, our concrete and factical life-
experience has of itselfa characteristic tendency to fall away into the “objec-
tve” kinds of significance in the experienceable world around it. This falling
away isthe reason why the sense of being belonging to these objective kinds
of significance becomes predominant for us. Thus itis understandable that,
regarding its sense of being, the self quickly becomes experienced as having
an objectified kind of significance (personality, ideal type of humanity), and
within this experiental orientation comes to be understood theoretically
and takes on meaning in philosophy. The more the experienced and known
past works its way into our own present situation in the form of an objec-
tive traditon, the more the self is understood in this objectified manner. As
soon as we see that factical life is characteristically loaded down with tradi-
ton in this way (tradidon can be understood here in many different senses),
and that the most pernicious effects of this loading down are mainly to be
found precisely in the resulting experiences of having-oneself in the world
of the self, we are led to the insight that the concrete possibility of bringing
phenomena of existence into view and explicatng them in a genuine kind
of conceptuality can be opened up for us only when the concrete tradition
experienced as still at work in one form or another has been deconstructed
with an eye to the question of the ways and means of explicating our actual
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experience of the self, and when as a result of this destruction the basic ex-
periences that have become the effective motives of our thought have been
brought into relief and discussed regarding their primordiality. According
to its very sense, this kind of destruction always remains inseparable from
concrete, fully historical, anxious concern for one’s own self.

The self is what it is in its reladons to the world of the self, the world
it shares with others, and the environing world. The sense of these direc-
dons of experience is uldmately historical and inseparable from the world
of the self. When phenomenology first erupted onto the scene with its
specific aim of appropriating the phenomena of theoretical experience and
knowledge in a new and primordial manner (the Logical Investigations, i.e., a
phenomenology of theoretical logos), the goal of its research was to win back
an unspoiled seeing of both the sense of those objects that are experienced
in such theoretical experiences and, correlatvely, the sense of “how” these
objects become experienced. But if we are to understand the philosoph-
ical sense of the tendencies of phenomenology in a radical manner, and
appropriate them genuinely, we must not merely carry out research in an
“analogical” fashion on the “other” “domains of experience” (the aesthedc,
ethical, and religious domains) that we, following one philosophical tradi-
tion or another, have partitioned off from one another. Rather, we need to
see that experiencing in its fullest sense is to be found in its authentcally
factical context of enactment in the historically existing self. And this self
is in one way or another the ulimate question of philosophy. It will not do
to bring in the notion of the person on occasion and apply to it philosoph-
ical results that were arrived at under the guidance of one philosophical
tradition or another. To the contrary, the concrete self should be taken
up into the starting point of our approach to philosophical problems, and
brought to “givenness” at the genuinely fundamental level of phenomeno-
logical interpretation, namely, that level of interpretaton that is related to
the factical experience of life as such. From these unavoidably terse remarks
one thing should have become clear: namely, the authentdc phenomenon of
existence refers us to the enactment of that way of access to it that is appro-
priate for it. We come to have the phenomenon of existence only within a
certain “how” of experiencing it, and this “how” is something that has to
be achieved in a specific manner. It is precisely this “bow” of appropriation
and, moreover, the “how” of our initial approach to the enactment of such
appropriation that are decisive.

That our factical, bistorically enacted life is at work right within “bow” we
factically approach the problem of “how” the self, in being anxiously concerned
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about itself, appropriates itself — this is something that belongs originally to the
very sense of the factical “I am.”

Insofar as the phenomenon of existence and the problem that it poses
are intended in this form, the question of how we should enact our inital
approach and access will constantly stand before us in the starting point of
our approach to this problem of existence whenever we have understood it
in a genuine way. Our question about this “how” is the problem of method,
though not the method for a knowledge of objects that defines them with
reference to regions, or for a classificadon of diverse kinds of objects that
are given in advance for us and can likewise be given in advance throughout
the course of our classifying. Rather, method means here the method
belonging to our interpretive, historically enacted explicaton of concrete
and fundamental experiential modes of having-oneself in a factically and
anxiously concerned manner.

We are here able to give only a rough indication of the questions that
phenomenology urgently needs to address in order to clarify its philosoph-
ical sense and work out its position today. These questions, as listed below,
must be answered not through abstract formal reflections, but rather in the
course of concrete research.

(1) In regard to the problem of existence we have touched on, to what
extent does the basic phenomenological attitude which first burst onto the
scene with Husserl, and which is a philosophical attitude that cannot be
learned by rote as a technique - to what extent does it preserve the most
radical origin that can be assigned to the meaning of philosophy? To what
extent does it explicitly preserve the decisive orientation that essentally
pervades and directs philosophy’s concern about all problems?

(2) To what extent does “history” get appropriated here in such a way
that it is seen to be more than justa discipline in philosophy? To what extent
do we gain an understanding of the fact that the historical is, according to
its very sense, originally already there for us right within our philosophical
problems, and that accordingly the problem of the relatonship between
the history of philosophy and systematc philosophy is at bottomn a pseudo-
problem, even if one believes oneself to have “solved” it with formalistic
ruses?

(3) If we have appropriated the basic sense of the phenomenological
attitude in a genuine way, to what extent would we sooner have it misused
in any other type of intellectual and literary nonsense than have it misused
to supply a forced orthodox dogmatics with its apologetic principles, a
“perversion” for which a desire has recently begun to stir in phenomenology
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(and be this dogmatics, in its tenets, ever so praiseworthy and today stll
ever so misunderstood as the dogmatics of the Middle Ages, which was,
according to its own sense, a genuine type of dogmatics)?

Returning to our central problem of preconception, it now becomes
clear that, insofar as it aims at the phenomenon of existence, Jaspers’s pre-
conception is unsuitable for realizing its own underlying intention. Such
is the case both in regard to the functonal sense of this preconception (it
initially posits that on the basis of which and within which we are to observe
our existence as concrete life, and it posits it as a whole with essentally
regional characteristics) and in regard to the sense of the basic experience
that motivates the preconception (the attitude of looking ultimately upon
this whole, harmony, and unity of life, inserdng phenomena into it in a
businesslike fashion, and remaining all the while unconcerned about the
world of one’ self).

However, the full sense of Jaspers’s preconception is not only unsuitable
for realizing its own underlying intendon that is at work in it; rather, it
actually runs counter to this intenton. For, regarding the intentional rela-
tional sense of its understanding, this orientation toward a region puts us at
a remove from the phenomenon of existence, which, according to its sense,
cannot be formulated and classified in regional terms. And, regarding the
sense of the enactment of its fundamental (formally) aesthetc atttude, this
orientation does not let the self’s anxious concern about itself emerge in
a crucial sense as that which first gives direction to and characterizes all
problems, their objectivity, and their explicaton.

If we can now show concretely that in Jaspers's work “method” remains
essendally at the level of a technical managing and classifying that, accord-
ing to its reladonal sense, is characterized by the businesslike insertion of
phenomena into a region, and if we can also show here that “method” is
thus from the start not raised as a problem, it will become clear to us from
this that Jaspers’s method is indeed in keeping with the structure of his
preconception, only that it thereby places itself in opposition to its very own
intention of penetrating to phenomena of existence.

Jaspers characterizes the attitude of his method as mere observaton.
What is it supposed to accomplish? “The object of all observation is sim-
ply that which exists and is there for us so far in human experience. All
observation has the tendency to take this as the whole” (329). Do “that
which exists and is there [da is7] for us so far,” “Dasein,” and “so far” have
the same meaning for any and every type of observing? Jaspers wants to
observe “what life is” (2 50). This is what observation is supposed to teach us
about. Observation stands “in the service of burgeoning life” (ibid.). The
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object that observation pursues is that whole that s initally approached in
Jaspers’s preconception, as well as the variety of concrete forms that belong
to this whole. As observation, which is in itself not creadve, it looks only
to what is there before it. But how exactly is “life” there for us? And how
do we obtain that which exists and is there for us so far? Phenomena of
life are after all not like the pieces on a checkerboard that we now need to
rearrange. That which is there for us so far, i.e., that which exists in life as
something available and knowable, always exists and is “there” in various
types of understanding and conceptual expression that have brought about
this “being there” [Dasein]. After taking up what is given in this kind of in-
terpretive understanding of life,and adopting it as thatwhich actually exists
and is really there for us, Jaspers in turn proceeds to organize and classify it
in the specific context of understanding with which he works. This should
already be clear to us from our previous attempts to make Jaspers’s underly-
ing preconception explicit. If our pursuit of phenomena of life merely looks
at “what is there,” is it at all capable of taking a single step without treating
what is there for us so far in a specific context of understanding? Even if we
expressly relinquish the claim that our observadon is observation per se or
the only possible kind of observation, our observing of phenomena of life
is historical, insofar as it must inevitably be interpretive. It is “historical”
not merely in the superficial sense of being valid only for a particular age;
rather, according to the characteristic sense of its ownmost enactment, it
has something essendally historical for its object. One needs to get clear on
the nature of this interpretadon, if one wants to understand “observation”
as a method and recommend it as such.

The fact that today we live in a quite peculiar manner from, in, and with
history is surely at the very least something that also exists and “is there” for
us, if it is not indeed an essental factor of our times. This is the case even if
“psychology” has not at all noticed it yet, and if philosophy has taken note
of it only within an objective and external orientatdon. However, any use
of observation that intends to get at phenomena of existence must regard
precisely this fact of our times as something that needs to be “understood.”

It might just be the case that phenomena of life, which are “historical”
in accord with their own basic sense, can themselves become accessible to
us only in a “historical” manner. And here we need to answer the following
queston. Does the objectifying kind of understanding in the discipline
of history represent the most authentdc and radical way of formulating
our historical experience in theory? Or is it not the case that, when this
question is seen in its inseparable connection with the problem of existence,
we are confronted by the problem of finding a method of interpreting our
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existence in a primordially historical manner? Thusanotherqueston arises
here. In enacting and explicating this type of interpretation that aims at
phenomena of our existence, would we in any sense be calling for anything
like the setting up of types? Would this not rather be quite unsuitable
for interpreting our existence? Whenever this approach is brought into
play, does it not result in essentally skewing the real direction in which
understanding should move, since all work with types and any esteem for
themalways remains within a surreptitious aestheticattdtude? In the present
context, it is only important for us to see here how two things go together: on
the one hand, Jaspers’s supposed intention of pursuing observation, one that
treats phenomena of life as a variety of types and forms, or concredons and
instances, which have been stripped of their proper historical provenance;
and, on the other hand, his previously described preconception. What this
shows us is that Jaspers does not see that the historical is a fundamental
characteristic of the sense of our existence. Consequently, neither has the
problem of method, with respect to its basic meaning and the nature of its
point of departure, been geared to the historical in his work.

The other features exhibited by Jaspers’s method, namely, the treatment
of the question of conceptual expression and the question of “systematics,”
arealsobased on his underlying preconception, i.e., on the initial approach
to life as a region and the observational atdtude toward this region. Life is
an infinite flowing whole, but since concepts are forms that bring life to a
standsdll, it is impossible to grasp life and truly understand it.

The inexpressibility of the soul has often and enthusiastically been as-
serted in connection with the impossibility of completely grasping the in-
dividual. However, it is of crucial importance here to ask which concept
of the individual lies at the basis of this problem of conceptual expression.
Instead of constantly reformuladng the well-wom saying, “individuum est
ineffabile” [the individual is inexpressible], in new ways, it might be about
dme to ask the following kinds of questions. What exactly is “fari” [express-
ing] supposed to mean here? What kind of understanding is supposed to
come to expression? Is it not the case that what lies at the basis of this dic-
tum is a pardcular way of understanding the individual which is ultimately
based on aesthetic, external observation of the “whole person™ Does not
this kind of observation still remain in effect even when personality is “un-
derstood” immanently in psychology, since the objective, pictorial point of
view remains operatve here (cf. Dilthey, for example)?

The manner in which Jaspers selects his “method” and interprets it finds
its modvation in the first place in his preconception, but it goes back in
particular to that influence of Max Weber and Kierkegaard that Jaspers
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himself expressly mentons. However, in both cases this happens by way
of a fundamental misunderstanding of the real intentions of these thinkers,
a misunderstanding that gets its motivaton from Jaspers’s own preconcep-
tdon. What turned out to be important for Jaspers in Weber’s work was
firstly his distincdon between scientific observation and the promotion of
values in worldviews, and secondly the connection he made between the
most concrete kind of historical research and systematic thinking (13). I
can only understand what Jaspers means here by “systematic” thinking to
be Weber's attempt to develop a genuine type of rigorous conceptual ex-
pression that would be appropriate to the meaning of his own science. But
this means that for Weber the problem of method was an urgent problem
specifically in the domain of bis very own science, and in fact only here. That
he himself benefited in an essential way from subscribing to the partcular
theory of science and conceptuality that he did reveals only how clearly
he saw the importance of the following two things: on the one hand, the
fact that his science is a historical human science of culture (“sociology” is
“an empirical science of human action”); and, on the other hand, the fact
that Rickert’s investigations provide the theoretical and scientific founda-
tons particularly for the historical sciences of culture. This is why Weber
had a certain right simply to adopt Rickert’s investigations. He essendally
never went any further here. He needed to be guided by this kind of ap-
proach in his own science, even though it contained a specific problem of
method within it. However, one misunderstands the true scientific vehe-
mence of Weber’s thought when one simply carries this approach over into
psychology and, moreover, into one’s attempts to get at the whole of psy-
chology, i.e., into one’s “observations” about basic principles that at bottom
have a completely different structure than the type of observations Weber
pursued. To emulate Weber truly would rather be to strive just as radi-
cally and incessantly as he did to achieve a genuine “systematic” mastery in
one’s own field of psychology and, more particularly, with reference to the
problem of working out the whole of psychology as a science. Objective
economic processes and humnan actions as seen in the context of the de-
velopment of intellectual history are surely from the start something other
than worldviews and “ultimate positions of psychical life,” i.e., phenomena
of existence. At the very least, one really needs to ask whether the atd-
tude, method, and conceprual structures of sociology can be transferred
from this science (taken, moreover, in the sense of Weber’s very specific
conception of it) to Jaspers’s problem of the nature of psychology, which
he broaches, moreover, for the sake of pursuing specifically philosophical
intentons.
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Furthermore, we need to examine that distinction between scientific
observation and value which likewise has a very specific sense in Weber’s
thought, and which again derives from his own concrete science. Can one
make it a requirement also in the sphere of philosophical knowing with-
out any further discussion? If the meaning of objectivity in philosophical
knowledge has not been clarified beforehand, we can decide nothing about
the role of this distincton in philosophy.

Concerning Kierkegaard, we should point out that such a heightened
consciousness of methodological rigor as his has rarely been achieved in
philosophy or theology (the question of where he achieved this rigor is not
important here). One loses sight of nothing less than the most important
aspect of Kierkegaard’s thought when one overlooks this consciousness of
method, or when one’streatment of it takes it to be of secondary importance.

Jaspers falls under the spell of a deception when he thinks that it is
precisely in mere observation that he would achieve the highest degree of
noninterference in the personal decisions of his readers, and would thus
free these individuals for their own self-reflecion. On the contrary, by
presenting his investigations as mere observations he indeed appears to
avoid imposing on his readers particular worldviews, i.e., the ones that he
hasdescribed, but he pushes his readers into believing that his unexamined
preconception (life as a whole) and the essential kinds of articulation corre-
sponding to it are something obvious and noncommittal, whereas it is rather
precisely in the meaning of these concepts and the “how” of interpreting
that everything is really decided. Mere observation does not give us what
it wants to, namely, the possibility of radical reexaminadon, decision, and,
what is synonymous with these, an intense consciousness of the method-
ological necessity of questdoning. We can set genuine self-reflection free
in a meaningful way only when it is there to be set free, and it is there for
us only when it has been rigorously awoken. Moreover, it can be genuinely
awoken only if the Other is in a certain way relentlessly compelled to en-
gage in reflection, and thereby sees that one’s appropriation of the objects
treated in philosophy is inseparably bound up with a certain rigor in the
enactment of method. All sciences fall short of this kind of rigor, since in
the sciences it is only the demand for objectivity that is important, whereas
in philosophy what belongs together with the matters treated is the philos-
ophizing individual and (his) notorious poverty. One can call something to
the attenton of others, and compel them to engage in reflection, only by
traveling a stretch of the way oneself.

Jaspers might be able to justify his having allowed the problem of method
to recede into the background by pointing out that he did not endeavor to
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provide a “general psychology” in his investigations. Certainly, all problems
cannot be dealt with in one fell swoop. But in fundamental investigations
dealing with principles the successive treatunent of problems is no mere jux-
taposition of them. Any individual problem in philosophy bears within itself
directives for us to follow forward and backward into contexts of principles.
It is a sign precisely of Jaspers’s misunderstanding and undervaluaton of
the real problem of method that he approaches problems in psychology of
worldviews under the assumption that this psychology is a separate science.
He fails to see that “general psychology” and “psychology of worldviews”
cannot be separated from each other in this way, and that both of these
together cannot be separated from fundamental problems in philosophy.

Though Jaspers has only gathered up and depicted what “is there,” he
has nonetheless gone beyond mere classification by bringing together in a
new way what has already been available to us, and this must be evaluated
positively as a real advance. However, if it is to be capable of effectively
stimulating and challenging contemporary philosophy, his method of mere
observation must evolve into an “infinite process” of radical questioning
that always includes itself in its questions and preserves itself in them.

APPENDIX

Familiarity with Jaspers’s book is assumed. A detailed report has been
avoided because this book does not, in a good sense, allow itself to be
reported on without simply paraphrasing its different parts. Otherwise
the clarity that Jaspers has striven for, and fully attained in many parts,
would be missing from the reader’s representation and understanding of
his book. This is also why certain changes in the various parts of the book
that have turned out to be rather sprawling would be welcome in a new
edidon. These parts could remain as they are, if only Jaspers would show
us in his subsequent investigations that a clear preliminary presentation of
the phenomena in question is really already a head start, as it were, for the
philosophical explicaton that follows.

But one change or another may very well be apropos in the following
areas.

(1) The Introduction (pp. 1-31) can be left out altogether without this
impairing the reader’s understanding of the body of the book, or else it
must be rewritten and limited to §1, §2, and the section from p. 31 to p. 37.
The latter belongs among the best parts of the book, and it makes possible
a more fundamental understanding and analysis of principles. It is only
in a fundamental investigation of principles that §3 (pp. 14-31) could be
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developed in a way that is appropriate to the sense of the phenomena in
quesdon.

(2) It would be more germane to the subject matter of the book if
Chapter III (Types of Mental Life) were placed at the beginning, and if
Chapter I (Attitudes) and Chapter II (Worldviews) were also allowed to
emerge, as it were, from out of the “vital forces” that are presented in
Chapter III. Jaspers characterizes these attitudes and worldviews as “ema-
nations” (189) of vital forces. It would be even more effective to organize
Chapter III and “divide it up” into parts in such a way that Chapter I and
Chapter II were taken up and contained right in the middle of it.

(3) It would be more in accordance with the way in which Jaspers ac-
tually proceeds in his book if the methodological expression “psychology
of understanding” were specified as a “constructive psychology of under-
standing” (“constructive” is meant here in a positive sense as a formation
of types that draws these types out of intuitive understanding, and which is
enacted and developed in a manner that is always appropriate to such un-
derstanding). The problem of understanding has been left undiscussed in
our critical observations because such questions remain unripe for discus-
sion so long as the problem of the historical that was roughly indicated in
our “comments” has not been laid hold of at its roots and lifted up into the
center of philosophical problems. The same goes for the notion of “ideas
as driving forces.”



Phenomenology and Theology

Translated by James G. Hart and John C. Maraldo*

PREFACE

This little book contains a lecture and a letter.

The lecture “Phenomenology and Theology” was given on March o,
1927, in Tiibingen and was again delivered on February 14, 1928, in
Marburg. The text presented here forms the content of the immediately
reworked and improved second part of the Marburg lecture: “The Positv-
ity of Theology and Its Reladon to Phenomenology.” In the Introduction
to Being and Time (1927) §7, pp. 27ff., one finds a discussion of the notion of
phenomenology (as well as its relation to the positive sciences) that guides
the presentation here.

The letter of March 11, 1964, gives some pointers to major aspects for
a theological discussion concerning “The Problem of a Nonobjectifying
Thinking and Speaking in Today’s Theology.” The discussion took place
at Drew University in Madison, New Jersey, on April g-11, 1964.

These texts were published for the first dme in Archives de Philosophie,
vol. 32 (1969), pp. 356ff., with an accompanying French translaton.

This little book might perhaps be able to occasion repeated reflecion
on the extent to which the Christianness of Christianity and its theology
merit questioning; but also on the extent to which philosophy, in partcular
that presented here, merits questioning.

Almost one hundred yearsago there appeared simultaneously (1873) two
writings of two friends: the “first piece” of the Thoughts Out of Season of
Friedrich Nietzsche, wherein “the glorious Hélderlin” is mentdoned; and
the “little book™ On the Christianness of Today’s Theology of Franz Overbeck,
who established the world-denying expectation of the end as the basic char-
acteristic of what is primordially Christan.
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To say both writings are unseasonable also in today’s changed world
means: For the few who think among the countless who reckon, these
writings intend and point toward that which itself perseveres before the
inaccessible through speaking, questioning, and creating.

For a discussion of the wider realm of investigaton of both writings, see
Martin Heidegger, “Nietzsche's Word: ‘God Is Dead,’” in Holzwege (1950),
pp- 193ff.; and “European Nihilism” and “The Determination of Nihilism
in the History of Being” in Nietzsche, vol. II, pp. 7-232 and 233-96. Both
texts were published separately in 1967.

Freiburg im Breisgau, August 27, 1970
L]

The popular understanding of the relationship between theology and phi-
losophy is fond of opposing faith and knowledge, reveladon and reason.
Philosophy is that interpretadon of the world and of life that is removed
from revelation and free from faith. Theology, on the other hand, is the
expression of the credal understanding of the world and of life - in our case
a Christan understanding. Taken as such, philosophy and theology give
expression to a tension and a struggle between two worldviews. This rela-
donship is decided not by scientific argument but by the manner, the extent,
and the strength of the convicton and the proclamation of the worldview.

We, however, see the problem of the relatdonship differently from the
very start. It is for us rather a question about the relationship of two sciences.

But this question needs a more precise formuladon. It is not a case
of comparing the factical circumstances of two historically given sciences.
And even if it were, it would be difficult to describe a unified state of
affairs regarding the two sciences today in the midst of their divergent
direcdons. To proceed on a course of comparison with respect to their
factical relationship would yield no fundamental insight as to how Chrisdan
theology and philosophy are related to one another.

Thus what is needed as a basis for a fundamental discussion of the prob-
lem is an ideal construction of the ideas behind the two sciences. One can
decide their possible relatdonship to one another from the possibilities they
both have as sciences.

Posing the question like this, however, presupposes that we have es-
tablished the idea of science in general, as well as how to characterize the
modifications of this idea that are possible in principle. (We cannot enter
into this problem here; it would have to be taken up in the prolegomena to
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our discussion.) We offer only as a guide the following formal definition of
science: science is the founding disclosure, for the sheer sake of disclosure,
of a self-contained region of beings, or of being. Everyregion of objects, ac-
cording to its subject matter and the mode of being of its objects, has its own
mode of possible disclosure, evidence, founding, and its own conceptual for-
mation of the knowledge thus arising. It is evident from the idea of science
as such - insofar as it is understood as a possibility of Dasein - that there
are two basic possibilites of science: sciences of beings, of whatever is, or
ontic sciences; and ke science of being, the ontological science, philosophy.

Ontic sciences in each case thematize a given being that in a certain
manner is always already disclosed prior to scientfic disclosure. We call
the sciences of beings as given — of a positum — positive sciences. Their
characteristic feature lies in the fact that the objectification of whatever it
is that they thematize is oriented directly toward beings, as a continuation
of an already existing prescientific attitude toward such beings. Ontology,
or the science of being, on the other hand, demands a fundamental shift
of view: from beings to being. And this shift nevertheless keeps beings in
view, but for a modified attitude. We shall not go into the question of the
method of this shift here.

Within the circle of actual or possible sciences of beings - the positive
sciences — there is between any two only a relative difference, based on the
different relatons that in each case orient a science to a specific region of
beings. On the other hand, every positive science is absolutely, not relatvely,
different from philosophy. Our thesis, then, is that theology is a positive science,
and as such, therefore, is absolutely different from philosophy.

Hence one must ask how theology is related to philosophy in the light of
this absolute difference. It is immediately clear from the thesis that theol-
ogy, as a positive science, is in principle closer to chemistry and mathematics
than to philosophy. Put in this way, we have the most extreme formula-
ton of the relatonship between theology and philosophy - one that runs
counter to the popular view. According to this popular view, each of the
sciences [philosophy and theology], to a certain extent, has as its theme
the same area: human life and the world. But they are guided by different
points of view. The one proceeds from the principle of faith, the other
from the principle of reason. However, our thesis is: Theology is a positive
science and as such is absolutely different from philosophy.

The task of our discussion will be to characterize theology as a positive
science and, on the basis of this characterization, to clarify its possible
relationship to philosophy, which is absolutely different from it.
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Note that we are considering theology here in the sense of Christian
theology. This is not to say that Christdan theology is the only theology.
The most central question is whether, indeed, theology in general is a
science. This question is deferred here, not because we wish to evade the
problem, but only because that question cannot be asked meaningfully undl
the idea of theology has been clarified to a certain extent.

Before turning to the discussion proper, we wish to submit the following
consideratdons. In accordance with our thesis, we are considering a positive
science, and evidently one of a particular kind. Therefore a few remarks
are in order about what constitutes the positive character of a science as
such.

Proper to the positive character of a science is: first, that a being that in
some way is already disclosed is to a certain extent come upon as a possi-
ble theme of theoretcal objectification and inquiry; second, that this given
positum is come upon in a definite prescientific manner of approaching and
proceeding with that being. In this manner of procedure, the specific con-
tent of this region and the mode of being of the particular entity show
themselves. That is, this disclosure is prior to any theoretical apprehend-
ing, although it is perhaps implicit and not themadcally known. Third, itis
proper to the positive character of ascience that this prescientific comport-
ment toward whatever is given (nature, history, economy, space, number)
is also already illuminated and guided by an understanding of being - even
if it be nonconceptual. The positive character can vary according to the
substantive content of the entity, its mode of being, the manner in which
it is prescientfically disclosed, and the manner in which this disclosedness
belongs to it.

The question thus arises: Of what sort is the positive character of the-
ology? Evidently this quesdon must be answered before we can be in a
position to determine its relation to philosophy. But setting down the pos-
itive character of theology will not yet sufflciently clarify its status as a
science. We have not yet arrived at the full concept of theology as a sci-
ence, but only at what is proper to it as a positive science. If thematzing
is supposed to adjust the direction of inquiry, the manner of investigation,
and the conceptuality to the particular positum in each case, it is more to
the point here to identify the specific scientfic character belonging to the
specific positive character of theology. Therefore, only by identifying the
positive and the scientfic character of theology do we approach this disci-
pline as a positive science and acquire the basis for characterizing its possible
relatonship to philosophy.
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Thus our consideration obtains a threefold division:

a) the positdve character of theology;
b) the sciendfic character of theology;
c) the possible relatdon of theology, as a positive science, to philosophy.

a) THE POSITIVE CHARACTER OF THEOLOGY

A positive science is the founding disclosure of a being that is given and in
some way already disclosed. The queston arises: What is already given for
theology? One might say: What is given for Christian theology is Chris-
danity as something that has come about historically, witnessed by the his-
tory of religion and spirit and presently visible through its institutions, cults,
communities, and groups as a widespread phenomenon in world history.
Christianity: the given posituns;, and hence theology: the science of Chris-
danity. That would evidently be an erroneous characterization of theology,
for theology itself belongs to Christianity. Theology itself is something
that everywhere in world history gives tesimony to its intimate connection
with Christanity itself as a whole. Evidently, then, theology cannot be the
science of Christianity as something that has come about in world history,
because it is a science that itself belongs to the history of Christianity, is
carried along by that history, and in turn influences that history.

Is theology therefore a science that itself belongs to the history of Chris-
danity in the way that every historical [bistorische] discipline is itself a his-
torical (geschichtliche] appearance, namely, by representing the historical
development of its consciousness of history? If this were the case, then
we could characterize theology as the self-consciousness of Christianity as
it appears in world history. However, theology does not belong to Chris-
danity merely because, as something historical, the latter has a place in
the general manifestations of culture. Rather, theology is a knowledge of
that which inidally makes possible something like Christianity as an event
in world history. Theology is a conceptual knowing of that which first of
all allows Christianity to become an originarily historical event, a knowing
of that which we call Christianness pure and simple. Thus we maintain
that what is given for theology (its positum) is Christianness. The latter decides
the form theology will take as the positive science that thematizes it. The
question arises: what does “Christdanness” mean?

We call faith Christian. The essence of faith can formally be sketched
as a way of existence of human Dasein that, according to its own test-
mony - itself belonging to this way of existence - arises not from Dasein or
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spontaneously through Dasein, but rather from that which is revealed in
and with this way of existence, from what is believed. For the “Christian”
faith, that being which is primarily revealed to faith, and only to it, and
which, as revelation, first gives rise to faith, is Christ, the crucified God.
The relationship of faith to the cross, determined in this way by Christ,
is a Christian one. The crucifixion, however, and all that belongs to it is
a historical event, and indeed this event gives testimony to itself as such
in its specifically historical character only for faith in the scriptures. One
“knows” about this fact only in believing.

That which is thus revealed in faith is, in accordance with its specific
“sacrificial” character, imparted specifically to individual human beings fac-
tically existing historically (whether contemporaneous or not), or to the
community of these individuals existing as a community. The imparting
of this revelation is not a conveyance of information about present, past,
or imminent happenings; rather, this imparting lets one “part-take” of the
event that is revelaton (= what is revealed therein) itself. But the part-
taking of faith, which is realized only in existing, is grven as such always only
through faith. Furthermore, this “part-taking” and “having part in” the
event of the crucifixion places one’s entire existence [Dasein] - as a Chris-
tian existence, i.e., one bound to the cross — before God. And thereby the
existence struck by this revelation is revealed to itself in its forgetfulness of
God. Thus - and again I speak only of an ideal construction of the idea -
being placed before God means that existence is reoriented in and through
the mercy of God grasped in faith. Thus faith understands itself only in
believing. In any case, the believer does not come to know anything about
his specific existence, for instance, by way of a theoretical confirmation of
his inner experiences. Rather, he can only “believe” this possibility of exis-
tence as one which the Dasein concerned does not independently master,
in which it becomes a slave, is brought before God, and is thus born again.
Accordingly, the proper existendell meaning of faith is: faith = rebirth. And
rebirth does not mean a momentary outfitting with some quality or other,
but a way in which a factical, believing Dasein historically exists in that his-
tory which begins with the occurrence of revelation; in rhat history which,
in accord with the very meaning of the revelaton, has a definite uttermost
end. The occurrence of revelaton, which is passed down to faith and which
accordingly occurs in faithfulness itself, discloses itself only to faith.

Luther said, “Faith is permitting ourselves to be seized by the things
we do not see” (Werke |[Erlangen Ausgabe], vol. 46, p. 287). Yet faith is
not something that merely reveals that the occurring of salvation is some-
thing happening; it is not some more or less modified type of knowing.
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Rather, faith is an appropriation of revelation that co-constitutes the Chris-
tan occurrence, that is, the mode of existence that specifies a factical
Dasein’s Christanness as a particular form of destiny. Faith is the believing-
understanding mode of existing in the bistory revealed, i.c., occurring, with the
Crucified.

The totality of this being that is disclosed by faith — in such a way, in-
deed, that faith itself belongs to the context of its disclosure - constitutes
the character of the pasitum that theology finds before it. Presupposing that
theology is enjoined on faith, out of faith, and for faith, and presupposing that
science is a freely performed, conceptual disclosure and objectification, the-
ology is constituted in thematizing faith and that which is disclosed through
faith, that which is “revealed.” It is worthy of note that faith is not just the
manner in which the positum objectified by theology is already disclosed
and presented; faith itself is a theme for theology. And not only that. Inso-
far as theology is enjoined upon faith, it can find sufficient motvation for
itself only in faith. If faith would totally oppose a conceptual interpreta-
tion, then theology would be a thoroughly mappropriate means of grasping
its object, faith. It would lack something so essential that without this it
could never become a science in the first place. The necessity of theol-
ogy, therefore, can never be deduced from a purely rationally constructed
system of sciences. Furthermore, faith not only motivates the interven-
ton of an interpretive science of Christianness; at the same time, faith, as
rebirth, is rhat history to whose occurrence theology itself, for its part, is
supposed to contribute. Theology has a meaning and a legitimacy only if
it functions as an ingredient of faith, of this particular kind of historical
occurrence.

By attempting to elucidate this connection [between theology and faith],
we are likewise showing how, through the specific positive character of
theology, i.e., through the Christian occurrence disclosed in faith as faith,
the scientfic character of the science of faith is prefigured.

b) THE SCIENTIFIC CHARACTER OF THEOLOGY

Theology is the science of faith.

This says several things:

(1) Theology is the science of that which is disclosed in faith, of that
which is believed. That which is believed in this case is not some coherent
order of propositions about facts or occurrences which we simply agree to —
which, although theoretcally not self-evident, can be appropriated because
we agree to them.
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(2) Theology is accordingly the science of the very comportment of
believing, of faithfulness - in each case a revealed faithfulness, which can-
not possibly be any other way. This means that faith, as the comporunent
of believing, is itself believed, itself belongs to that which is believed.

(3) Theology, furthermore, is the science of faith, not only insofar as it
makes faith and that which is believed its object, but because it itself arises
out of faith. It is the science that faith of itself motivates and justifies.

(4) Theology, finally, is the science of faith insofar as it not only makes
faith its object and is motivated by faith, but because this objectification of
faith itself, in accordance with what is objectified here, has no other purpose
than to help cultivate faithfulness itself for its part.

Formally considered, then, faith as the existing relation to the Crucified
is a mode of historical Dasein, of human existence, of historically being in a
history that discloses itself only in and for faith. Therefore theology, as the
science of faith, that is, of an intrinsically bistorical [geschichtlichen] mode
of being, is to the very core a historical [historische] science. And indeed it
is a unique sort of historical science in accord with the unique historicity
involved in faith, i.e., with “the occurrence of revelation.”

As conceptual interpretation of itself on the part of faithful existence,
that is, as historical knowledge, theology aims solely at that transparency of
the Christian occurrence that is revealed in, and delimited by, faithfulness
itself. Thus the goal of this historical science is concrete Christian exis-
tence itself. Its goal is never a valid systemn of theological propositions about
general states of affairs within one region of being that is present at hand
among others. The transparency of faithful existence is an understanding
of existence and as such can relate only to existing itself. Every theological
statement and concept addresses itself in its very content to the faithful ex-
istence of the individual in the community; it does 7ot do so subsequently,
on the basis of some practical “application.” The specific content of the ob-
ject of theology demands that the appropriate theological knowledge never
take the form of some free-floating knowledge of arbitrary states of af-
fairs. Likewise, the theological transparency and conceptual interpretation
of faith cannot found and secure faith in its legitimacy, nor can it in any way
make it easier to accept faith and remain constant in faith. Theology can
only render faith more difficult, that is, render it more certain that faithful-
ness cannot be gained through the science of theology, but solely through
faith. Hence theology can permit the serious character of faithfulness as a
“graciously bestowed” mode of existence to become a matter of conscience.
Theology “can” perform this; i.e., it is capable of this, but it is only possibly
that ir may have this effect.
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In summary, then, theology is a béstorical science, in accordance with the
character of the positum objectified by it. It would seem that with this thesis
we are denying the possibility and the necessity of a systematic as well as a
practical theology. However, one should note that we did not say that there
is only “historical theology,” to the exclusion of “systematic” and “practical”
theology. Rather our thesis is: Theology as such is historical as a science,
regardless of how it may be divided into various disciplines. And it is pre-
cisely this characterization that enables one to understand why and how
theology originally divided into a systematic, a historical (in the narrower
sense), and a practical discipline — not in addition, but in keeping with the
specific unity of its theme. The philosophical understanding of a science is,
after all, not achieved by merely latching on to its factical and contingent,
pregiven structure and simply accepting the technical division of labor in
order then to join the various disciplines together externally and subsume
them under a “general” concept. Rather, a philosophical understanding
requires that we question beyond the factically existing structure and as-
certain whether and why this structure is demanded by the essence of the
science in question and to what extent the factical organization corresponds
to the idea of the science as determined by the character of its positum.

In reference to theology it thus becomes evident that, because it is a
conceptual interpretaton of Christian existence, the content of all its con-
cepts is essentially related to the Christian occurrence as such. 7o grasp the
substantive content and the specific mode of being of the Christian occurrence, and
to grasp it solely as it is testified to in faéth and for faith, is the task of systematic
theology. If indeed faithfulness is testified to in the soriptures, systemadc
theology is in its essence New Testament theology. In other words, theology
is not systematic in that it first breaks up the totality of the content of faith
into a series of Joci, in order then to reintegrate them within the frame-
work of a system and subsequently to prove the validity of the system. It
is systematic not by constructing a system, but on the contrary by avoid-
ing a system, in the sense that it seeks solely to bring clearly to light the
intrinsic ayotrua of the Christian occurrence as such, that is, to place the
believer who understands conceptually into the history of revelaton. The
more historical theology is and the more immediately it brings to word
and concept the historicity of faith, the more is it “systematic” and the
less likely is it to become the slave of a system. The radicality with which
one knows of this task and its methodological exigencies is the criterion
for the scientific level of a systematic theology. Such a task will be more
certainly and purely accomplished the more directly theology permits its
concepts and conceptual schemes to be determined by the mode of being
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and the specific substantive content of that entity which it objectifies. The
more unequivocally theology disburdens itself of the application of some
philosophy and its system, the more philosophical is its own radical scientific
character.

On the other hand, the more systematic theology is in the way we have
designated, the more immediately does it found the necessity of historical the-
ology in the narrower sense of exegesis, church history, and history of dogma.
If these disciplines are to be genuine theology and not special areas of the
general, profane historical sciences, then they must permit themselves to
be guided in the choice of their object by systematic theology correctly
understood.

The Christan occurrence’s interpretation of itself as a historical occur-
rence also implies, however, that its own specific historicity is appropriated
ever anew, along with an understanding, arising from that historicity, of
the possibilites of a faithful existence [Dasein]. Now because theology, as
a systematic as well as a historical discipline, has for its primary object the
Christian occurrence in its Christianness and its historicity, and because
this occurrence specifies itself as a mode of existence of the believer, and
existing is action, =palic, theology in its essence has the character of a practical
science. As the science of the action of God on human beings who act in faith
it is already “innately” homiletical. And for this reason alone is it possible
for theology itself to constitute itself in its factical organization as practcal
theology, as homiletics and catechetics, and not on account of contingent
requirements that demand, say, that it apply its theoretical propositions to
a practical sphere. Theology is systematic only when it is bistorical and practical.
It is bistorical only when it is systematic and practical. And it is practical only when
it is systematic and bistorical.

All of these characteristics essentially hang together. The contemporary
controversies in theology can turn into a genuine exchange and fruitful
communication only if the problem of theology as a science is followed back
to the central question that derives from considering theology as a positive
science: What is the ground of the specific unity and necessary plurality of
the systematic, historical, and practical disciplines of theology?

We can add a few clarifications to this sketchy outline of the character
of theology by showing what theology is not.

Etymologically regarded, theo-logy means: science of God. But God is
in no way the object of investigation in theology, as, for example, animals are
the theme of zoology. Theology is not speculative knowledge of God. And
we hit upon the concept of theology no better when we expand the theme
and say: The object of theology is the all-inclusive relationship of God to
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man and of man to God. In that case theology would be the philosophy
or the history of religion, in short, Religionswissenschaft. Even less is it the
psychology of religion, i.e., the science of man and his religious states and
experiences, the analysis of which is supposed to lead uldmately to the
discovery of God in man. One could, however, admit that theology does
not coincide in general with speculative knowledge of God, the scientific
study of religion, or the psychology of religion - and stll want to stress that
theology represents a special case of the philosophy and history of religion,
etc,, namely, the philosophical, historical, and psychological science of the
Christan religion.

Yet it is clear from what we have said that systematic theology is not a
form of the philosophy of religion applied to the Christian religion. Nor
is church history a history of religion limited to the Christian religion. In
all such interpretations of theology the idea of this science is abandoned
from the very beginning. That is, it is not conceived with regard to the
specific positve character of theology, but rather is arrived at by way of a
deduction and specialization of nontheological sciences - philosophy, his-
tory, and psychology - sciences that, indeed, are quite heterogeneous to
one another. Of course, to determine where the limits of the scientfic
character of theology lie, i.e., to detertnine how far the specific exigencies
of faithfulness itself can and do press for conceptual transparency and still
remain faithful, is both a difficult and a central problem. It is tied most
closely to the question about the original ground of the unity of the three
disciplines of theology.

In no case may we delimit the scientific character of theology by using
an other science as the guiding standard of evidence for its mode of proof
or as the measure of rigor of its conceptuality. In accord with the positum
of theology (which is essentally disclosed only in faith), not only is the
access to its object unique, but the evidence for the demonstration of its
propositions is quite special. The conceptuality proper to theology can
grow only out of theology itself. There is certainly no need for it to borrow
from other sciences in order to augment and secure its proofs. Nor indeed
can it attempt to substantate or justify the evidence of faith by drawing on
knowledge gained from other sciences. Ratber, theology itself is founded pri-
marily by faith, even though its statements and procedures of proof formally
derive from free operations of reason.

Likewise, the shortcomings of the nontheological sciences with respect
to what faith reveals is no proof of the legitimacy of faith. One can allow
“faithless” science to run up against and be shattered by faith only if one
already faithfully holds fast to the truth of faith. But faith misconceives
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itself if it then thinks that it is first proven right or even thereby fordfied
when the other sciences shatter against it. The substantve legiimacy of
all theological knowledge is grounded in faith itself, originates out of faith,
and leaps back into faith.

On the grounds of its specific positive character and the form of knowing
which this determines, we can now say that theology is a fully autonomous
ontc science. The question now arises: How is this positive science, with
its specific positive and scientific character, related to philosophy?

c) THE RELATION OF THEOLOGY,
AS A POSITIVE SCIENCE, TO PHILOSOPHY

If faith does not need philosophy, the science of faith as a positrve science
does. And here again we must disinguish: The positive science of faith
does not need philosophy for the founding and primary disclosure of its
positum, Christianness, which founds itself in its own manner. The positve
science of faith needs philosophy only in regard to its sciendfic character,
and even then only in a uniquely restricted, though basic, way.

As a science theology places itself under the claim that its concepts show
and are appropriate to the being that it has undermken to interpret. But is
it not the case that that which is to be interpreted in theological concepts is
precisely that which is disclosed only through, for, and in faith? Is not that
which is supposed to be grasped conceptually here something essenually
inconceivable, and consequently something whose content is not to be
fathomed, and whose legitimacy is not to be founded, by purely rational
means?

Nevertheless, something can very well be inconceivable and never pri-
marily disclosable through reason without thereby excluding a conceptual
grasp of itself. On the contrary: if its inconceivability as such is indeed to be
disclosed properly, it can only be by way of the appropriate conceptual in-
terpretadon — and that means pushingsuch interpretation to its very limits.
Otherwise the inconceivability remains, as it were, mute. Yet this interpre-
tation of faithful existence is the task of theology. And so, why philosophy?
Whatever is discloses itself only on the grounds of a preliminary (although
not explicitly known), preconceptual understanding of what and how such
a being is. Every ontc interpretation operates on the basis, at first and for
the most part concealed, of an ontology. But can such things as the cross,
sin, etc., which manifestly belong to the ontological context of Chrisdan-
ness, be understood specifically as to what they are and how they are, except
through faith? How does one ontologically disclose the what (the essence)
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and the how (the mode of being) underlying these fundamental concepts
that are constitutive of Christianness? Is faith to become the criterion of
knowledge for an ontological-philosophical explicaton? Are not the basic
theological concepts completely withdrawn from philosophical-ontological
reflection?

Of course one should not lose sight here of something essental: the
explication of basic concepts, insofar as it proceeds correctly, is never ac-
complished by explicating and defining isolated concepts with reference to
themselves alone and then operating with them here and there as if they
were playing chips. Rather, all such explication must take pains to envision
and hold constantly in view in its original totality the primary, self-contained
ontological context to which all the basic concepts refer. What does this
mean for the explicaton of basic theological concepts?

We characterized faith as the essential constitutive element of Christian-
ness: faith is rebirth. Though faith does not bring itself about, and though
what is revealed in faith can never be founded by way of a rational knowing
as exercised by autonomously functioning reason, nevertheless the sense of
the Christian occurrence as rebirth is that Dasein’s prefaithful, i.e., unbe-
lieving, existence is sublated [aufgehoben] therein. Sublated does not mean
done away with, but raised up, kept, and preserved in the new creation.
One’s pre-Christian existence is indeed existentelly, ontcally, overcome
in faith. But this existentiell overcoming of one’s pre-Christan existence
(which belongs to faith as rebirth) means precisely that one’s overcome
pre-Christian Dasein is existentally, ontologically included within faithful
existence. To overcome does not mean to dispose of, but to have at one's
disposition in a new way. Hence we can say that precisely because all basic
theological concepts, considered in their full regional context, include a
content that is indeed existentielly powerless, i.e., ontically sublated, they
are ontologically determined by a content that is pre-Christian and that can
thus be grasped purely rationally. All theological concepts necessarily con-
tain that understanding of being that is constitutive of human Dasein as
such, insofar as it exists at all." Thus, for example, sin is manifest only in
faith, and only the believer can factcally exist as a sinner. But if sin, which
is the counterphenomenon to faith as rebirth and hence a phenomenon of
existence, is to be interpreted in theological concepts, then the content of
the concept itself, and not just any philosophical preference of the theolo-
gian, calls for a return to the concept of guilt. But guilt is an original
ontological determination of the existence of Dasein.? The more originally
and appropriately the basic constituton of Dasein is brought to light in
a genuine ontological manner and the more originally, for example, the

SI



PATHMARKS

concept of guilt is grasped, the more clearly it can function as a guide for
the theological explication of sin.

But if one takes the ontological concept of guilt as a guide, then it seems
that it is primarily philosophy that decides about theological concepts. And,
then, is not theology being led on the leash by philosophy? Not at all. For
sin, in its essence, is not to be deduced rationally from the concept of guilt.
Even less so should or can the basic fact of sin be rationally demonstrated,
in whatever manner, by way of this orientation to the ontological concept of
guilt. Not even the factical possibility of sin is in the least bit evidenced in
this way. Only one thing is accomplished by this orientation; but that one
thing is indispensable for theology as a science: The theological concept
of sin as a concept of existence acquires that correction (i.e., co-direction)
that is necessary for it insofar as the concept of existence has pre-Christian
content. But the primary direction (derivadon), the source of its Christan
content, is given only by faith. Therefore ontology functions only as a corvective
to the ontic, and in particular pre-Christian, content of basic theological concepts.

Here one must note, however, that this correction does not found any-
thing, in the way, for example, that the basic concepts of physics acquire
from an ontology of nature their original foundation, the demonstration
of all their inner possibilities, and hence their higher truth. Rather, this
correction is only formally indicative; thatis to say, the ontological concept
of guilt as such is never a theme of theology. Also the concept of sin is
not simply built up upon the ontological concept of guilt. Nevertheless,
the latter is determinadve in one respect, in that it formally indicates the
ontological character of that region of being in which the concept of sin as
a concept of existence must necessarily maintain itself.

In thus formally indicating the ontological region, there lies the direc-
tive not to calculate philosophically the specific theological content of the
concept but rather to allow it to arise out of, and to present itself within,
the specific existential dimension of faith thereby indicated. Thus, formally
indicatng the ontological concept does not serve to bind but, on the con-
trary, to release and point to the specific, i.e., credal source of the disclosure
of theological concepts. The function of ontology here is not to direct, but
only, in “co-directng,” to correct.

Philosophy is the formally indicative ontological corvective of the ontic and, in
particular, of the pre-Christian content of basic theological concepts.

But it is not of the essence of philosophy, and it can never be estab-
lished by philosophy itself or for its own purpose, that it must have such a
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corrective function for theology. On the other hand, it can be shown that
philosophy, as the free questioning of purely self-reliant Dasein, does of its
essence have the task of directing all other nontheological, positive sciences
with respect to their ontological foundation. As ontology, philosophy does
provide the possibility of being employed by theology as a corrective, in the
sense we have discussed, if indeed theology is to be factical with respect to
the facticity of faith. The demand, however, that it must be so employed
is not made by philosophy as such but rather by theology, insofar as it un-
derstands itself to be a science. Insummary, then, the precise formulation is:

Philosophy is the possible, formally indicative ontological corrective of the ontic
and, in particular, of the pre-Christian content of basic theological concepts. But
philosophy can be what it is without functioning factically as this corrective.

This peculiar relatonship does not exclude but rather includes the fact
that faith, as a specific possibility of existence, is in its innermost core the
mortal enemy of the form of existence that is an essental part of philosophy
and that is factically ever-changing.+ Faith is so absolutely the mortal enemy
that philosophy does not even begin to want in any way to do battle with it.
This existentiell opposition between faithfulness and the free appropriation of
one’s whole Dasein is not first brought about by the sciences of theology
and philosophy but is prior to them. Furthermore, it is precisely this opposi-
tion that must bear the possibility of a community of the sciences of theology and
philosophy, if indeed they are to communicate in a genuine way, free from
illusions and weak attempts at mediation. Accordingly, there is no such
thing as a Christian philosophy; that is an absolute “square circle.” On the
other hand, there is likewise no such thing as a neo-Kandan, or axiolog-
ical, or phenomenological theology, just as there is no phenomenological
mathematics. Phenomenology is always only the name for the procedure
of ontology, a procedure that essentally distinguishes itself from that of all
other, positive sciences.

It is true that someone engaged in research can master, in addition to
his own positive science, phenomenology as well, or at least follow its
steps and investigations. But philosophical knowledge can become gen-
uinely relevant and fertle for his own positive science only when, within
the problematic that stems from such positive deliberaton on the ontic
correlations in his field, he comes upon the basic concepts of his science
and, furthermore, questons the suitability of traditional fundamental con-
cepts with respect to those beings that are the theme of his science. Then,
proceeding from the demands of his science and from the horizon of his
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own scientific inquiry, which lies, so to speak, on the frontiers of his ba-
sic concepts, he can search back for the original ontological consttuton
of those beings that are to remain and become anew the object of his sci-
ence. The questions that arise in this way methodically thrust beyond
themselves insofar as that about which they are asking is accessible and de-
terminable only ontologically. To be sure, scientfic communicaton be-
tween researchers in the positve sciences and philosophy cannot be ted
down to definite rules, especially since the clarity, certainty, and originality
of critiques by sciendsts of the foundations of their own positive sciences
change as often and are as varied as the stage reached and maintained by
philosophy at any point in clarifying its own essence. This communication
becomes and remains genuine, lively, and fruitful only when the respec-
tive positive-ontic and mranscendental-ontological inquiries are guided by
an instinct for the issues and by the certainty of scientific good sense, and
when all the questons about dominance, preeminence, and validity of the

sciences recede behind the inner necessities of the scientfic problem it-
self.

APPENDIX

The Theological Discussion of “The Problem of a Nonobjectifying
Thinking and Speaking in Today's Theology” — Some Pointers
to Its Major Aspects

Freiburg im Breisgau, March 11, 1964

What is it that is worth questioning in this problem? As far as I see, there
are three themes that must be thought through.

(1) Above all else one must determine what theology, as amode of think-
ing and speaking, is to place in discussion. That is the Christian faith, and
what is believed therein. Only if this is kept clearly in view can one inquire
how thinking and speaking are to be formulated so that together they cor-
respond to the proper sense and claim of faith and thus avoid projecting
into faith ideas that are alien to it.

(2) Prior to a discussion of momobjectfying thinking and speaking, it
is ineluctable that one state what is intended by objectifying thinking and
speaking. Here the queston arises whether or not all thinking and speaking
are objectifying by their very nature.

Should it prove evident that thinking and speaking are by no means in
themselves already objectifying, then this leads to a third theme.
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(3) One must decide to what extent the problem of a nonobjectifying
thinking and speaking is a genuine problem at all, whether one is not
inquiring here about something in such a way that only circumvents the
matter, diverts from the theme of theology and unnecessarily confounds
it. In this case the convened theological dialogue would have the task of
clearly seeing that it was on a path leading nowhere with its problem. This
would - so it seems — be a merely negative result of the dialogue. But it
only seems that way. For in truth this would necessitate that theology once
and for all get clear about the requisite of its major task not to borrow the
categories of its thinking and the form of its speech from philosophy or
the sciences, but to think and speak out of faith for faith with fidelity to its
subject matter. If this faith by the power of its own conviction concerns the
human being as human being in his very nature, then genuine theological
thinking and speaking have no need of any special preparation in order to
reach people and find a hearing among them.

These three themes have to be placed in discussion in more detail. 1
for my part, proceeding from philosophy, can give some pointers only with
regard to the second topic. For it is the task of theology to place in discus-
sion the first theme, which necessarily underlies the entre dialogue if it is
not to remain up in the air.

The third theme comprises the theological consequences of the first and
second, when they are treated sufficiently.

I shall now attempt to give some pointers for treating the second theme —
but this again only in the form of a few questions. One should avoid the
impression that dogmatic theses are being stated in terms of a Heideggerian
philosophy, when there is no such thing.

SOME POINTERS WITH REGARD TO
THE SECOND THEME

Prior to placing in discussion the question of a nonobjectfying thinking and
speaking in theology, it is necessary to reflect on what one understands by
an objectifying thinking and speaking, as this problem has been put to the
theological dialogue. This reflection necessitates that we ask:

Is objectifying thinking and speaking a particular kind of thinking and
speaking, or does all thinking as thinking, all speaking as speaking, neces-
sarily have to be objectifying?

This question can be decided only if beforehand the following questions
are clarified and answered:

55



PATIIMARKS

(a) What does objectifying mean?

(b) What does thinking mean?

(c) What does speaking mean?

(d) Isall thinking in itself a speaking, and all speaking in itself a thinking?

(e) In what sense are thinking and speaking objectfying, and in what
sense are they not?

It is of the nature of the matter that these questions interpenetrate when
we place them in discussion. The entire weight of these questions, how-
ever, lies at the basis of the problem of your theological dialogue. Moreover,
these same questions — when more or less clearly and adequately unfolded -
form the stll hidden center of those endeavors toward which the “phi-
losophy” of our day, from its most extreme counterpositions (Carnap —
Heidegger), tends. One calls these positons today: the technical-scientstic
view of language and the speculative-hermeneutical experience of language.

Both positions are determined by wsks profoundly different from one
another. The first position desires to subjugate all thinking and speaking,
including that of philosophy, to a sign-system that can be constructed log-
ically or technically, that is, to secure them as an instrument of science.
The other position has arisen from the question: what is it that is to be
experienced as the proper matter of philosophical thinking, and how is this
matter (being as being) to be said?

Hence neither positon is concerned with a philosophy of language as
a separate province (in the way we have a philosophy of nature or of art).
Rather, both positions recognize language as the realm within which the
thinking of philosophy and every kind of thinking and saying move and
reside. Insofar as the Western tradition has tended to determine the essence
of man as that living being that “has language,” as {@ov Aéyov Eyov (even
man as an acting being is such only as one that “has language”), the debate
between the two positions has nothing less at stake than the question of
human existence and its determination.

It is up to theology to decide in what manner and to what extent it can
and should enter into this debate.

We preface the following brief elucidatdon of questions (a) to (e) with
an observation that presumably led to the occasion for proposing the “prob-
lem of a nonobjectifying thinking and speaking in today's theology.” I mean
the widespread, uncritically accepted opinion thatall thinking, as represent-
ing, and all speaking, as vocalization, are already “objectfying.” It is not
possible here to trace this opinion in detail back to its origins. The deter-
mining factor has been the distinction, set forth in an unclarified manner
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long ago, between the rational and the irrational. This distinction in tumn
is brought to bear in the jurisdiction of a reasonable but itself unclarified
thinking.

Recently, however, the teachings of Nietzsche, Bergson, and the life-
philosophers set the standard for this claim concerning the objectfying
character of all thinking and speaking. To the extent that, in speaking,” we
say “is” everywhere, whether expressly or not, yet being means presence,
which in modern times has been interpreted as objectivity — to that extent
thinking as re-presenting and speaking as vocalization have inevitably en-
tailed a solidifying of the intrinsic flow of the “life-stream,” and thus a
falsifying thereof. On the other hand, such a consolidation of what is per-
manent, even though it falsifies, is indispensable for the preservaton and
continuance of human life. The following text from Nietzsche’s Will to
Power, no. 715 (1887/88), may suffice o document this variously modified
opinion: “The means of expression in language cannot be used to express
‘becoming’; to posit continually a more crude world of what is permanent, of
things, etc. [i.e., of objects] is part of our irredeemable need for preservation.”

The following pointers® to questions (a) through (e) are themselves to
be understood and thought through as questions. For the phenomenon
most worthy of thought and questioning remains the mystery of language -
wherein our entire reflection has to gather itself — above all when itdawnson
us that language is not a work of human beings: language speaks. Humans
speak only insofar as they co-respond to language. These statements are
not the offspring of some fantastic “mysticism.” Language is a primal
phenomenon which, in what is proper to it, is not amenable to factual
proof but can be caught sight of only in an unprejudiced experience of
language. Humans may be able to invent artificial speech constructions
and signs, but they are able to do so only in reference to and from out of
an already spoken language. Thinking remains critical also with respect to
primal phenomena. For to think critically means to distinguish (xpiveiv)
constantly between that which requires proof for its justification and that
which, to confirm its truth, demands a simple catching sight of and wking in.
Itis invariably easier to set forth a proof in a given case than, in a differently
presented case, to venture into catching sight of and holding in view.

(@) What does it mean to objectify? To make an object of something, to
posit it as object and represent it only as such. And what does object mean?
In the Middle Ages obiectum signified that which is thrown before, held
? First edition, 1970: Inadequate; instead: as those who dwell (i.e., interpret our abode in the

world).
First edition, 1970: The pointers deliberately leave the ontological difference unheeded.
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over and against our perceiving, imaginaton, judging, wishing, and intu-
iting. Subiectum, on the other hand, signified the Jroxeluevoyv, that which
lies present before us from out of itself (not brought before us by repre-
sentation), whatever is present, e.g., things. The signification of the words
subiectum and obiectum is precisely the reverse of what subject and object
usually mean today: subiectum is what exists independently (objectively),
and obiectum is what is merely (subjectively) represented.

As aconsequence of Descartes’s reformulation of the concept of subiectum
(cf. Holzwege, pp. 98ff.), the concept of object [Objekt] also ends up with a
changed signification. For Kant object means what exists as standing over
against [Gegenstand ] the experience of the natural sciences. Every object
stands overagainst, but noteverything standing over against (e.g., the thing-
in-itself) is a possible object. The categorical imperative, moral obligation,
and duty are not objects of natural-scientific experience. When they are
thought about, when they are intended in our actions, they are not thereby
objectified.

Our everyday experience of things, in the wider sense of the word, is
neither objectfying nor a placing over against. When, for example, we
sit in the garden and wake delight in a blossoming rose, we do not make
an object of the rose, nor do we even make it something standing over
against us in the sense of something represented thematically. When in
tacit saying [Sagen] we are enthralled with the lucid red of the rose and
muse on the redness of the rose, then this redness is neither an object nor
a thing nor something standing over against us like the blossoming rose.
The rose stands in the garden, perhaps sways to and fro in the wind. But
the redness of the rose neither stands in the garden nor can it sway to and
fro in the wind. All the same we think it and tell of it by naming it. There
is accordingly a thinking and saying that in no manner objectifies or places
things over against us.

The statue of Apollo in the museum at Olympia we can indeed regard as
an object of natural-scientific representation; we can calculate the physical
weight of the marble; we can investigate its chemical composition. But this
objectifying thinking and speaking does not catch sight of the Apollo who
shows forth his beauty and so appears as the visage of the god.

(b) What does it mean to think? If we heed what has just been set forth,
it will be clear that thinking and speaking are not exhausted by theoretical
and natural-scientific representation and statement. Thinking rather is that
comportment that lets itself be given, by whatever shows itself in whatever
way it shows itself, what it has to say of that which appears. Thinking is
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not necessarily a representing of something as an object. Only the thinking
and speaking of the natural sciences is objectifying. If all thinking as such
were objectifying, then it would be meaningless to fashion works of art, for
they could never show themselves to anyone: one would immediately make
an object of that which appears and thus would prevent the artwork from
appearing.

The assertion that all thinking as thinking is objectifying is without
foundaton. It rests on a disregard of phenomena and belies a lack of
critdque.

(c) Whatdoes it mean to speak? Does language consist only in convert-
ing what is thought into vocables, which one then perceives only as tones
and sounds that can be idendfied objectvely? Or is the vocalization of
speech (in a dialogue) something entirely different from a series of acousti-
cally objectifiable sounds furnished with a signification by means of which
objects are spoken about? Is not speaking, in what is most proper to it, a
saying, a manifold showing of that which hearing, i.e., an obedient heeding
of what appears, lets be said? Can one, if we keep only this carefully in
view, still assert uncritically that speaking, as speaking, is always already
objectifying? When we speak condolence to a sick person and speak to him
heart to heart, do we make an object of this person? Is language only an
instrument that we employ to manipulate objects? Is language at all within
the human being’s power of disposal? Is language only a work of humans?
Is the human being that being that has language in its possession? Or is
it language that “has” human beings, insofar as they belong to, pay heed
to language, which first opens up the world to them and at the same dme
thereby their dwelling in the world?

(d) Isall thinking a form of speaking and all speaking a form of thinking?

The questions placed in discussion up to now direct us to surmise that
thinking and speaking belong together (form an identity). This identty
was testified to long ago, insofar as A6yog and Aéyewv simultaneously signify
talking and thinking. But this identity has stll not been adequately placed
in discussion and commensurately experienced. One principal hindrance
is concealed in the fact that the Greek explication of language, that is to
say the grammadcal interpretation, is oriented to stating something about
things. Later, modern metaphysics reinterpreted things to mean objects.
This suggested the erroneous opinion that thinking and speaking refer to
objects and only to objects. '

If, on the other hand, we keep in view the decisive matter at stake,
namely, that thinking is in each case a letting be said of what shows itself,
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and accordingly a co-responding (saying) to that which shows itself, then it
will become evident to what extent poetizing too is a pensive saying. And
the proper nature of this saying, it will be admitted, cannot be determined
by means of the traditional logic of statements about objects.

It is this insight into the interrelation of thinking and saying that lets us
see that the thesis that thinking and speaking as such necessarily objectify
is untenable and arbitrary.

(e) In what sense do thinking and speaking objectify, and in what sense
do they not? Thinking and speaking objectify, i.e., posit as an object some-
thing given, in the field of natural-scientific and technical representation.
Here they are of necessity objectifying, because scientific-technological
knowing must establish its theme in advance as a calculable, causally expli-
cable Gegenstand, i.e., as an object as Kant defined the word. Outside this
field thinking and speaking are by no means objectfying.

But today there is a growing danger that the scientific-technological
manner of thinking will spread to all realms of life. And this magnifies
the deceptive appearance that makes all thinking and speaking seem objec-
tfying. The thesis that asserts this dogmatcally and without foundation
promotes and supports for its part a portentous tendency: to represent
everything henceforth only technologically-scientifically as an object of
possible control and manipulation. This process of unrestrained techno-
logical objectification naturally also affects language itself and its determi-
naton. Language is deformed into an instrument of reportage and cal-
culable information. It is treated like a manipulable object, to which our
manner of thinking must conform. And yet the saying of language is not
necessarily an expressing of propositions about objects. Language, in what
is most proper to it, is a saying of that which reveals itself to human beings
in manifold ways and which addresses itself to human beings insofar as they
do not, under the dominion of objectifying thinking, confine themselves to
the latter and close themselves off from what shows itself.

That thinking and speaking are objectifying only in a derivative and
limited sense can never be deduced by way of scientific proof. Insight into
the proper nature of thinking and saying comes only by holding phenomena
in view without prejudice.

Hence it just might be erroneous to suppose that only that which can be
objectively calculated and proven technically and scientifically as an object
is capable of being.

This erroneous opinion is oblivious of something said long ago that
Aristotle wrote down: &5t Y& aradeuvaia o ui, yiyvdoxewv tivov et
Irteiv 2x68ediv xai tivev o) 3ei. “It is the mark of not being properly
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brought up, not to see in relationship to what it is necessary to seek proofs
and when this is not necessary” (Metaphysics, 1006 a6ff.).

Now that we have given these pointers we may turn to the third theme -
the decision whether and to what extent the theme of the dialogue is a
genuine problem - and say the following:

On the basis of our deliberations on the second theme, the problem put
by the dialogue must be expressed less equivocally. It must, in a pur-
posely pointed formulaton, read: “the problem of a nontechnological,
non-natural-scientific thinking and speaking in today’s theology.” From
this more commensurate reformulation, it is very clear that the problem as
stated is not a genuine problem insofar as it is geared to a presupposition
whose nonsense is evident to anyone. Theology is not a natural science.

Yet the problem as stated conceals the positve task for theology. That
task is for theology to place in discussion, within its own realm of the
Christian faith and out of the proper nature of that faith, what theology
has to think and how it has to speak. This task also includes the question
whether theology can sdll be a science - because presumably it should not
be a science at all.

ADDITION TO THE POINTERS

An example of an outstanding nonobjectifying thinking and speaking is
poetry.

In the third of the Somnets to Orpheus, Rilke says in poetic speech by
what means poetc thinking and saying is determined. “Gesang ist Dasein” —
“Song is existence” (cf. Holzwege, pp. 292ff.). Song, the singing saying
of the poet, is “not coveting,” “not soliciting” that which is ultimately
accomplished by humans as an effect.

Poedc saying is “Dasein,” existence. This word, “Dasein,” is used here
in the traditional metaphysical sense. It signifies: presence.

Poetc thinking is being in the presence of . .. and for the god. Presence
means: simple willingness that wills nothing, counts on no successful out-
come. Being in the presence of ...: purely letting the god's presence be
said.

Such saying does not posit and represent anything as standing over
against us or as object. There is nothing here that could be placed be-
fore a grasping or comprehending representation.

“A breath for nothing.” “Breath” stands for a breathing in and out, for
a letdng be said that responds to the word given us. There is no need for
an extensive discussion in order to show that underlying the question of a
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thinking and saying commensurate to the matter at stake is the question of
the being of whatever is and shows itself in each instance.

Being as presence can show itself in various modes of presence. What
is present does not have to stand over against us; what stands over against
us does not have to be empirically perceived as an object. (Cf. Heidegger,

Nietzsche, vol. 11, sections VIII and IX.)
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From the Last Marburg Lecture Course

Translated by Michael Heim'

[373] In the summer semester of 1928 this lecture course set itself the task
of attempting a confrontadon with Leibniz. This intent was guided by its
perspective on the ecstatic being-in-the-world of human beings granted by
a look into the queston of being.

The first Marburg semester of 1923/24 had ventured a corresponding
confrontadon with Descartes, one which then became part of Being and
Time (§§19-21).

These and other interpretations were shaped by the insight that in our
philosophical thought we are a dialogue with the thinkers of previous times.
Such a dialogue means something other than completing a system of phi-
losophy through a historiographical presentaton of philosophy’s history.
Nor should it be compared to that unique identity that Hegel attained for
the thinking of his thought or of the history of thinking.

In keeping with tradition, the metaphysics that Leibniz develops is an
interpretation of the substantality of substance.

The following text, which has been excerpted and revised from the said
lecture course, attempts to show the projection and guiding thread on the
basis of which Leibniz determines the being of beings.

The word Leibniz chooses to designate the substantiality of substance
is already indicatdve. Substance is monad. The Greek word povdg means
the simple, unity, the one. But it means also: the individual, the solitary.
Leibniz uses the word monad only after he had developed his metaphysics of
substance, after 1696. All the fundamental Greek meanings are contained,
as it were, in what Leibniz intends by this word. The essence of [374]
substance resides in its being a monad. Beings proper have the character of
the simple unity of the individual, of whatstandsby itself. To anticipate, the
monad is that which simply and originarily unifies and which individuates
in advance.
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Three things are therefore to be kept in mind if we are to adequately
define the monad:

(1) The monads, the units or points, are not themselves in need of
unification but rather are that which gives unity. They make something
possible.

(2) The units that confer unity are themselves primordially unifying,
in a certain sense active. Therefore Leibniz designates these points vis
primitiva, force primitive, primordially simple force.

(3) This conception of the monad has metaphysical-ontological intent.
Thus Leibniz also calls the points points metaphysiques, “metaphysical
points,” and not mathematical points (G. IV, 482; E. 126).? They are further
called “formal atoms,” not material atoms. That is, they are not ultimate,
elemental pieces of v, of materia, but they are the primordial, indivisible
principle of formaton, of the forma, the €(80¢.

Every independent being is constituted as monad. Leibnizstates, “ipsum
persistens ... primitivam vim habet”: Every independent being is endowed
with force (G. II, 262).

Understanding the metaphysical meaning of the doctrine of monads
depends on correctly understanding the concept of vis primitiva.

The problem of the substantiality of substance should be solved posi-
tvely, and for Leibniz this problem is a problem of unity, of the monad.
Everything said about force and its metaphysical function must be under-
stood from the perspective of the problem of defining the unity of substance
in a positive way. The nature of force must be understood by way of the
problem of unity as it is inherent in substantality. Leibniz delineates his
concept of force, of vis actfva, against the Scholastc [375] concepton of
potentia activa [actve power]. Vis activa and potentia activa seem literally to
say the same. But:

Differt enim vis activa a potenta nuda vulgo scholis cognita, quod potenda activa
Scholasticorum, seu facultas, nihil aliud est quam propinqua agendi possibilitas,
quae tamen aliena excitatone et velut simulo indiget, ut in actum transferatur.

Vis activa differs from the mere power to act familiar to the Schools, for the actve
power or faculty of the Scholastcs is nothing but a proximate possibility of actng,
of accomplishing, which needs an external excitatdon or simulus, as it were, to be
transferred into action. (G. IV, 469)

The potentia activa of the Scholastics is merely a disposition to act, a
disposition that is about to act but does not yet act. It is a present-at-hand
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capacity in something present at hand, a capacity that has not yet come into
play.

Sed vis activa actum quendam sive €vieAéyeiav contnet, atque inter facultatem
agendi acdonemque ipsam media est, et conatum involvit.

But vis activa contains a cerain acting that is already actual, an entelechy, and is thus
midway between a merely static capacity for acting and the act itself and involves
an intrinsic conatus, a seeking. (Ibid.)

The vis activa is accordingly a certain activity and, nevertheless, not
activity in its real accomplishment. It is a capacity, but not a capacity at
rest. We call what Leibniz means here “to tend toward...” or, better
yet, in order to bring out the specific, already somewhat actual moment of
activity: to press or drive toward, drive [Drang]. Neither a dispositon nor
a process is meant, rather a leting something be taken on (namely, taken
upon oneself), a being set on oneself (as in the idiom “he is set on it”), a
taking it on oneself.

Of itself, drive characterisdcally leads into activity, not just occasionally
but [376] essendally. This leading into requires no prior external stimulus.
Drive is the impulse that in its very essence is self-propulsive. The phe-
nomenon of drive not only brings along with it, as it were, the cause, in the
sense of release, but drive is as such always already released. It is triggered,
however, in such a way that it is still always tensed. Drive can indeed be
inhibited in its thrust, but even as inhibited it is not the same as a static
capacity for acting. Eliminating whatever inhibits it can nevertheless first
allow the thrust to become free. The disappearance of whatever inhibits it,
or, to use Max Scheler’s felicitous expression, disinhibition [Enthemmung),
is something other than an additional cause coming from outside. Leibniz
says: “Atque ita per se ipsam in operatdonem fertur; nec auxiliis indiget,
sed sola sublatone impedimend” [It is thus carried into action by itself and
needs no help, but only the removal of an impediment] (ibid.). The image
of a bent bow illustrates his meaning. The expression “force” can therefore
easily lead us astray, because it suggests the idea of a static property.

Afer this clarification of vis activa as drive, Leibniz arrives at the essen-
tdal definition: “Et hanc agendi virtutem omni substantiae inesse ajo, sem-
perque aliquam ex ea actionem nasci”: I say that this power of acting inheres
in every substance (consttutes its substantality) and that some action al-
ways arises from it (ibid., 470). In other words, it is drive and is productve.
Producere means: to lead something forth, to let it come out of itself and to
maintain this outcome in itself. This applies also to corporeal substances.
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When bodies impact on one another, the drive only becomes variously lim-
ited and restricted. Those (the Cartesians) overlooked this “qui essentiam
eius (substantiam corporis) in sola extensione collocaverunt” [who located
the essence (of corporeal substance) in extension alone] (ibid.).

Every being has this character of drive and is defined, in its being,
as having drive. This is the monad’s fundamental metaphysical feature,
though the structure of drive has not yet been explicitly determined.

(377] Implied here is a metaphysical statement of the greatest impor-
tance, which we must now anticipate. For, as universal, this interpretaton
of what properly is must also explain the possibility of beings as a whole.
What does the fundamental claim of the monadology imply about the way
the various beings are present together in the universe as a whole?

If the essence of substance is interpreted as monad, and the monads are
interpreted as vis primitiva, as drive, conatus, nisus prae-existens, as originarily
driving and bearing within them that which completely unifies, then the
following questions arise with respect to this interpretaton of beings and
its important consequences:

(1) To what extent is drive as such that which unifies in an originary and
simple manner?

(2) How, on the basis of the monadic character of substances, are we to
interpret their unity and togetherness in the universe?

If each being, each monad, has its own drive, that means it brings along
with it the essentals of its being, the goal and manner of its drive. All the
concomitant drives operative in the other monads are, in their possible re-
ladon to each individual monad, essendally negative. No substance can
confer its drive, which is its essental being, on other substances. It can
merely inhibit or disinhibit, and even this negative function it can exer-
cise only indirectly. The relaton one substance has to another is solely
restrictive and hence negative in nature.

Leibniz is very clear on this point:

Apparebit edam ex nostris meditatonibus, substantiam creatam ab alia substantia
creata non ipsam vim agendi, sed praeexistentis iam nisus sui, sive virtutis agendi,
limites tantummodo ac determinationem accipere.

(It will be apparent from our meditations that one created substance receives from
another created substance, not the force of acting itself but only the limits and the
determination of its own preexistent striving or power of action.]

This nisus praeexistens is decisive. Leibniz concludes by saying: “Ut
alia nunc raceam ad solvendum illud problema difficile, de substantdarum
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operatione in se invicem, profutura.” [Not to speak now of other matters,
I shall leave the solution of the difficult problem of the mutual action of
substances upon each other for the future.]

[378] N.B. Leibniz describes vis actfva also as éviehéyeia, with reference
to Aristode (cf., for instance, the New System, §3). In the Monadology (§18)
he adds the explanation for this designation: “car elles ont en elles une
certaine perfection (£xouot 1o évieréc)™: for they have in them a certain
perfecton, in a certain manner they carry within them a completeness,
insofar as each monad (as will be shown later) brings its positive content
already with it, and brings it in such a way that this content is potentially
the universe itself.

This construal of évtehéyeia does not conform to Aristotle’s real inten-
don. On the other hand, by giving it new meaning, Leibniz claims this very
term for his monadology.

Already in the Renaissance évteAéyewa was translated in the Leibnizian
sense with perfectibabia; the Monadology, in §48, names Hermolaus Barbarus
the translator of the term. In the Renaissance, Hermolaus Barbarus trans-
lated and commented on Aristote and on the commentary of Themistus
(320-390), and he did so in order to restore the Greek Aristotle against me-
dieval Scholasticism. Naturally his task harbored considerable difficulties.
The story goes that, compelled by his perplexity over the philosophical
meaning of the term évtehéyea, he invoked the Devil to provide him with
instruction.

At this point we have explained, in general, the concept of vis activa:
(1) vis actrva means “drive.” (2) This drive is supposed to be inherent in every
substance as substance. (3) Some accomplishing or carrying out continually
arises from drive.

But now we are just coming to the real metaphysical problem of substan-
dality, to the question about the unity of substance as that which primarily
is. Leibniz calls that which is not substance a “phenomenon,” something
derivative, a surplus.

The unity belonging to the monads is not the result of an accumula-
ton, a subsequent addition; rather, the unity is to be found in that which
confers unity in advance. Unity as the conferral of unity is active, [379) vis
activa, drive as the primum constitutivaem of the unity of substance. Herein
lies the central problem of the monadology, the problem of drrve and of
substantiality.

The fundamental character of this actvity has now come into view. It
remains to be seen how drive should itself be unity-conferring. A further
quesdon of decisive importance is: On the basis of this intrinsically unitary
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monad, how does the universe as a whole constitute itself in its intercon-
nectedness?

We first need to interpose another consideration. We emphasized sev-
eral times that we can find the metaphysical meaning of the monadology
only when we venture to construct essental connections and perspectives,
and when we do so by following that which directed Leibniz himself in
projecting the monadology.

The monadology tries to clarify the being of beings. Hence a paradig-
matic idea of being must be obtained somewhere. Such an idea has been
found where something like being manifests itself immediately to the one
asking philosophical quesdons. We comport ourselves toward beings, be-
come involved with and lose ourselves in them; we are overwhelmed and
captvated by beings. Yetnot only do we relate to beings, but we are likewise
ourselves beings. This we each are, and we are so, not indifferently, but in
such a way that our very own being is a concern for us. Aside from other
reasons, one’s own being as that of the questoner is therefore in a certain
way always the guiding thread: so too in projecting the monadology. What
is thereby seen in advance, however, remains uninterrogated ontologically.

Constant regard for our own existence [Dasein], for the ontological con-
stitution and manner of being of one’s own “I,” provides Leibniz with the
model of the unity he attributes to every being. This becomes clear in
many passages. Clarity about this guiding thread is of decisive imporsance
for understanding the monadology.

De plus, par le moyen de I'ime ou forme, il y a une véritable unité qui répond 3 ce
qu’on appelle MOI en nous; ce qui ne [380] sauroit avoir lieu ni dans les machines
de I'art, ni dans la simple masse de la matiére, quelque organisée qu’elle puisse étre;
qu'on ne peut considérer que comme une armée ou un troupeau, ou COmMmMe un
étang plein de poissons, ou comme une montre composée de ressorts et de roues.

By means of regarding the “soul” or the “form™ there results the idea of a true unity
corresponding to what in us is called the “I”; such a unity could not occur in artficial
machines or in a simple mass of matter as such, however organized (formed) it may
be. It can only be compared, then, to an army or a herd, or to a pond full of fish, or
a watch composed of springs and wheels. (New System, §11)

Substantiam ipsam potentia activa et passiva primitivis praeditam, velud 1o Ego
vel simile, pro indivisibili seu perfecta monade habeo, non vires illas derivatas quae
continue aliae atque aliae reperientur.

I regard substance itself, if indeed it has originarily the character of drive, as an indi-
visible and perfect monad - comparable to our ego. . .. (Letter to the Cartesian de
Volder, philosopherat the University of Leyden, June 20, 1703; G.1I, 251; B. 11, 325)
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Operae autem pretium est considerare, in hoc principio Actionis plurimum inesse
intelligibilitats, quia in eo est analogum aliquod ei quod inest nobis, nempe per-
ceptio et appetitio, . ..

It can be further suggested that this principle of activity (drive) is intelligible to us in
the highest degree because it forms to some extent an analogue to what is intrinsic
to ourselves, namely, representing and striving. (Letter to de Volder, June 30, 1704;
G. 1], 270; B. 11, 347)

Here it is especially evident, first, that the analogy with the “I” is essen-
dal and, second, that precisely this origin results in the highest degree of
intelligibility.

Ego vero nihil aliud ubique et per omnia pono quam quod in nostra anima in mulds
casibus admittimus omnes, nempe mutadones [381] internas spontaneas, atque ita
uno mentis ictu totam rerum summam exhaurio.

I, on the contrary, presuppose everywhere only that which all of us have to admit
happens frequently enough in our soul, that is, intrinsic self-activated changes, and
with this single presupposition of thought I exhaust the entire sum of things. (Letter
to de Volder, 1705; G. 11, 276; B. 11, 3 50)

So the only presupposition, the proper content of the metaphysical pro-
jecton, is this idea of being that is taken from the experience of the self,
from the self-activated change perceptible in the ego, from the actvity of
drive.

“If we conceive substantial forms (vis primitiva) as something analogous
to souls, then one may doubt whether they have been repudiated rightfully”
(letter to Johann Bernoulli, July 29, 1698; G. Math. Schr.3 III, s21; B. I,
366). This does not mean substandal forms are simply souls, that they are
new things and small particles, but they rather correspond to the soul. The
latter merely serves as incentive for projecting the basic structure of the
monad.

... et c’est ainsi, qu'en pensant a nous, nous pensons a I'Etre, a la substance, au
simple ou au composé, a I'immatériel et 2 Dieu méme, en concevant que ce qui est
bomé en nous, est en lui sans bornes.

It is thus, as we think of ourselves, that we think of being, of substance, of the simple
and the compound, of the immaterial, and of God himself, conceiving of that which
is limited in us as being without limits in him. (via eminentiae.) (Monadology, §30)

From where, then, does Leibniz take the guiding thread for determining
the being of beings? Being is interpreted by analogy with soul, life, and
spirit. The guiding thread is the “I.”
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That concepts themselves and truth do not come from the senses, but
arise in the “I” and the understanding, is shown by aletter to Queen Sophia
Charlotte of Prussia: Lertre [382] touchant ce qui est indépendant des Sens et de
la Matiére, “On What Is Independent of Sense and Matter” (1702; G. VI,
499ff; B. I1, g10ff.).

For the entre problem concerning the guiding thread of self-reflection
and self-consciousness in general this letter is of great importance. In it
Leibniz says:

Cette pensée de moy, qui m’appergois des objets sensibles, et de ma propre action qui
en resulte, adjoute quelque chose aux objets des sens. Penser 2 quelque couleur et
considerer qu’'ony pense, ce sont deux pensées tres diff erentes, autant que la couleur
méme differe de moy qui y pense. Et comme je congois que d'autres Estres peuvent
aussi avoir le droit de dire moy, ou qu’on pourroit le dire pour eux, c’est par la que
je congois ce qu'on appelle la substance en general, et c’est aussi la consideration
de moy méme, qui me fournit d'autres notions de metapbysique, comme de cause,
effect, action, similitude etc., et méme celles de la Logigue et de la Morale.

This thought of myself, who perceives sensible objects, and of my own action which
results from it, adds something to the objects of sense. To think of some color and
to consider that I think of it — these two thoughts are very different, just as much as
color itself differs from the ego who thinks of it. And since I conceive that there are
other beings who also have the right to say “I” or for whom this can be said, it is
by this that I conceive what is called substance in general. It is the consideraton of
myself which provides me also with other metaphysical concepts, such as those of
cause, effect, action, similarity, etc., and even with those of logic and ethics. (G. VI,
so2; B. 10, 414)

“L’Estre méme et la Verité ne s’apprend pas tout a fait par les sens”: Being
itself and »uth are not understood completely through the senses (ibid.).

“Cette conception de !’Estre et de la Verité se trouve donc dans ce Moy,
et dans ’Entendement plustost que dans les sens externes [383] et dans la
perception des objets exterieurs™ This conception of being and of truth is
thus found in the ego and in the understanding rather than in the external
senses and the perception of exterior objects (G. VI, so3; B. II, 415).

Regarding knowledge of being in general, Leibniz says: “Et je voudrois
bien savoir, comment nous pourrions avoir I'idee de I’estre, si nous n’estions
des Estres nous mémes, et ne trouvions ainsi I'estre en nous” (New Essays I,
1, §23; cf. also §2 1 and Monadology, §30). Here, too, being and subjectivity
are brought together, albeit in a way that can be misunderstood: We could
not have the idea of being if we were not ourselves beings and found beings
in ourselves.
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Certainly we must be — as Leibniz indicates - in order to have the idea
of being. It is, to speak metaphysically, our very essence that we cannot
be what we are without the idea of being. An understanding of being is
constitutive for Dasein (Discourse on Metaphysics, §27).

But from this it does not follow that we obtain the idea of being by
recourse to ourselves as beings.

We ourselves are the source of the idea of being. But this source must be
understood as the transcendence of Dasein as ecstatic. Only on the ground
of transcendence is there the articulation of the various ways of being.
Determining the idea of being as such is, however, a difficult and uldmate
problem.

Because an understanding of being belongs to the subject as Dasein in
its ranscendence, the idea of being can be drawn from the subject.

What is the result of all this? First, that Leibniz - for all his differences
with Descartes - like Descartes maintains the self-certainty of the “I” as
the primary certainty. Like Descartes, he sees in the “I,” in the ego cogito,
the dimension out of which all fundamental metaphysical concepts must be
drawn. The attempt is made to solve the problem of being as the funda-
mental problem of metaphysics by recourse to the subject. And yet [384]
in Leibniz too, just as in his predecessors and successors, this recourse to
the “I” remains ambiguous, because the “I” is not grasped in its essential
structure and specific manner of being.

The function of the ego as guiding thread is equivocal in many respects.
On the one hand, the subject is the exemplary being with regard to the
problem of being. The subject itself, as a being, in its being provides the
idea of being in general. On the other hand, however, the subject is as a
subject that understands being; as a being of a particular kind, it has, n its
being, an understanding of being, where being does not only mean existing
Dasein.

Despite a highlighting of genuine ontic phenomena, the concept of the
subject itself remains unclarified ontologically.

This is why, precisely with Leibniz, the impression must arise that the
monadological interpretation of beings is simply anthropomorphism, some
universal animism by analogy with the “I.” But this would be a superficial
and arbitrary reading. Leibniz himself tries to ground this analogical con-
sideration metaphysically: “... cum rerum natura sit uniformis nec ab aliis
substantiis simplicibus ex quibus toturn consistit Universum, nostra infinite
differre possit™ For since the nature of things is uniform, our own nature
cannot differ infinitely from the other simple substances of which the whole
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universe consists (letter to de Volder, June 30, 1704; G. II, 270; B. II, 347).
Of course the general ontological principle Leibniz cites in order to ground
his observation here would itself still have to be grounded.

Instead of being satisfied with a crude confirmaton of anthropomor-
phism, we must ask conversely: Which structures of our own Dasein are
supposed to become relevant for the interpretaton of the being of sub-
stance? How are these structures modified so as to have the preroga-
tive of making intelligible monadologically every being and all levels of
being?

(385] The central problem that must be raised once more is: How does
thedrive that distinguishes substance as such confer unity? How mustdrive
itself be defined?

If drive, or what is defined as that which is as drive, is supposed to confer
unity insofar as it is as drive, then it must itself be simple. It must have no
parts in the sense of an aggregate, a collecdon. The primum constitutroum
(G. II, 342) must be an indivisible unity.

“Quae res in plura (actu iam existentia) dividi potest, ex pluribus est
aggregata, et res quae ex pluribus aggregata est, non est unum nisi mente
nec habet realitatem nisi a contentis mutuatam” [Whatever can be divided
into many (actually existing) is an aggregate of many, and something that
is an aggregate of many is not one, except mentally, nor does it have reality
except by borrowing it from its contents] (letter to de Volder, G. II, 267).
That which is divisible has only a borrowed content.

“Hinc jam inferebam, ergo dantur in rebus unitates indivisibiles, quia
alioqui nulla erit in rebus unitas vera, nec realitas non mutuata. Quod est
absurdum” [From this I now inferred that there are indivisible unides in
things because otherwise there will be no true unity in things nor a reality
that is not borrowed. And that is absurd] (ibid.).

La Monade dont nous parlerons ici, n’est autre chose, qu’une substance simple, qui
entre dans les composés; simple, c’est a dire, sans partes.

The monad we are to discuss here is nothing but a simple substance that enters into
compounds. It is simple, i.e., it has no parts. (Monadology, §1)

If, however, substance is simply unifying, there must already be some-
thing manifold that it unifies. For otherwise the problem of unificadon
would be senseless and superfluous. That which unifies and whose essence
is to unify must therefore essentally have a relation to the manifold. There
must be a manifold precisely in the monad as simply unifying. The monad
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as essentally unifying must as such predelineate the possibility of a mani-
fold.

Drive as simply unifying and as executing this drive must at the same time
carry within itself something manifold, must be something manifold. In
that case, however, the manifold too must have the character of active drive
[Dringen), of something pressed upon [Be-dringte] and driven [Gedrangte),
of movement in general. Something manifold in modon is something
changeable, [386] that which changes. Yet in drive, it is drive itself that is
pressed upon. The change in drive, that which changes within the active
drive itself, is that which is driven (das Ge-dringte).

Drive, as primum constitutivum, should be simply unifying and both origin
and mode of being of the changeable.

“Simply unifying” means that the unity should not be the subsequent
assembling of a collection, but the original organizing unificadon. The
constitutive principle of unification must be prior to that which is subject to
possible unification. What unifies must anticipate by reaching abead toward
something from which every manifold has already received its unity. That
which is simply unifying must be originally a reaching out and, as reaching
out, must embrace in advance in such a way that every manifold is in each
case already made manifold within the grasp of such embrace. As reaching
out and grasping in its embrace it already surpasses in advance, it is substantia
prae-eminens (letter to de Volder, G. II, 252; S. II, 35).

Drive, vis primitiva as primum constitutivum of original unification, must
therefore be a reaching out and embracing. Leibniz expresses this by saying
that the monad is in its essence fundamentally pre-bensive, re-presenting [vor-
stellend, re-prisentierend).*

The deepest metaphysical motive for the monad’s characteristic prehen-
sion is the ontological unifying functdon of drive. This motive remained
concealed from Leibniz himself. Yet according to the very nature of the
matter, this can be the only motive, and not the following reasoning: The
monad is, as force, something living, and living things have a soul, and the
soul, in turn, has apprehension [Vorstellen]. This form of reasoning would
remain a superficial applicaton of the psychic to beings in general.

Because drive is supposed to be that which originarily and simply uni-
fies, it must be a reaching out and embracing; it must be “pre-hensive”
[“vor-stellend”]. Pre-hension [Vor-stellen] is to be understood here onto-
logically, structurally, and not as a particular faculty of the soul. Thus, in its
metaphysical essence, the monad is not soul but, conversely, sou/ is one pos-
sible modification of the monad. Drive [387] is not a process that occasionally
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also prehends or even produces prehensions, but is essendally prehensive.
The structure of the drive process is iself a reaching out, it is ecstadc. Pre-
hension is not a pure staring, but is an antcipatory reaching that directs
itself toward the manifold and unifies itin the simple. In Principles of Nature
and of Grace (§2) Leibniz states: “... les actions internes . . . ne peuvent étre
autre chose que ses perceptions, (c'est a dire les représentations du composé,
ou de ce qui est dehors, dans le simple)....” [... internal actions ... can
be nothing other than its perceptions (that is to say, representations of the
composite, or of what is outside, in the simple).] To des Bosses he writes:
“Percepto nihil aliud quam multorum in uno expressio” [Perception is
nothing other than the expression of many in one] (G. I, 311), and: “Nun-
quam versatur perceptio circa objecturn in quo non sit aliqua varietas seu
muldtudo” [Perception never turns to an object in which there is not some
variety or muldplicity] (ibid., 317).

Along with “apprehension” [“Vorstellen”] there is also a “striving” that
belongs to the structure of drive (vonaig — dpeéig). In addition to perceptio
(repraesentatio), Leibniz expressly mentions a second faculty, appetitus [ap-
petdon). He has to give special emphasis to appetitus only because he has
not himself immediately grasped the essence of vis activa with sufficient
radicality - despite his clearly contrasting it with potentia activa and actio.
Force apparently remains itself stll something substandal, a core that is
then endowed with apprehending and striving, whereas in fact drive is in
itself already an apprehending striving or a striving apprehending. To be
sure, the characteristic of appetitus has itself a special meaning and does not
mean the same as drive. Appetitus refers to a particular, essental, constitu-
tive moment of drive, as does perceptio.

Drive as originarily unifying must already andcipate every possible mani-
fold. It must be able to deal with every manifold in its possibility; that is,
drive must have already surpassed and exceeded such manifoldness. Drive
must in a certain way bear manifoldness within itself and allow it to be
born in its activity of driving. The task is to see the essental source of
manifoldness within drive as such.

Let us remember that drive, as surpassing in advance, is the primordially
unifying unity; i.e., the monad is substantia. “Substantae non tota sunt quae
contineant partes formaliter, [388] sed res totales quae partales continent
eminenter” [Substances are not such wholes that contain parts formally
but they are total realities that contain particulars eminently] (letter to de
Volder, January 21, 1704; G. 11, 263).

Drive is the nature, i.e., the essence, of substance. Asdrive itisin acertain
way active, but as active it is always primordially pre-hensive (Principles of
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Nature and of Grace, §2; S. 11, 122). In the letter to de Volder cited above,
Leibniz contnues:

Si nihil sua natura activum est, nihil omnino activum erit; quae enim tandem ratio
actionis si non in natura rei? Limitadonem tamen adjicis, ut res sua natura activa esse
possit, si actio semper se babeat eodem modo. Sed cum omnis actio mutationem con-
tineat, ergo habemus quae negare videbaris, tendentam ad mutationem internam,
et temporale sequens ex rei natura.

(If nothing is active by its own nature, there will be nothing actve at all, for what
reason for activity can there be if not in the nature of a thing? Yet you add the
restriction that “a thing can be active by its own nature, if its action always maintains
itself in the same mode.” But since every action contains change, we must have in
it precisely what you would seem to deny it, namely, a tendency toward internal
change and a temporal succession following from the nature of the thing.]

Here it is stated clearly that the activity of the monad as drive is in itself
drive toward change.

Drive, of its very nature, drives on to something else; it is self-surpass-
ing drive. This means that a manifold arises in the driving thing itself, as
driving. Substance is given over to successioni obmoxia, successiveness. As
drive, drive delivers itself to succession, not as if to something other than
itself, but as to that which belongs to it. That which drive seeks to press
upon submits itself to temporal succession. The manifold is not something
alien to it; rather, drive is this manifold itself.

In drive itself there resides a tendency toward transition from something
to something. This tendency toward transiton is what Leibniz means by
appetitus. Appetitus and perceptio, in the sense characterized, are equipri-
mordial features of the monad. The tendency is itself pre-hending. This
means that it unifies from a unity that surpasses in advance, unifying the
transitons from prehension to prehension, transitdons that are driven on
in the drive and that drive themselves on. “Imo rem accurate considerando
dicendum est nihil in rebus esse nisi substantias simplices et in his percep-
tonem atque appetitum” [Indeed, considering the matter carefully, it may
be said that there is nothing in the world except simple substances and, in
them, perceptdon and appetite] (letter to de Volder, G. II, 270).

Reveraigitur (principium mutationis) est internum omnibus substandis simplicibus,
cum ratio non sit cur uni magis quam [389)] alteri, consistitque in progressu percep-
tionum Monadis cuiusque, nec quicquam ultra habet tota rerum natura.

[(The principle of change) is therefore truly internal to all simple substances, since
there is no reason why it should be in one rather than in another, and it consists in the
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progress of the perceptions of each monad, the entire nature of things containing
nothing besides.] (Ibid., 271)

The progressus perceptionum is what is primordial in the monad; it is the
prehensive transition tendency, the drive.

Porro ultra haec progredi et quaerere cur sit in substantiis simplicibus perceptio et
appetitus, est quacrere aliquid ultramundanum ut ita dicam, et Deumn ad rationes
vocare cur aliquid eorum esse voluerit quae a nobis concipiuntur.

[To go beyond these principles and ask why there is perception and appette in
simple substances is to inquire about something ultramundane, so to speak, and to
demand reasons of God why he has willed things to be such as we conceive them to

be.] (Ibid., 271)

The following passage from the first draft of the letter of January 19,
1706, to de Volder is illuminating on the genesis of the doctrine of drive
and the transition tendency:

Mihi tamen sufficit sumere quod concedi solet, esse quandam vim in percipiente sibi
formandi ex prioribus novas perceptiones, quod idem est ac si dicas, ex priore aliqua
perceptione sequi interdum novam. Hoc quod agnosci solet alicubi a philosophis
veteribus et recentioribus, nempe in voluntariis animae operationibus, id ego sem-
per et ubique locum habere censeo, et omnibus phaenomenis sufficere, magna et
uniformitate rerum et simplicitate.

[Butit isenough for me toacceptwhat s usually granted, that there is a certain force
in the percipient’s forming for itself new perceptions from previous ones, which is
the same as if you were also to say that a new perception at times follows from some
previous perception. What is usually recognized by philosophers everywhere, both
ancient and more recent, in the voluntary activities of the soul, I judge to have
always and everywhere a place and to be sufficient for all phenomena in both the
great regularity and simplicity of things.] (G. II, 282, note; S. II, 54f., note)

To what extent is drive as drive unifying? The answer to this question
requires that we attain an insight into the essential structure of drive.

(1) Driveis primordially unifying: it is not unifying thanks to that which
it unifies or to the conglomeraton thereof. Rather, it unifies in reaching
ahead and embracing, as perceptio.

(2) This percipere [Latin, to take, grasp] is embracing; it is oriented to-
ward a manifold that is itself already involved in drive and originates fromit.
Drive is self-surpassing, pressing on. This belongs to the monadic structure,
which itself always remains prehensive.
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(3) Drive as progressus perceptionum drives to surpass itself; it is appeti-
tus. The transiton tendency is tendentia interna ad mutationen: [an internal
tendency to change].

The monad is originarily unifying, simply and in advance, and indeed
in such a way that this unifying precisely individuates. The inner [390]
possibility of individuation, its essence, lies within the monad as such. The
essence of the monad is drive.

Let us quickly recall what was said about the substantiality of substance.
Substance is that which consttutes the unity of a being. What unifies is
drive, and it does so taken in the precise sense we have just now elaborated:
pre-hension as the tendency to transiton that develops the manifold in
itself.

As what unifies, drive is the nature of a being. Every monad has its
“propre constitution originale.” The latter is given along with Creadon.

What then makes each monad ultimately just this particular monad?
How is individuation itself constituted? Recourse to the Creation is only
the dogmatic explanation of the origin of what is individuated, and not
the clarification of individuation itself. What makes up the latter? The
answer to this questdon must explicate the essence of the monad even
further.

Obviously individuaton must take place in that which basically con-
stitutes the essence of the monad, in drive. What essential character in
the structure of drive makes a particular individuation possible and thus
grounds the peculiar uniqueness of each monad? To what extent is that
which primordially unifies a self-individuating in its very unifying?

When we previously set aside the connection with Creation, we did
so only inasmuch as it is a dogmatc explanation. Nevertheless, the meta-
physical sense expressed in describing the monad as created is its finitude.
Considered formally, finitude means restrictedness. To what extent can
drive be restricted?

If finitude as restrictedness belongs to the essence of drive, then finitude
must be defined within the fundamental metaphysical feature of drive. But
this fundamental feature is unification, and unification as pre-hending, as
surpassing in advance. In this prehensive unifying there lies a possession
of unity in advance [391] to which drive looks, as prehending and tending
toward transiton. In drive as prehending appetitus there is a point, as it
were, upon which attention is directed in advance. This point is the unity
itself, starting from which the drive unifies. This attention point or point
de vue [point of view), this view-point, is constitutive for drive.
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What is in advance apprehended in this viewpoint is also that which
regulates in advance the entdre drive actvity itself. Such activity is not
extrinsically prompted; rather, as prehensive motion, that which moves
freely is always what is pre-hended in advance. Perceptio and appetitus are
therefore determined in their activity of drive primarily in terms of the
viewpoint.

Yet herein lies something that has not yet been conceived explicitly:
Something that, like drive, is in itself a reaching out - and indeed in such a
way that it is and maintains itself in this very reaching out - has in itself the
possibility of grasping itself. In driving toward, that which drives always
traverses a dimension. That is, that which drives traverses itself and is in
this way open to itself, and is able to be so by its very essence.

Because of this dimensional self-openness, that which drives can there-
fore expressly grasp its own self; i.e., in addition to perceiving, it can also
present itself at the same time along with its perceiving. It can perceive
itself concomitantly (ad): it can apperceive. In Principles of Nature and of
Grace, §4, Leibniz writes:

Ainsi il est bon de faire distinction entre la Perception qui est I'état interieur de la
Monade representant les choses externes, et £ Apperception qui est 1a Conscience, ou
la connaissance reflexive de cet état interieur, laquelle n’est point donnée a toutes
les Ames, ny tousjours a la méme Ame.

[So it is well to make a distinction between perception, which is the inner state of the
monad representing external things, and apperception, which is consciousness or the

reflective knowledge of this inner state itself and which is not given to all souls nor
to the same soul all the dme.] (G. VI, 600; cf. Monadology, §21ff.)

In this viewpoint the whole universe is, as it were, held in view - in a
particular perspective of beings and of the possible in each case. But the
view is refracted in a particular way, namely, in each case according to the
monad’s stage of drive. That is, it is refracted in each case according to
the monad’s possibility for unifying itself in its manifoldness. From this it
becomes clear [392] that a certain co-presentation of itself is found in the
monad as prehensive drive.

This unveiling of self can have various degrees, from full transparency
to insensibility and captivated distraction. No monad lacks perceptio and ap-
petitus and thus a certain accompanying openness to itself (though this need
not be full self-apprehension), if only of the lowest degree. Accordingly,
the pardcular viewpoint, and the correlatve possibility of unificaton, its
unity, is that which individuates each and every monad.
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Inasmuch as it unifies — and that is its essence — the monad individuates
itself. Yet, in individuadon, in the drive from its own particular perspective,
the monad unifies the universe prehended in advance only according to the
possibility of its own perspective. Each monad is thus in itself a mundus
concentratus. Every drive concentrates in itself, in its driving, the world in
each case after its own fashion.

But because each monad, in a way of its own, is the world insofar as
it presents the world, every drive is in consensus with the universe. Be-
cause of the consonance |Einstimmigkeit] every prehensive drive has with
the universe, the monads themselves are also interconnected with one an-
other. The idea of the monad as prehensive drive tending toward transition
implies that the world belongs in each case to the monad in a perspect-
val refraction, that all monads as units of drive are thus oriented in ad-
vance toward a predisposed harmony of the totality of beings: harmonia
praestabilita.

As the fundamental structure of the actual world, of the actualia, however,
barmonia praestabilita is that which, as the goal of drive [das Erdrangte],
stands opposite the central monad, God. Gods drive is his will. But the
correlate of divine will is the optimum, “distinguendum enim inter ea, quae
Deus potest, et quae vult: potest omnia, vult optima. Actualia nihil aliud
sunt, quam possibilium (omnibus comparatis) optima; Possibilia sunt quae
non implicant contradicionem” [we must distinguish between the things
that God can do and those that he wills to do; he can do all things, but he
wills the best. Actual things are nothing but the best of possibles, all things
considered. Possible things are those that do not imply a contradiction]
(letter to Johann Bernoulli, February 21, 1699; S. II, 11).

[393] In every monad the whole universe is potentally present. The
individuadon that takes place in drive as unifying is thus always essendally
the individuating of a being that belongs, as monad, to the world. Mo-
nads are not isolated pieces producing the world by being added together.
Each monad, as the drive we have characterized, is in each case and in
its own way the universe itself. Drive is pre-hensive drive that in each
case presents the world from a viewpoint. Every monad is a little world, a
microcosm. This way of speaking does not touch the essental, inasmuch
as each monad is the universe in such a way that, in its driving, it in each
case apprehends the whole world in its unity, although it never comprehends
it totally. Each monad is, according to its partcular level of awakeness, a
world history that presents the world. Thus the universe is, in a certain
sense, multiplied by as many times as there are monads, just as the same
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city is variously represented by each of the various situatons of individual
observers (Discourse on Metaphysics, §9).

From what has been said we can now elucidate the image Leibniz fre-
quently likes to use to describe the entire essence of the monad. The monad
is @ living mirror of the universe.

One of the most important passages is contained in the letter to de Volder
from June 20, 1703:

Entelechias differre necesse est, seu non esse penitus similes inter se, imo principia
esse diversitatis, nam aliae aliter exprimunt universum ad suum quaeque spectandi

modum, idque ipsarum officium est utsint totidem specula vitalia rerum seu totidem
Mundi concentrat.

It is necessary that the entelechies (monads) differ from one another or not be
completely similar to each other. In fact, they (themselves as such) must be the
principles of diversity, for each expresses the universe differently in accordance with
its own way of seeing (pre-hending). And precisely this is their most proper wask,
that they should be so many living mirrors of that which is, or so many concentrated
worlds. (G. 11, 251/52)

[394] This statement contains several points:

(1) The differentdaton of monads is necessary; it belongs to their es-
sence. In unifying, each unifies from its own viewpoint, and thus they indi-
viduate themselves.

(2) On account of their way of seeing, perceptio — appetitus, monads are
thus themselves the origin of their diversity in each case.

(3) This unifying presentation [Dar-stellen] of the universe in each in-
dividuation is precisely what concerns each monad as such in its being (its
drive).

(4) Monads are each the universe in concentrated form. The center
of concentration is drive determined from a particular viewpoint in each
instance: concentrationes universi (G. II, 278).

(5) The monad is speculum vitale (a living mirror) (cf. Principles of Na-
ture and of Grace, §3; Monadology, §§63 and 77; and the letter to Rémond,
G. 111, 623). Mirror, speculum, means a letting-be-seen: miroir actif indivis-
ible (G.1V, 557; S. I, 146), an actively driving, indivisible, simple mirroring.
This letting-be-seen first comes about in the manner of the monad’s being,
whereby a particular unveiling of world transpires. Mirroring is not a fixed
copying, but itself drives as such toward new predelineated possibilites of
itself. The mirror is simple because it possesses in advance the one universe
within a single viewpoint from which the manifold first becomes visible.

From this we can grasp more sharply the essence of finite substance
from an aspect we have not yet considered. Leibniz says in his letter to de

8o



FROM THE LAST MARBURG LECTURE COURSE

Volder of June 20, 1703 (G.II, 249): “omnis substantia est activa, et omnis
substanta finita est passiva, passioni autem connexa resistentia est.” [Every
substance is active and every finite substance is passive, and connected with
this passivity is resistance.] What is this supposed to mean?

Insofar as the monad is always the whole within a single viewpoint, the
grounds of its finitude lie precisely in its being related to the order of the
universe in this way. The monad relates to a resistance, to something it
is not but could well be. Drive is indeed active, yet in every finite drive
occurring in a particular [395] perspective, there is always and necessarily
something resistant, something that opposes the drive as such. For insofar
as it is driving from a pardcular viewpoint toward the whole universe in
each case, there are many things that the drive is not. The drive is modified
by the viewpoint. We must heed the fact that drive as an actve driving is
related to resistance precisely because such drive can be the whole universe
potentially but in fact is not. This passivity, in the sense of what the drive
does not attain in its driving [erdringt], belongs to the finitude of drive.

This negative aspect, purely as a structural moment of finite drive, char-
acterizes the nature of what Leibniz understands by materia prima. He
writes to des Bosses:

Materia prima cuilibet Entelechiae est essentalis, neque unquam ab ea separatur,
cum eam compleat et sit ipsa potentia passiva totius substantiae completae. Neque
enim materia prima in mole seu impenetrabilitate et extensione consistit . ..

[Prime matter is essental for any entelechy, nor can it ever be separated from it
since it completes the entelechy and is the passive power itself of the total complete
substance. For prime matter does not consist in mass nor in impenetrability and
extension ...] (G. I, 324)

Because of this essental primordial passivity, the monad has the intrin-
sic possibility of nexus with materia secunda, i.e., with massa, with definite
resistance in the sense of material mass and weight. (Cf. on this Leibniz’s
correspondence with the mathematician Bernoulli and with the Jesuit des
Bosses, professor of philosophy and theology at the Jesuit college in Hil-
desheim.)

This structural moment of passivity provides Leibniz with the founda-
ton for making metaphysically intelligible the nexus of the monad with a
material body (materia secunda, massa) and for demonstrating positively why
extensio cannot constitute the essence of material substance as Descartes had
taught. We cannot pursue this here, however, nor can we go into the further
development of the monadology or the metaphysical principles connected
with it.

81



What Is Metaphysics?

Translated by David Farrell Krell'

[1] “What is metaphysics?” The question awakens expectations of a dis-
cussion about metaphysics. This we will forgo. Instead we will take up a
particular metaphysical question. In this way it seems we will let ourselves
be transposed directly into metaphysics. Only in this way will we provide
metaphysics the proper occasion to introduce itself.

Our plan begins with the unfolding of a metaphysical inquiry, then tries
to elaborate the queston, and concludes by answering it.

THE UNFOLDING OF A METAPHYSICAL INQUIRY

From the point of view of sound common sense, philosophy is in Hegel’s
words “the inverted world.” Hence the peculiar nature of our undertaking
requires a preliminary sketch. The sketch will develop out of a twofold
character of metaphysical interrogation.

First, every metaphysical queston always encompasses the whole range
of metaphysical problems. Each question is itself always the whole. There-
fore, second, every metaphysical question can be asked only in such a way
that the questdoner as such is also there within the queston, that is, is
placed in question. From this we conclude that metaphysical inquiry must
be posed as a whole and from the essential position of the existence [Dasein]
that questions. We are questoning, here and now, for ourselves. Our exis-
tence — in the community of researchers, teachers, and students - is deter-
mined by science. What is happening to us, essentially, in the grounds of
our existence, when science has become our passion?

(2] The scientific fields are quite diverse. The ways they treat their ob-
jects of inquiry differ fundamentally. Today only the technical organiza-
tion of universities and faculties consolidates this multiplicity of dispersed
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disciplines; the practical establishment of goals by each discipline provides
the only meaningful source of unity. Nonetheless, the rootedness of the
sciences in their essential ground has atrophied.

Yet when we follow their most proper intenton, in all the sciences we
adopt a stance toward beings themselves. Precisely from the point of view
of the sciences, no field takes precedence over another, neither nature over
history nor vice versa. No particular way of treatng objects of inquiry
dominates the others. Mathematcal knowledge is no more rigorous than
philological-historical knowledge. It merely has the character of “exact-
ness,” which does not coincide with rigor. To demand exactness in the
study of history is to violate the idea of the specific rigor of the humani-
des. The relaton to the world that pervades all the sciences as such lets
them seek beings themselves in order to make them objects of investigation
and to determine their grounds - in each case according to their particular
content and manner of being. According to the idea behind them, in the
sciences we approach what is essential in all things.

This distinctive reladon to the world in which we turn toward beings
themselves is supported and guided by a freely chosen stance of human
existence. To be sure, man’s prescientific and extrascientific activities also
are related to beings. But science is exceptional in that, in a way peculiar
to it, it gives the matter itself explicitly and solely the first and last word.
In such impartiality of inquiring, determining, and grounding, a peculiarly
delineated submission to beings themselves obtains, such that beings are
allowed to reveal themselves. This position of service in research and theory
evolves in such a way as to become the ground of the possibility (3] of a
proper though limited leadership in the whole of human existence. The
special relation science sustains to the world and the human stance that
guides it can of course be fully grasped only when we see and comprehend
what happens in the relaton to the world thus attained. The human being -
one being among others — “pursues science.” In this “pursuit” nothing
less transpires than the irruption by one being called “the human being”
into the whole of beings, indeed in such a way that in and through this
irruption beings break open and show what they are and how they are. The
irruption that breaks open, in its way, helps beings to themselves for the
first ime.

This trinity - relation to the world, stance, and irruption - in its radical
unity brings a luminous simplicity and aptness of Da-sein to sciendfic exis-
tence. If we are to take explicit possession of the Dasein illuminated in this
way for ourselves, then we must say:
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That to which the relation to the world refers are beings themselves —
and nothing besides.*

That from which every stance takes its guidance are beings themselves -
and nothing further.

That with which the scientific confrontation in the irruption occurs are
beings themselves — and beyond that, nothing.

But what is remarkable is that, precisely in the way scientific man secures
to himself what is most properly his, he speaks, whether explicitly or not,?
of something different. What should be examined are beings only, and
besides that — nothing; beings alone, and further - nothing; solely beings,
and beyond that - nothing.

What about this nothing? Is it an accident that we talk this way so auto-
matically? Is it only a manner of speaking - and nothing besides?

However, why do we trouble ourselves with this nothing? The nothing
is rejected precisely by science, given up as a nullity. But when we give up
the nothing in such a way do we not concede it? Can we, however, speak of
concession when we concede nothing? But perhaps [4] our confused talk
already degenerates into an empty squabble over words. Against it, science
must now reassert its seriousness and soberness of mind, insisting that it is
concerned solely with beings. The nothing - what else can it be for science
but an outrage and a phantasm? If science is right, then only one thing is
sure: science wishes to know nothing of the nothing. Uldmately this is the
scientifically rigorous conception of the nothing. We know it, the nothing,
in that we wish to know nothing about it.

Science wants to know nothing about the nothing. But even so it is cer-
tain that when science tries to express its own proper essence” it calls upon
the nothing for help. It has recourse to what it rejects. What duplicitous®
state of affairs reveals itself here?

With this reflecdon on our existence at this moment as an existence
determined by science we find ourselves enmeshed in a controversy. In the
course of this controversy a question has already unfolded. It only requires
explicit formuladon: How is it with the nothing?

? First edition, 1929: People have passed off this additional remark following the dash as
arbitrary and contrived, without knowing that Taine, who may be taken as the representative
and sign of an entire era, the one that stll prevails, knowingly employs this formula to
charactenze his fundamental positon and intent.

Flfth edition, 1949: Its positive and exclusive stance toward beings.
" Third edition, 1931: Ontological difference.
Fifth edition, 1949: Nothing as “being.”

84



WHAT IS METAPHYSICS?

THE ELABORATION OF THE QUESTION

The elaboration of the question of the nothing must bring us to the point
where an answer becomes possible or the impossibility of any answer be-
comes clear. The nothing is conceded. With a studied indifference science
abandons it as what “there is not.”

All the same, we shall try to ask about the nothing. What is the nothing?
Our very first approach to this questdon has something unusual about it.
In our asking we posit the nothing in advance as something that “is” such
and such; we posit it as a being. But that is exactly what it is distinguished
from.? Interrogating the nothing — asking what and how it, the nothing,
[5] is — turns what is interrogated into its opposite. The question deprives
itself of its own object.

Accordingly, every answer to this question is also impossible from the
start. For it necessarily assumes the form: the nothing “is” this or that. With
regard to the nothing, question and answer alike are inherently absurd.

But it is not science’s rejection that first of all teaches us this. The com-
monly cited ground rule of all thinking, the proposition that contradiction
is to be avoided, universal “logic” itself, lays low this queston. For think-
ing, which is always essentially thinking about something, must act in a way
contrary to its own essence when it thinks of the nothing.

Since it remains wholly impossible for us to make the nothing into an
object, have we not already come to the end of our inquiry into the noth-
ing — assuming that in this question “logic™ is of supreme importance, that
the intellect is the means, and thought the way, to conceive the nothing
originally and to decide about its possible unveiling?

But are we allowed to tamper with the rule of “logic™ Is not intellect
the taskmaster in this question of the nothing? Only with its help can we
at all define the nothing and pose it as a problem - which, it is true, only
devours itself. For the nothing is the negation of the totality of beings;
it is nonbeing pure and simple. But with that we bring the nothing un-
der the higher determination of the negative, viewing it, it seems,’ as the
negated. However, according to the reigning and never-challenged doc-
trine of “logic,” negaton is a specific act of the intellect. How then can we
in our question of the nothing, indeed in the question of its questionability,
wish to brush the intellect aside? Yet are we altogether sure about what we
are presupposing in this matter? Do the “not,” negatedness, and thereby

2 Fifth editon, 1949: The distinction, the difference.
First edidon, 1929: Le., logic in the usual sense, what one sakes to be logic.
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negation too represent the higher determination under which the nothing
falls as a particular kind of negated matter? Is the nothing given only be-
cause the “not,” i.e., negaton, is (6] given? Or is it the other way around?
Are negation and the “not” given only because the nothing is given? That
has not been decided; it has not even been raised expressly as a question.
We assert that the nothing is more originary” than the “not” and negation.

If this thesis is right, then the possibility of negation as an act of the
intellect, and thereby the intellect itself, are somehow dependent upon the
nothing. Then how can the intellect hope to decide about the nothing?
Does the ostensible absurdity of question and answer with respect to the
nothing in the end rest solely in a blind conceit® of the far-ranging intellect?

But if we do not let ourselves be misled by the formal impossibility of
the question of the nothing, if we pose the question in spite of this, then
we must at least satisfy what remains the basic demand for the possible
advancing of every queston. If the nothing itself is to be questioned as we
have been questioning it, then it must be given beforehand. We must be
able to encounter it.

Where shall we seek the nothing? Where will we find the nothing? In
order to find something must we notalready know in general that it s there?
Indeed! At first and for the most part human beings can seek only when
they have antcipated the being at hand of what they are looking for. Now,
the nothing is what we are seeking. Is there uldmately such a thing as a
search without that antcipaton, a search to which pure discovery belongs?

Whatever we may make of it, we are acquainted with the nothing, if only
as a word we rattle off every day. For this common nothing that glides so
inconspicuously through our chatter, blanched with the anemic pallor of
the obvious, we can without hesitation furnish even-a “definiton”:

The nothing is the complete negation of the totality of beings.

Does not this characterization of the nothing ultimately provide an indi-
caton of the direction from which alone the nothing can come to meet us?

[7] The totality of beings must be given in advance so as to be able to
fall prey straightaway to negation — in which the nothing itself would then
be manifest.

But even if we ignore the questionableness of the reladon between nega-
tion and the nothing, how should we who are essendally finite make the
whole of beings totally accessible in itself and also for us? We can of course
think the whole of beings in an “idea,” then negate what we have imagined

I"‘ Fifth edition, 1949: Ordering in terms of origin.
’ Fifth edition, 1949: The blind conceit: the certirudo of the ego cogiro, subjectivity.
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in our thought, and thus “think” it negated. In this way we do attain the for-
mal concept of the imagined nothing but never the nothing itself. But the
nothing is nothing, and if the nothing represents total indistinguishability
no distinction can obtain between the imagined and the “proper” nothing.
And the “proper” nothing itself — is not this the camouflaged but absurd
concept of a nothing that is? For the last time now the objections of the
intellect would call a halt to our search, whose legidmacy, however, can be
demonstrated only on the basis of a fundamental experience of the nothing.

As surely as we can never comprehend absolutely the whole of beings in
themselves we certainly do find ourselves stationed in the midst of beings
that are unveiled somehow as a whole. In the end an essential distinction
prevails between comprehending the whole of beings in themselves and
finding oneself [Sichbefinden] in the midst of beings as a whole. The former
is impossible in principle. The latter happens all the time in our Dasein. It
does seem as though we cling to this or that particular being, precisely in
our everyday preoccupations, as though we were completely lost in this or
that region of beings. No matter how fragmented our everyday existence
may appear to be, however, it always deals with beings in a unity of the
“whole,” if only in a shadowy way. Even and precisely when we are not
actually busy with things or ourselves, this “as a whole” comes over us - for
example, in authentic boredom. Such boredom is stll distant when it is
only this book [8] or that play, that business or this idleness, that drags on
and on. It irrupts when “one is bored.” Profound boredom, drifting here
and there in the abysses of our existence like a muffling fog, removes all
things and human beings and oneself along with them into a remarkable
indifference. This boredom manifests beings as a whole.

Another possibility of such manifestation is concealed in our joy in the
presence of the Dasein — and not simply of the person — of a human being
whom we love.

Such being attuned, in which we “are” one way or another and which
determines us through and through, lets us find ourselves among beings as
a whole. Finding ourselves attuned not only unveils beings as a whole in
various ways, but this unveiling - far from being merely incidental - is also
the fundamental occurrence of our Da-sein.

What we call a “feeling” is neither a transitory epiphenomenon of our
thinking and willing comportunent, nor simply an impulse that provokes
such comporument, nor merely a present condition we have to find some
way of coping with.

But just when moods of this sort bring us face to face with beings as a
whole they conceal from us the nothing we are seeking. We will now come
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to share even less in the opinion that the negation of beings as a whole that
are manifest to us in attunement places us before the nothing. Such a thing
could happen only in a correspondingly originary attunement that in the
most proper sense of unveiling makes manifest the nothing.

Does such an attunement, in which man is brought before the nothing
itself, occur in human existence?

It can and does occur, although rarely enough and only for a moment,
in the fundamental mood of anxiety. By such anxiety we do not mean the
quite common anxiousness, ultimately reducible to fearfulness, which all
too readily comes over us. Anxiety is fundamentally different from fear.
We become afraid always in the face of this or that (9] particular being that
threatens us in this or that particular respect. Fear in the face of something
is also in each case a fear concerning something in particular. Because fear
possesses this trait of being “fear in the face of” and “fear concerning,” he
who fears and is afraid is captive to the mood in which he finds himself.
Striving to rescue himself from this particular thing, he becomes unsure of
everything else and completely “loses his head.”

Anxiety does not let such confusion arise. Much to the contrary, a pe-
culiar calm pervades it. Anxiety is indeed anxiety in the face of ... . but not
in the face of this or that thing. Anxiety in the face of . .. is always anxiety
concerning . ... but not concerning this or that. The indeterminateness of
that in the face of which and concemning which we become anxious is no
mere lack of determination but rather the essental impossibility of deter-
mining it. In the following familiar phrase+ this indeterminateness comes
to the fore.

In anxiety, we say, “one feels uncanny.” What is “it” that makes “one”
feel uncanny? We cannot say what it is before which one feels uncanny. As
a whole it is so for one. All things and we ourselves sink into indifference.?
This, however, not in the sense of mere disappearance. Rather, in their
very recedinngli[lgs turn toward us;j’he receding of beings as a whole,
closing in on us in anxiety, oppresses us. We can get no hold on things. In
the slipping away of beings only this “no hold on things” comes over us and
remains.

Anxiety makes manifest the nothing.

We “hover” in anxiety. More precisely, anxiety leaves us hanging, be-
cause it induces the slipping away of beings as a whole. This implies that
we ourselves — we humans who are in being® - in the midst of beings slip

? Fifth edition, 1949: Beings no longerspeak to us.
Fifth edirion, 1949: But not the human being as the being human “of” Da-sein.
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away from ourselves. At bottom therefore it is not as though “you” or
“I” feel uncanny; rather, it is this way for some “one.” In the altogether
unsettling experience of this hovering where there is nothing to hold on to,
pure Da-sein® is all that is sdll there.

Anxiety robs us of speech. Because beings as a whole slip away, so that
precisely the nothing crowds around, all utterance of the “is” falls silent
in the face of the nothing. That in the uncanniness [10] of anxiety we
often try to shatter the vacant stllness with compulsive talk only proves the
presence of the nothing. That anxiety unveils the nothing is immediately
demonstrated by human beings themselves when anxiety has dissolved. In
the lucid vision sustained by fresh remembrance we must say that that in
the face of which and concerning which we were anxious was “properly” -
nothing. Indeed, the nothing itself - as such — was there.”

With the fundamental attunement of anxiety we have arrived at that
occurrence in Dasein in which the nothing is manifest and from which it
must be interrogated.

How is it with the nothing?

THE RESPONSE TO THE QUESTION

We have already won the answer that for our purposes is at least at first
the only essendal one when we take heed that the queston of the noth-
ing remains actually posed. This requires that we actively complete the
transformation of the human being® into the Da-sein that every instance of
anxiety occasions in us, in order to get a grip on the nothing announced*
there as it makes itself known. At the same time this demands that we
expressly hold at a distance those designations of the nothing that do not
result from its claims.

The nothing unveils itself in anxiety — but not as a being. Just as little
is it given as an object. Anxiety is no kind of grasping of the nothing. All
the same, the nothing becomes manifest in and through anxiety, although,
to repeat, not in such a way that the nothing becomes manifest in our
uncanniness® quite “apart from” beings as a whole. Rather, we said that in

? Fifth edition, 1949: The Da-sein “in” the human being.
Fifth edidon, 1949: Which means: it unveiled itself; revealing and attunement.

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: As subject! But Da-sein is already experienced thoughtfully here in a
preliminary way, and only for this reason has it become possible to pose the question “What
is metaphysics?” here.
Fifth edition, 1949: Revealing.

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Uncanniness and unconcealment.
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anxiety the nothing is encountered at one with beings as a whole. What
does this “at one with” mean?’

In anxiety beings as a whole become superfluous. In what sense does this
happen? Beings are not annihilated by anxiety, so that nothing is left. How
[11] could they be, when anxiety finds itself precisely in utter impotence
with regard to beings as a whole? Rather, the nothing makes itself known
with beings and in beings expressly as a slipping away of the whole.

No kind of annihilation of the whole of beings in themselves takes place
in anxiety; just as little do we produce a negation of beings as a whole in order
to attain the nothing for the first ime. Apart from the consideration that
the explicit enactment of a negating assertion remains foreign to anxiety as
such, we also come alwaystoo late with such a negation that should produce
the nothing. The nothing rises to meet us already before that. We said it
is encountered “at one with” beings that are slipping away as a whole.

In anxiety there occurs a shrinking back before ... that is surely not any
sort of flight but rather a kind of entranced calm. This “back before” takes
its departure from the nothing. The nothing itself does not attract; it is
essendally repelling. But this repulsion is itself as such a partng gesture to-
ward beings that are submerging as a whole. This wholly repelling gesture®
toward beings that are slipping away as a whole, which is the action of the
nothing that closes in on Dasein in anxiety, is the essence of the nothing:
nihilatdon. It is neither an annihiladon of beings nor does it spring from a
negation. Nihilaton will not submit to calculation in terms of annihilatdon
and negation. The nothing itself nihilates.

Nihilation is not some fortuitous incident. Rather, as the repelling ges-
ture toward beings as a whole in their slipping away, it manifests these
beings in their full but heretofore concealed strangeness as what is radically
other - with respect to the nothing.

In the clear night of the nothing of anxiety the ongmal openness of beings
as such arises:) that they are beings — and not nothmg .| But this “and not
nothing” we add in our talk is not some kind of appended [12] clarification.
Rather, it makes possible in advance! the manifestess of beings in general.
The essence of the originally nihilating nothing lies in this, that it brings
Da-sein for the first time before€ beings as such.

? Fifth edidon, 1949: The distinction.

’ Fifth edition, 1949: Repelling: beings by themselves; gesturing toward: the being of beings.
¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Prevails essentially, endures as nihilation, grants the nothing.

Fifth edidon, 1949: Le., being.

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Specifically before the being of beings, before the distinction.
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Only on the ground of the original manifestness of the nothing can
human Dasein approach and penetrate beings. But since Dasein in its
essence adopts a stance toward beings — those which it is not and that which
it is — it emerges as such existence in each case from the nothing already
manifest.

Da-sein means™ being held out into the nothing.

Holding itself out into® the nothing, Dasein is in each case already be-
yond beings as a whole. Such being beyond beings we call transcendence.
If in the ground of its essence Dasein were not transcending, which now
means, if it were not in advance holding itself out into the nothing, then it
could never adopt a stance toward beings® nor even toward itself.

Without the original manifestness of the nothing, no selfhood and no
freedond B

With that the answer to the question of the nothing is gained. The
nothing is neither an object nor any being at all. The nothing comes forward
neither for itself nor next to beings, to which it would, as it were, adhere.
For® human Dasein, the nothing makes possible the manifestness of beings
as such. The nothing does not merely serve as the counterconcept of
beings; rather, it originally belongs to their essential unfolding’ as such. In
the being of beings the nihilation of the nothing occurs.

But now a suspicion we have been suppressing for too long must finally
find expression. If Dasein canadopt a stance toward beings only by holding
itself out into the nothing and can exist only thus, and if the nothing is
originally manifest only in anxiety, then must we not hover in this anxiety
constantly in order to be able to exist at all? And have we not ourselves
confessed that this original anxiety is rare? But above all else, we all do
exist and comport ourselves toward beings [13] that we may or may not
be — without this anxiety. Is this not an arbitrary invention and the nothing
attributed to it a flight of fancy?

Yet what does it mean that this original anxiety occurs only in rare mo-
ments? Nothing else than that the nothing is at first and for the most part
distorted with respect to its originary character. How, then? In this way:
We usually lose ourselves altogether among beings in a certain way. The

? First edition, 1929: (1) inter alia, not only, (2) the consequence is not: therefore everything
is nothing, but the reverse: taking over and apprehending beings, being and finitude.

b Fifth edition, 1949: Who holds originarily?

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Le., nothing and being the Same.
Fifth edition, 1949: Freedom and truth in the lecture “On the Essence of Truth.”

¢ Fifthedition, 1949: Not “through.”

f Fifth edition, 1949: Essence: verbally; essental unfolding of being.
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more we turn toward beings in our preoccupations the less we let beings
as a whole slip away as such and the more we turn away from the nothing.
Just as surely do we hasten into the public superficies of our existence.

And yet this constant if ambiguous turning away from the nothing ac-
cords, within certain limits, with the most proper significance of the noth-
ing. In its nihilation the nothing directs us precisely toward beings.” The
nothing nihilates incessantly without our properly knowing of this occur-
rence in the manner of our everyday knowledge.

What testifies to the constant and widespread though distorted mani-
festness of the nothing in our existence more compellingly than negation?
But negation does not conjure the “not” out of itself as a means for making
distinctions and oppositions in whatever is given, inserting itself, as it were,
in between what is given. How could negatdon produce the “not” from itself
when it can negate only if something negatable is already granted to it? But
how could the negatable and what is to be negated be viewed as something
susceptible to the “not” unless all thinking as such has already caught sight
of the “not”? But the “not” can become manifest only when its origin,
the nihiladon of the nothing in general, and therewith the nothing itself,
is disengaged from concealment. The “not” does not originate through
negation; rather, negation is grounded in the “not”® that springs from the
nihiladon of the nothing. But negation is also only one way of nihilating,
that is, only one sort of comportment that has been grounded beforehand
in the nihilatdon of the nothing.

[r4] In this way the above thesis in its main features has been proven: the
nothing is the origin of negation, not vice versa. If the power of the intellect
in the field of inquiry into the nothing and into being is thus shattered, then
the destny of the reign of “logic” € in philosophy is thereby decided. The
idea of “logic” itself disintegrates in the turbulence of a more originary
questioning.

No matter how much or in how many ways negation, expressed or im-
plied, permeates all thought, it is by no means the sole authoritative wit-
ness of the manifestness of the nothing belonging essentally to Dasein.
For negation cannot claim to be either the sole or the leading kind of ni-
hilatve comportment in which Dasein remains shaken by the nihiladon
of the nothing. Unyielding antagonism and stinging rebuke have a more
abysmal source than the measured negaton of thought. Galling failure and

? Fifth cdition, 1949: Because into the being of beings.

” First edition, 1929: And yet here - as elsewhere in the case of asserton - negation is
conceived in too retrospective and extrinsic a manner.

¢ First edition, 1929: “Logic,” i.e., the rraditional interpretation of thinking.
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merciless prohibidon require some deeper answer. Bitter privation is more
burdensome.

These possibilities of nihiladve comportment — forces in which Dasein
bears its thrownness without mastering it — are not types of mere negation.
That does not prevent them, however, from speaking outin the “no” and in
negation. Indeed, here for the first ime the barrenness and range of nega-
don betray themselves. The saturadon of Dasein by nihilatdve comport-
ment testifies to the constant though doubtlessly obscured manifestatdon of
the nothing that only anxiety originally unveils. But this implies that the
originary anxiety in Dasein is usually repressed. Anxiety is there. It is only
sleeping. Its breath quivers perpetually through Dasein, only slightly in
what makes us “jittery,” imperceptbly in the “Oh, yes” and the “Oh, no”
of men of affairs; but most readily in the reserved, and most assuredly in
those who are basically daring. But those daring ones are sustained by that
on which they expend themselves — in order thus to preserve the uldmate
grandeur of Dasein.

[15] The anxiety of those who are daring cannot be opposed to joy or
even to the comfortable enjoyment of tranquilized bustle. It stands - out-
side all such opposition - in secret alliance with the cheerfulness and gentle-
ness of creative longing.

Originary anxiety can awaken in Dasein at any moment. It needs no
unusual event to rouse it. Its sway is as thoroughgoing as its possible occa-
sionings are trivial. It is always ready, though it only seldom springs, and
we are snatched away and left hanging.

Being held out into the nothing - as Dasein is - on the ground of con-
cealed anxiety makes the human being a lieutenant of the nothing. We are
so finite that we cannot even bring ourselves originally before the nothing
through our own decision and will. So abyssally does the process of finitude
entrench itself in Dasein that our most proper and deepest finitude refuses
to yield to our freedom.

Being held out into the nothing — as Dasein is - on the ground of con-
cealed anxiety is its surpassing of beings as a whole. It is transcendence.

Our inquiry concerning the nothing is to bring us face to face with
metaphysics itself. The name “metaphysics” derives from the Greek ueta
t& ¢uaowd. This peculiar title was later interpreted as characterizing the
questoning that extends j1e1& or trams — “over” — beings as such.

Metaphysics is inquiry beyond or over beings that aims to recover them
as such and as a whole for our grasp.

In the question concerning the nothing such an inquiry beyond or
over beings, beings as a whole, takes place. It proves thereby to be a
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“metaphysical” question. At the outset we attributed a twofold character
to such questions: first, each metaphysical question always encompasses
the whole of metaphysics; second, every metaphysical question in each case
implicates the questioning Dasein in the queston.

[16] To what extent does the question concerning the nothing permeate
and embrace the whole of metaphysics?

For a long time metaphysics has expressed the nothing in a proposition
clearly susceptible of more than one meaning: exnibilo nibil fit - from noth-
ing, nothing comes to be. Although in discussions of the proposition the
nothing itself never becomes a problem in its own right, the respective views
of the nothing nevertheless express the guiding fundamental conception of
beings. Ancient metaphysics conceives the nothing in the sense of nonbe-
ing, that is, unf ormed matter, matter that cannot take form as an in-formed
being that would offer an outward aspect (el3e¢). To be in being is to be
a self-forming form that exhibits itself as such in an image (as something
envisaged). The origins, legitimacy, and limits of this conception of being
are as little discussed as the nothing itself. On the other hand, Christan
dogma denies the truth of the proposition ex nihilo nibil fit and thereby be-
stows on the nothing a transformed significance, the sense of the complete
absence of beings apart from God: ex nibilo fit - ens creatum [From nothing
comes - created being). Now the nothing becomes the counterconcept to
that which properly is, the summum ens, God as ens increatum. Here too
the interpretation of the nothing indicates the fundamental conception of
beings. But the metaphysical discussion of beings stays on the same level
as the question of the nothing. The questions of being and of the nothing
as such are not posed. Therefore no one is bothered by the difficulty that
if God creates out of nothing precisely he must be able to comport himself
to the nothing. But if God is God, he cannot know the nothing, assuming
that the “Absolute” excludes all nothingness.

This cursory historical recollection shows the nothing as the counter-
concept to that which properly is, i.e., as its negation. But if the nothing
somehow does become a problem, then this opposition does not merely un-
dergo a somewhat clearer determination; rather, itawakens for the first ime
the proper formulation of the metaphysical queston concerning the being
of beings. The nothing does not remain [17] the indeterminate opposite
of beings but unveils itself as belonging to the being of beings.

“Pure Being and pure Nothing are therefore the same.” This proposition
of Hegel’s (Science of Logic, Book I: Werke, vol. III, p. 74) is correct. Being
and the nothing do belong together, not because both — from the point of
view of the Hegelian concept of thought — agree in their indeterminateness
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and immediacy, but rather because being itself is essendally finite and mani-
fests itself only in the transcendence of a Dasein that is held out into the
nothing.

Assuming that the question of being as such is the encompassing ques-
don of metaphysics, the question of the nothing proves to be such that it
embraces the whole of metaphysics. But the question of the nothing per-
vades the whole of metaphysics since it forces us to face the problem of the
origin of negaton, that is, uldmately, to face up to a decision concerning
the legitmacy of the dominion of “logic™ in metaphysics.

The old proposition exnibilo nibilfit is therefore found to contain another
sense, one appropriate to the problem of being itself, which runs: ex nibilo
omne ens qua ens fit [From the nothing all beings as beings come to be].
Only in the nothing of Dasein do beings as a whole, in accord with their
most proper possibility — that is, in a finite way - come to themselves. To
what extent then has the question of the nothing, if it is a metaphysical
question, implicated our questoning Dasein? We have characterized our
Dasein, experienced here and now, as essendally determined by science. If
our Dasein thus defined is implicated in the questdon of the nothing, then
it must have become questionable through this queston.

Scientific existence possesses its simplicity and aptness in that it com-
ports itself toward beings themselves in a distinctive way, and only to them.
Science would like to dismiss the nothing with a lordly wave of the hand.
But in our inquiry concerning the nothing it has by now become manifest
that such sciendfic existence is possible only if in advance it [18] holds itself
out into the nothing. It understands itself for what it is only when it does
not surrender the nothing. The presumed soberness of mind and superior-
ity of science become laughable when it does not take the nothing seriously.
Only because the nothing is manifest can science make beings themselves
objects of investgatdon. Only if science exists on the basis of metaphysics
can it fulfill in ever-renewed ways its essendal task, which is not to amass
and classify bits of knowledge, but to disclose in ever-renewed fashion the
endre expanse of truth in nature and history.

Only because the nothing is manifest in the ground of Dasein can the
total strangeness of beings overwhelm us. Only when the strangeness of
beings oppresses us does it arouse and evoke wonder. Only on the ground of
wonder - the manifestness of the nothing — does the “why?” loom before
us. Only because the “why” is possible as such can we in a definite way
inquire into grounds and ground things. Only because we can question and

? First edition, 1929: Le., always of traditional logic and its logos as origin of the categories.
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ground things is the destiny of our existence placed in the hands of the
researcher.

The question of the nothing puts us, the questioners, ourselves in ques-
tion. It is a metaphysical question.

Human Dasein can comportitself toward beings only if it holds itself out
into the nothing. Goingbeyond beings occurs in the essence of Dasein. But
this going beyond is metaphysics itself. This implies that metaphysics be-
longs to the “nature of the human being.” Itis neither a division of academic
philosophy nor a field of arbitrary notions. Metaphysics is the fundamental
occurrence in our Dasein. Itis that Dasein itself. Because the truth of meta-
physics dwells in this abyssal ground it stands in closest proximity to the
constantly lurking possibility of deepest error. For this reason no amount
of scientific rigor attains to the seriousness of metaphysics. Philosophy can
never be measured by the standard of the idea of science.

[19] If the queston of the nothing unfolded here has actually questioned
us, then we have not simply brought metaphysics before us in an extrinsic
manner. Nor have we merely been “transposed” into it. We cannot be
transposed into it at all, because insofar as we exist we are always already
within it. ®ioel yap, @ pike, Eveoti g (paocopia T Toh avdpdg Siavoia
[“For by nature, my friend, a human being’s thinking dwells in philosophy”]
(Plato, Phaedrus, 279a). As long as human beings exist, philosophizing of
some sort occurs. Philosophy - what we call philosophy - is the getting
under way of metaphysics, in which it comes to itself and to its explicit
tasks.” Philosophy gets under way only by a peculiar inserton of our own
existence into the fundamental possibilities of Dasein as a whole. For this
insertion it is of decisive importance, first, that we allow space for beings as
a whole; second, that we release ourselves into the nothing, that is to say,
that we liberate ourselves from those idols everyone has and to which they
are wont to go cringing; and finally, that we let the sweep of our suspense
take its full course, so that it swings back into the fundamental question of
metaphysics that the nothing itself compels: Why are there beings at all,
and why not far rather Nothing?

* Wegmarken, first edition, 1967: Two things are said: “essence” of metaphysics and its
own history in terms of the destining of being; both are later named in the “recovery”
[ “Verwindung ).
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On the Essence of Ground®

Translated by William McNeill*

PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION (1949)

[21] The treadse “On the Essence of Ground” was written in 1928 at the
same time as the lecture “What Is Metaphysics?” The lecture ponders the
nothing, while the treatise names the ontological difference.

The nothing is the “not” of beings, and is thus being, experienced from
the perspective of beings. The ontological difference is the “not” between
beings and being. Yet just as being, as the “not” in relation to beings, is by
no means a nothing in the sense of a nibil negativum, so too the difference,
as the “not” between beings and being, is in no way merely the figment of
a distincdon made by our understanding (ens rationis).

That nihilative “not” of the nothing and this nihilative “not” of the
difference are indeed not identical, yet they are the Same in the sense of
belonging together in the essential prevailing of the being of beings.® The
two essays — which were intentionally kept separate - attempt to determine
more closely this Same as what is worthy of thought, without being equal
to this task.

What if those who reflect on such matters were to begin at last to enter
thoughtfully into this same issue that has been waiting for two decades?

(]

? Wegmarken, first edition, 1967: Cf. the self-critique of this treatise in Der Satz vom Grund
(1957), pp. 82ff. [Translated as The Principle of Reason by Reginald Lilly (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1991).)

® Third editon, 1949: Within this genitive.
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Aristotle sums up his analysis of the manifold meanings of the word apy#?
in the following way: zac@v tv 0lv xowvdv 1@v Gpydv to xpdTov elvat
Ofev T Botwy T, yiyvera 7, yiyvdoxetat.! Here the variations in what we are
accustomed to call “ground” are identified: the ground of what-being, of
that-being, and of being true. In addition, [22] however, there is the en-
deavor to grasp that wherein these “grounds” agree as such. Their xowév
[what they have in common] is & np&tov 80¢ev, the First, starting from
which ... Besides this threefold articulation of the foremost “beginnings”
we also find a fourfold division of altiov (“cause”) into Uroxelpevov, T i Av
elvaw. apyt tic petafBoris and o) Evexa.? This division has remained the
predominant one in the subsequent history of “metaphysics” and “logic.”
Although rdvta t& alua [all the causes] are recognized as apyal, the in-
trinsic connection between the divisions, and their principle in each case,
remain obscure. And there must be some doubt as to whether the essence
of ground can be found by way of characterizing what is “common” to
the “kinds” of ground, even though there is an unmistakable orientation
toward illuminatng ground in general in an originary manner. Indeed,
Aristotle was not content merely to list the “four causes” alongside one
another, but was concerned with understanding their interconnection and
the grounding of this fourfold division. This is shown both by his detailed
analysis in Book II of the Physics and especially by the way in which the
question of the “four causes” is discussed in terms of the “history of the
problem” in Metaphysics Book I, chapters 3—7. Aristotle concludes this
discussion by noting: &t ptv odv dpfig Bidpiotar nepl tdv aitlwv xai
=6oa xai mola, paptupeiv €oixaoiv Hiv xai ovtoL wdvieg, o duvapevol
Ouyeiv &g aitlag, npdg 8¢ tovitoig &t {nntéan al dpyal ¥ ofitwg &racar
T, TV tpoéRov toloiitov, Sihov. (It appears, then, that all these thinkers,
since they are unable to arrive at any other cause, testfy that we have

? First edidon, 1929: agy# (1) in general in its guiding meaning of the “First, starting
from which,” is already comprehended in terms of being qua presencing of some-
thing constant; (2) unfolded in its muldple articulation (the intrinsic connection be-
tween the threefold and fourfold division of alua, the grounds for the absence of
any grounding of this diverse artuculaton), but especially in terms of conducting
the interpretation of beingness in accordance with what-being, that-being, and being
true.

apy¥, is not a guiding concept for being, but has itself sprung from the originary Greek
determination of being.

The question concerning the essence of ground is therefore the question concerning the
truth of beyng [Seyn| itself.
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correctly classified the causes, both how many they are and of what kind
they are. In addition, it is clear that in seeking the causes, either all must
be sought thus, or they must be sought in one of these ways.]* Here we
shall have to omit the history of the problem of ground both prior to and
after Anistotle. With respect to the way we plan to approach the prob-
lem, however, we may recall the following. Through Leibniz we are fa-
miliar with the problem of ground in the form of the question concern-
ing the principium rationis sufficientis. The “principle of reason” [“Sarz vom
Griinde™)5 was treated for the first ime in a monograph by Christan A.
Crusius in his Philosophical Dissertation concerning the Use and Limits of the
Principle of Determinative and Commonly Sufficient Reason (1743),® and finally
by Schopenhauer [23] in his dissertation Concerning the Fourfold Root of the
Principle of Sufficient Reason (1813).7 Yet if the problem of ground is in gen-
eral bound up with the central questions of metaphysics, then it must also
be at issue even where it is not dealt with explicitly in its familiar form.
Thus Kant apparently showed little interest in the “principle of reason,”
even though he explicitly discusses it both at the beginning® and toward the
end? of his philosophizing. And yet it stands at the center of his Critique
of Pure Reason." Of no lesser significance for the problem are Schelling’s
Philosophical Investigations concerning the Essence of Human Freedom and Re-
lated Matters (1809)."" The very reference to Kant and Schelling makes it
questionable as to whether the problem of ground is equivalent to that of
the “principle of reason” and whether it is even raised at all in that prin-
ciple. If not, then the problem of ground must first be awakened. This,
however, does not exclude the possibility that a discussion of the “princi-
ple of reason” might give rise to such an awakening and provide an inital
pointer. The exposition of the problem, however, is equivalent to attain-
ing and designating the distinctive domain within which we may treat of
the essence of ground without any claim to make visible that essence at a
stroke. This domain is shown to be rranscendence. This means at the same
time that transcendence itself is first determined more originarily and more
comprehensively via the problem of ground. y Any illuminaton of essence
that is a philosophizing one, i.e., an intrinsically finite endeavor, must also
necessarily always testfy to that nonessence that drives human knowledge
in its entire essence. | Accordingly, the structure of what follows is stipu-
lated: 1. The [24] Problem of Ground; II. Transcendence as the Domain
of the Queston concerning the Essence of Ground; III. On the Essence of
Ground.
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I. THE PROBLEM OF GROUND?

The “principle of reason” as a “supreme principle” seems to preclude from
the very outset anything like a problem of ground. Yet is the “principle of
reason” an assertion about ground as such? As a supreme principle, does it
reveal at all the essence of ground? The usual,*? abbreviated version of the
principle states: nibil est sine ratione, nothing is without reason.® Transcrib-
ing it positively, this states: omne ens habet rationem, every being has a reason.
The principle makes an assertion about beings, and does so with regard to
something like “ground.”™ Yet what constitutes the essence of ground is
not determined in this principle. It is presupposed for this principle as a
self-evident “idea.” However, the “supreme” principle of reason makes use
of the unclarified essence of ground in yet another way; for the specific char-
acter of principle belonging to this principle as a “grounding” principle, the
character of principle belonging to this principium grande (Leibniz) can after
all be delimited originarily only with regard to the essence of ground.

The “principle of reason” is thus worthy of question both in the way it
is posed and in terms of the “content” it posits, if the essence of ground is
indeed now able to become a problem over and above some indeterminate
general “idea.™

Even though the principle of reason sheds no immediate light on ground
as such, it can nevertheless serve as a point of departure for characterizing
the problem of ground. The principle is indeed subject to many kinds
of interpretation and appraisal, quite irrespective of those points worthy
of question that we have indicated. Yet for our present purposes it seems

? First edition, 1929: The approach in terms of the truth of beyng is undertaken here sill
entirely within the framework of traditional metaphysics and in a straightforward retrieval
corresponding to the truth of beings, the unconcealment of beings, and the unveiledness
peruaining to beingness. Beingness as i8¢ is itself unveiledness. Here one path toward over-
coming “ontology” as such is broached (cf. Part [1I), but the overcoming is not accomplished
or constructed in an originary manner from out of what has been artained.

First edition, 1929: Wherever and whenever there are beyings [Seyendes], there there is
ground; thus, there is grounding wherever there is beyng. What is the essence of beyng,
such that grounding belongs to it; what does grounding mean here; how is this “belonging”
to be understood, and how does it change in accordance with the particular way of being?
(Cf. Part I11.) Where does the necessity lie for grounding? In abyss of ground and in non-
ground. And where is this? In Da-sein.

First edition, 1929: Here there lics a specific interpretation of beyng: (1) being asserted
(being true); (2) being produced from (what something is made of, %aw); (3) (1 and 2)
presence - constant.

First edition, 1929: This “idea” of ground is not only universally accepted in an indeter-
minate manner, but behind this indeterminacy there lies the determinacy of a quite limited
provenance. \dyos — (ratio) — unoxeiuevov as ouaia - ti €amy, that which ismost constant,
present. Cf. the “origin” of the four causes.

~
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perdnent to adopt the principle in the version and role first explicitly as-
signed to it by Leibniz. However, precisely here there is dispute [25] as to
whether the principium rationis is a “logical” or a “metaphysical” principle
for Leibniz, or indeed both. Of course so long as we admit that we really
know nothing of either the concept of “logic” or that of “metaphysics,”
or indeed of the “reladon” between them, these disputes in the histori-
cal interpretation of Leibniz remain without any secure guideline and are
therefore philosophically unfruitful. In no case can they compromise what
will be drawn from Leibniz in what follows concerning the principium ra-
tionis. It will be sufficiens to quote one major section from the tractatus
Primae Veritates:"?

Semper igitur praedicatum seu consequens inest subjecto seu antecedend; et in hoc
ipso consistit natura veritatis in universum seu connexio inter terminos enunta-
donis, ut edam Aristoteles observavit. Et in idendcis quidem connexio illa atque
comprehensio praedicati in subjecto est expressa, in reliquis omnibus implicat, ac
per analysin notdonum ostendenda, in qua demonstrato a priori sita est.

[Thus a predicate, or consequent, is always present in a subject, or antecedent; and in
this fact consists the universal nature of truth, or the connection between the terms
of the asserdon, as Arnistotle has also observed. This connection and inclusion of
the predicate in the subject is explicit in relatons of identty. In all other relatons
it is implicit and is revealed through an analysis of notions, upon which a priori
demonstration is based.]

Hoc autem verum est in omni veritate affirmativa universali aut singulari, neces-
saria aut contingente, et in denominatione tam intrinseca quam extrinseca. Et latet
hic arcanum mirabile a quo natura contingentae seu essentiale discrimen verita-
tum necessariarum et contingentium continetur et difficultas de fatali rerum etiam
liberarum necessitate tollitur.

[The above holds true for every affirmative truth, whether universal or singular,
necessary or contingent, as well as for both intrinsic and extrinsic denomination.
This wondrous secret goes unnoticed, this secret that reveals the nature of con-
tingency, or the essendal distinctdon between necessary and contingent truths, and
which even removes the difficulty regarding the inevitable necessity of free beings.|

[26] Ex his propter nimiam facilitatem suam non satis considerats multa consequ-
untur magni moment. Stadm enim hinc nascitur axioma receptum, nibil esse sine
ratione, seu nullum effectum esse absque causa. Alioqui veritas daretur, quae non potest
probari a priori, seu quae non resolveretur in identcas, quod est contra naturam
veritats, quae semper vel expresse vel implicite identica est.

[From these things, which have not been adequately considered due to their great
simplicity, there follow many other things of great importance. Indeed, from them
there at once arises the familiar axiom: “Nothing is without reason,” or “there is no
effect without a cause.” If the axiom did not hold, there might be a truth that could
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notbe proved a priori, i.c., which could not be resolved into relations of identity; and
this is contrary to the nature of auth, which is always identical, whether explicitly

or implicity.]

Leibniz, in a manner typical for him, here provides, togetbher with a char-
acterization of the “first truths,” a determination of what truth is in the first
instance and in general, and does so with the intent of showing the “birth” of
the principium rationis from the natura veritatis. And precisely in undertak-
ing this he considers it necessary to point out that the apparent self-evidence
of concepts such as “ruth” and “idendty” forestalls any clarification of them
that would suffice to demonstrate the origin of the principium rationis and
the other axioms. What is at issue in the present inquiry, however, is not
the derivation of the principium rationis, but an analysis of the problem of
ground. To what extent does this passage from Leibniz provide us with a
guideline?

The principium rationis persists, because without its persistence there
would be beings that would have to be without ground. For Leibniz this
means: There would be true things that would resist being resolved into
identtes, there would be truths that would contravene the “nature” of
truth in general. Since this is impossible, however, and truth persists, the
principium rationis, since it springs from the essence of truth, also persists.
The essence of truth, however, is to be found in the connexio (euurhoxr)
of subject and predicate. Leibniz thus conceives of truth from the outset -
explicitly, though not entrely legitimately, appealing to Aristotle - as truth
of assertion (propositon). He determines the nexus as the “inesse” of P in
S, and the “inesse” as “idem esse” Identty as the essence of propositional
truth here evidently does not mean the empty sameness of something with
itself, but unity in the sense of the original unitary agreement of that which
belongs together. [27] Truth thus means a unitary accord [Einstimmigkeit),
which for its part can be such only as an overarching accordance [Uber-
einstimmung) with whatever is announced as unitary in the idendty. In

_keeping with their nature, “truths” - true assertons - assume a relation to

. something on whose grounds they are able to be in accord. That linking which
is a taking apart within every truth in each case always is what it is on the
grounds of. .., that is, as self-“grounding.” In its very essence, truth thus
houses a relatdon to something like “ground.” In that case, however, the
problem of truth necessarily brings us into a “proximity” to the problem
of ground. Therefore the more originarily we master the essence of truth,
the more pressing the problem of ground must become.

However, can anything more originary be brought to bear beyond the
delimitation of the essence of truth as a characteristc of the assertion?
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Nothing less than the insight that this determination of the essence of
truth - however it may be conceived in its details - is indeed an uncircum-
ventable one, yet nevertheless derivative.'* The overarching accordance of
the nexus with beings, and their consequent accord, do not as such primarily
make beings accessible. Rather beings, as the concern of any predicative
determination, must already be manifest before such predicaton and for it.
For it to be possible, predicaion must be able to take up residence in a
making-manifest that is not predicative in character. Propositional truth is
rooted in a mwore originary truth (unconcealment), in the pre-predicative
manifestness of beings, which may be called ontic truth. In keeping with the
different kinds and domains of beings, the character of their possible mani-
festness and of the accompanying ways of interpretively determining them
changes. Thus, for example, the truth of what is present at hand (for ex-
ample, material things) as discoveredness (28] is specifically distinct from the
truth of those beings that we ourselves are, from the disclosedness of exist-
ing Dasein.'s Yet however multifaceted the distinctions between these two
kinds of ontic truth may be, it remains valid for all pre-predicative manifest-
ness that making manifest never primzarily has the character of a mere pre-
senting [Vorstellen] (intuiting), not even in “aesthetic” contemplation. The
characterization of pre-predicative truth as intuitdon® readily suggests itself
because ontic truth - supposedly truth proper - is in the first place defined
as propositional truth, i.e., as a “connection of presentations.” That which is
more simple by contrast to truth thus defined is then taken to be a straightfor-
ward presenting, free of any such connection. Such presentadon indeed has
its own function in the task of objectifying beings, which are of course always
already and necessarily manifest. Ontic manifestation, however, occurs in
our finding ourselves [Sichbefinden),'® in accordance with our attunement
and drives, in the midst of beings and in those ways of comportng our-
selves toward beings in accordance with our striving and willing that are
also grounded therein.® Yet even such kinds of comportment, whether
they are interpreted as pre-predicative or as predicative, would be inca-
pable of making beings accessible in themselves if their making manifest
were not always illuminated and guided in advance by an understanding of
the being (the ontological constitution: what-being and how-being) of be-
ings. Unveiledness of being first makes possible the manifestness of beings. This

? First editon, 1929: Note here the historical origin from (Ja: [the connection] voety -
elvau is essendal.

b Firstedition, 1929: Here with respect to the openness of that which is closed as the round-
ing (euxuxr.€os, Parmenides) of Da-sein; clearing (Lichtung] of the Da, not in terms of
psychology; rather these abilities are first possible on the grounds of Da-sein.
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unveiledness, as the truth concerning being, is termed ontological truth.?
Certainly, the terms “ontology” and “ontological” are ambivalent, indeed
in such a way that the problem peculiar to any ontology is precisely con-
cealed. \6yog of the év means: the addressing (Aéyewv) of beings as beings,
yet at the same time it signifies that with respect to which beings are addressed
(reEYousvov). Addressing something as something, however, does not yet
necessarily entail comprebending in its essence whatever is thus addressed. The
understanding [29] of being (Aéyoc in a quite broad sense)® that guides and il-
luminates in advance all comportment toward beings is neither a grasping of
being¢ as such, nor is it a conceptual comprehending of what is thus grasped
(Adyo0g in its narrowest sense = “ontological” concept). We therefore call
this understanding of being that has not yet been brought to a concept
a pre-ontological understanding, or ontological in the broader sense. A
conceptual comprehending of being presupposes that our understanding
of being has developed itself, and that being as understood, projected in
general, and somehow unveiled in such understanding, has expressly been
made themadc and problematic. Between preontological understanding of
being and the explicit problematc of conceptually comprehending being
there are many different levels. One characterisdc level, for example, is
that projection of the ontological constitution of beings that simultane-
ously marks out a determinate field (nature, history) as a region for possible
objectficaton through scientific knowledge. The prior determinaton of
the being (what-being and how-being) of nature in general is anchored in
the “fundamental concepts” [Grundbegriffe] of the relevant science. In such
concepts, space, place, time, moton, mass, force, and velocity are delim-
ited, for example, and yetthe essence of ime or motion does not become an
explicit problem. The understanding of the being of a being that is present
at hand is here brought to a concept, yet the conceptual determination of
tme and place, etc., the definitions, are, in their approach and range, gov-
erned solely by the fundamental manner of questioning directed toward
beings in the relevant science. The fundamental concepts of contemporary

? First edition, 1929: Unclear! Ontological tuth is unveiling of beingness - via the cate-
gories — but beingness as such is already ome particular truth of beyng, one way in which
its essential prevailing is cleared. This distinction between “ontic and ontological tuth”
is only a doubling of unconcealment and initially remains ensconced within the Platonic
approach. Thus what has been said hitherto only points the direction of an overcoming,
but no overcoming is accomplished or grounded in terms of its own proper ground.

" First edition, 1929: Here the erroneous procedure of merely extending ontological-
metaphysical thinking to the question concemning the truth of beyng.

¢ First edition, 1929: Grasping of being: (a) in categorial-metaphysical terms, or (b) in a quite
different manner, as projection of the essential prevailing of the truth of beyng.
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.

science neither contain the “proper” ontological concepts of the being of
those beings concerned, nor can such concepts be attainednerely through
a “suitable” extension of these fundamental concepts. Rather, the originary
ontological concepts must be attained prior to any scientific definidon of
fundamental concepts. For it is from those ontological concepts that it first
becomes possible to assess the restrictve way — which in each case delimits
from a particular perspective — in which the fundamental concepts of the
sciences correlate with being, which can be grasped in these purely onto-
logical concepts. The “fact” of the sciences, [30] i.e., the factical subsistence
of an understanding of being, which is necessarily contained in them as in
all comporunent toward beings, can neither be the authority that grounds
their apriori, nor can it be the source for knowledge of that apriori. Rather,
it can only be one possible occasion for pointing us toward the originary
ontological constitudon of, for example, history or nature. Such a pointer
must itself remain subject to a constant critique that has already taken its
guidelines from the fundamental problematic of all questioning concerning
the being of beings.

The possible levels and variatons of ontological truth in the broader
sense at the same time betray the wealth of originary truth lying at the
ground of all ontic truth.'” Unconcealment of being, however, is always
truth of the being of beings, whether such beings are actual or not. Con-
versely, in the unconcealment of beings there already lies in each case an
unconcealment of their being. Ontic and ontological truth each concern,
in different ways, beings in their being, and being of beings. They belong
essendally together on the grounds of their relation to the distinction between
being and beings® (ontological difference).® The essence of truth in general,
which is thus necessarily forked in terms of the ontic and the ontological,

? First edition, 1929: The ambiguous nature of this distinction: in terms of what has gone
before, a step toward its overcoming, and yet a fateful link back to it that obstructs every
path toward the originary “unity” and hence also to the truth of the distincton.

First edition, 1929: On this, cf. the lecture course of summer semester 1927 “The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology,” §22, where the term is first conveyed publicly. The con-
clusion corresponds to the beginning where Kant's thesis concerning “being” (the “is”),
namely, that it is not a real predicate, is discussed. The discussion occurs with the intent
of first getting a view of the ontological difference assucbh, and of doing so in coming from
ontology, ontology itself, however, being experienced in terms of fundamental ontology.
This lecture course as a whole belongs to Being and Trme, Part 1, Division Three, “Time
and Being.”

First editon, 1929: Here the essence of truth is conceived as “forked” in terms of the
“distincton” as a fixed reference point, instead of the contrary approach of cvercoming the
“distinction” from out of the essence of the truth of beyng, or of first thinking the “distinc-
ton” as beyng itself and therein the beyings of bong [das Seyende des Seyns] - no longer as
the being of beings.

~
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is possible only together with the irruption of this distinction. And if what
is [31] distinctive about Dasein indeed lies in the fact that in understanding
being it comports itself toward beings, then that potental for distinguish-
ing in which the ontological difference becomes factical must have sunk the
roots of its own possibility in the ground of the essence of Dasein. By way
of anticipation, we shall call this ground of the ontological difference the
transcendence of Dasein.

If one characterizes all comportment toward beings as intentional, then
intentionality is possible only on the grounds of transcendence. Intendonality,
however, is neither identical with transcendence, nor, conversely, does it
itself make transcendence possible.*®

Odur task hitherto has merely been to show, in a few essental steps, that
the essence of truth must be sought more originarily than the traditional
characterizadon of truth in the sense of a property of assertions would admit.
Yet if the essence of ground has an intrinsic relation to the essence of truth,
then the problem of ground too can be housed only where the essence of
truth draws its inner possibility, namely, in the essence of transcendence.
The question concerning the essence of ground becomes the problem of
transcendence.

If this conjuncton of truth, ground, and transcendence is originarily a
unitary one, then a chain of corresponding problems must come to light
wherever the queston of “ground” - if only in the form of an explicit dis-
cussion of the principle of reason - is taken hold of in a more resolute
fashion.

The statement cited from Leibniz already betrays the relatedness be-
tween the problem of “ground” and that of being. Verum esse means inesse
qua idem esse. For Leibniz, however, verum esse — being true, at the same
time means being “in truth” - esse pure and simple. The idea of being in
general is then interpreted by inesse gua idem esse. What consttutes an ens
as an ens is “idendty,” unity correctly understood that, as simple unity,
originarily unifies and simultaneously individuates in such unifying. [32]
That unifying, however, that individuates originarily (in advance) and sim-
ply, and which constitutes the essence of beings as such, is the essence of
the “subjectivity” of the subjectum (substantiality of substance) understood
monadologically. Leibniz’s derivaton of the principium rationis from the
essence of propositional truth tells us that it is grounded upon a quite spe-
cific idea of being in general, an idea in whose light alone that “deducton”
becomes possible. We see the connection between “ground” and “being”
above all in Kant's metaphysics. It is certainly the case that one commonly
finds a lack of any explicit treatment of the “principle of reason” in his
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“cridcal” writings, unless one allows the proof of the second aralogy to
count as a substitute for this almost incomprehensible shertcoming. Yet
Kant did indeed consider the principle of reason, and did so at a distinctive
place in his Critique of Pure Reason under the title of the “supreme grounding
principle [Grundsatz] of all syntheticjudgments.” This “principle” analyzes
what in general — within the sphere, and at the level of Kant’s ontological
inquiry — belongs to the being of beings as accessible in experience. He pro-
vides a definition concerning the reality of transcendental truth; i.e., he
determines its intrinsic possibility via the unity of time, imaginaton, and
“I think.”"¥ When Kant says concerning the Leibnizian principle of suffi-
cient reason that it is “a notable pointer to investigations that have yet to
be undertaken in metaphysics,”° then this is also true of his own highest
principle of all synthetic knowledge to the extent that the problem of the
essental connecton between being, truth, and ground is concealed therein.
The queston of the original relatonship between [33] transcendental and
formal logic and the legitimacy of such a distinction in general is one that
can then first be derived from here.

This brief exposition of the Leibnizian derivation of the principle of rea-
son from the essence of truth was intended to clarify the connection between
the problem of ground and the question concerning the inner possibility of
ontological truth, i.e., ultimately the more originary and accordingly more
comprehensive question concerning the essence of transcendence. Tran-
scendence is thus the domain within which the problem of ground must allow
itself to be encountered. Our task is to make visible this domain in terms
of several of its main traits.

II. TRANSCENDENCE AS THE DOMAIN OF THE
QUESTION CONCERNING THE ESSENCE OF GROUND

A preliminary remark on terminology must guide our use of the word
“transcendence” and prepare our definition of the phenomenon to which
this word refers. Transcendence means surpassing [Uberstieg]. That which
accomplishes such surpassing and dwells in this surpassing is transcendent
(transcending). As an occurrence, this surpassing pertains to something that
is. Formally speaking, surpassing may be grasped as a “relation” that passes
“from” something “to” something. To surpassing there thus belongs that
toward which such surpassing occurs, that which is usually, though inaccu-
rately, called the “transcendent.” And finally, there is in each case something
that is surpassed in this surpassing. These moments are taken from a “spa-
tal” occurrence to which the expression “transcendence” initially refers.

107



PATHMARKS

Transcendence in the terminological sense to be clarified and demon-
strated means something that properly pertains to human Dasein, and does
so not merely as one kind of comportment among other possible kinds
that are undertaken from tdme to tme. Rather, it belongs to human Da-
sein as the fundamental constitution of this being, ome that occurs prior to all
commportment. Certainly, human Dasein as existing “spatially” has the pos-
sibility, among others, [34] of spatially “surpassing” a spatial boundary or
gap. Transcendence, however, is that surpassing that makes possible such
a thing as existence in general, thereby also making it possible to move
“oneself” in space.

If one chooses the title of “subject” for that being that we ourselves in
each case are and that we understand as “Dasein,” then we may say that
transcendence designates the essence of the subject, that it is the funda-
mental structure of subjectivity. The subject never exists beforehand as
a “subject,” in order then, if there are objects at hand, also to transcend.
Rather, to be a subject means to be a being in and as transcendence. The
problem of transcendence can never be worked out by seeking a decision
as to whether or not transcendence might pertain to a subject; rather, an
understanding of transcendence is already a decision about whether-we are
able to conceptualize such a thing as “subjectivity” at all, or merely import
a truncated subject, as it were.

Certainly a characterization of transcendence as the fundamental struc-
ture of “subjectivity” initially accomplishes little with respect to our pene-
trating into this constitution of Dasein. On the contrary, because we have
now specifically warded off in general any explicit, or usually inexplicit,
approach via the concept of a subject, transcendence may also no longer
be determined as a “subject-object relation.” In that case, transcendent
Dasein (already a tautological expression) surpasses neither a “boundary”
placed before the subject, forcing it in advance to remain inside (imma-
nence), nor a “gap” separating it from the object. Yet nor are objects - the
beings that are objectified - that roward which a surpassing occurs. What is
surpassed is precisely and solely beings themselves, indeed every being that
can be or become unconcealed for Dasein, thus inc/uding precisely that being
as which “it itself” exists.

In this surpassing Dasein for the first ime comes toward that being that
it is, and comes toward it as it “itself.” Transcendence constitutes (35]
selfhood. Yet once again, it never in the first instance constitutes only self-
hood; rather, the surpassing in each case intrinsically concerns also beings
that Dasein “itself” is nor. More precisely, in and through this surpassing it
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first becomes possible to disinguish among beings and to decide who and
in what way a “self” is, and what is not a “self.” Yet insofar - and only inso-
far - as Dasein exists as a self, it can comport “itself” toward beings, which
prior to this must have been surpassed. Although itexistsin the midst of be-
ings and embraced by them, Dasein as existing has always already surpassed
nature.

Whatever the beings that have on each particular occasion been sur-
passed in any Dasein, they are not simply a random aggregate; rather,
beings, however they may be individually determined and structured, are
surpassed in advance as a whole. This whole may remain unrecognized
as such, even though - for reasons we shall not discuss now - it is always
interpreted starting from beings and usually with respect to a prominent
domain of beings, and is therefore at least familiar to us.

Surpassing occurs as a whole and never merely at certain tmes and not
at other tmes. It does not, for instance, occur merely or in the first place
as a theoredcal grasping of objects. Rather, with the fact of Da-sein, such
surpassing is there.

Yet if beings are not that toward which this surpassing proceeds, how then
must we determine, or indeed even search for, this “toward which™ We
name world that toward which Dasein as such transcends, and shall now
determine transcendence as being-in-the-world. World co-constitutes the
unitary structure of transcendence; as belonging to this structure, the con-
cept of world may be called transcendental. This term names all that belongs
essentially to transcendence and bears its intrinsic possibility thanks to such
transcendence. And it is for this reason that an elucidation and interpreta-
don of transcendence may be called a “transcendental” exposiion. What
“transcendental” means, however, is not to be taken from a philosophy to
which one attributes the “standpoint” [36] of the “transcendental” or even
of being “epistemological.” This does not preclude our observing that pre-
cisely Kant came to recognize the “transcendental” as a problem concerning
the intrinsic possibility of ontology in general, even though the “transcen-
dental” for him stll retains an essendally “critical” significance. For Kant
the transcendental has to do with the “possibility” of (that which makes pos-
sible) that knowledge that does not illegitimately “soar beyond” our experi-
ence, i.e., is not “transcendent,” but is experience itself. The transcendental
thus provides the restrictive, yet thereby simultaneously positive, delimi-
tadon (definition) of the essence of nontranscendent ontic knowledge -
i.e., knowledge that is possible for human beings as such. A more radical
and more universal conception of the essence of transcendence, however,
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necessarily entails a more originary elaboration of the idea of ontology and
thus of metaphysics.

The expression “being-in-the-world” that characterizes transcendence
names a “state of affairs,” indeed one that is purportedly readily understood.
Yet what the expression means depends on whether the concept of world is
taken in a prephilosophical, ordinary sense, or in its transcendental signif-
icance. This can be elucidated by the discussion of a twofold signification
of the talk of being-in-the-world.

Transcendence, conceived as being-in-the-world, is supposed to pertain
to human Dasein. But this is in the end the emptiest and most trivial thing
that can be said: Dasein, the human being that exists,*' crops up among
other beings and can therefore be encountered as such. Transcendence
then means: belonging among the other beings that are already present
at hand, or among those beings that we can always muldply to the point
where they become unsurveyable. World is then the term for everything
that is, for totality as the unity that determines “everything” only in terms
of its being taken together, and no further. If we take this concept of world
as underlying the talk of being-in-the-world, then we must indeed ascribe
“transcendence” to every being as present at hand. Beings that are present at
hand, that is, that crop up before us among other beings, “are in the world.”
If “eranscendent” [37] means nothing more than “belonging among other
beings,” then it is obviously impossible to attribute transcendence to human
Dasein as the constitution distinctive of its essence. Then the statement: To
the essence of human Dasein belongs being-in-the-world, is even obviously
false. For it is not essentially necessary that a being such as human Dasein
facdcally exist. It can also not be.

Yet if, on the other hand, being-in-the-world is attributed legitimately
and exclusively to Dasein, indeed as its essental constitution, then this
expression cannot have the aforementioned meaning. In which case world
also signifies something other than the totality of those beings that are
present at hand.

To aturibute being-in-the-world to Dasein as its essential constitution
means to state something about its essence (its ownmost, intrinsic possibility
as Dasein). In so doing, we may precisely not regard as our decisive criterion
whether Dasein factically exists or not in a particular case, or which Dasein
does so. The talk of being-in-the-world is not an observation concerning
the factical appearing of Dasein; it is not an ontc statement at all. It
concerns an essental state of affairs that determines Dasein in general and
thus has the character of an ontological thesis. It is therefore the case that
Dasein is a being-in-the-world not because, or only because, it factically
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exists, but the converse: it can be as existing, i.e., as Dasein, only becanse i%
essental constitution lies in being-in-the-world.

The statement: Factical Dasein is in a world (appears among other be-
ings), betrays itself as a tautology that tells us nothing. The assertion: It
belongs to the essence of Dasein to be in the world (necessarily to appear
as well “alongside” other beings), proves to be false. The thesis: To the
essence of Dasein as such belongs being-in-the-world, contains the problem
of transcendence.

This thesis is an originary and simple one. This does not entail that it is
simple to unveil, even though we can in each case come to understand being-
in-the-world - in a preparatory manner that must once again be completed
conceptually (albeit always relatively) [38] - only in a single projection, one
that is transparent in varying degrees.

With the characterization of being-in-the-world that we have provided,
the transcendence of Dasein has at first been determined only in a pro-
hibidve manner. To transcendence there belongs world as that toward
which surpassing occurs. The positive problem of what world is to be
understood as, and of how the “reladon” of Dasein to world is to be deter-
mined, i.e., of how being-in-the-world as the originary and unitary const-
tution of Dasein is to be comprehended conceptually, is to be discussed here
only in the direction of, and within the limits demanded by, our guiding
problem of ground. To this end we shall attempt an interpretadon of the
phenomenon of world, which is to serve the illumination of transcendence as
such.

In order to orient us concerning this transcendental phenomenon of
world, we shall first provide a characterizadon of the chief meanings that
come to the fore in the history of the concept of world, although our char-
acterization necessarily has certain gaps. In the case of such elementary
concepts, the ordinary meaning is usually not the originary and essential
one. The latter is repeatedly covered over, and attains its conceptual artc-
ulation only rarely and with difficulty.

Something essendal shows itself already in the decisive commencements
of ancient philosophy.** Kdauog does not refer to this or that partcular
being, to those beings that press upon us and oppress us; yet nor does it
refer to all these beings taken together. Rather, it meansa “state of affairs,”
i.e., how beings, and indeed beings as a whole, are. Kdauog ovitog does
not, therefore, designate this domain of beings as delimited from another,
but this world of beings as distinct from another world of the same beings,
the v itself xatd xéounv.?3 The world as this “how as a whole” already
underlies every possible fragmentation [39] of beings; such fragmentation
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does not annihilate the world, but rather always requires it. Whatever is
év 1% évi x6aue™ did not form the latter by first being stuck together,
but is in advance governed through and through by the world. Heraclitus
recognizes a further essendal trait of xdapag:*s 6 “llgaxietdg praw toig
EYenyognaty Eva xal xowov xoguov elvat. v 88 xowwuévey Exastov
gi¢ Wwov arnoartgépealar: To those who are awake there belongs a single
and therefore common world, whereas whoever is asleep turns toward a
world of his own. Here we find the world being related to fundamental
ways in which human Dasein factically exists. When awake, beings show
rthemselves in a thoroughly concordant way that is accessible to everyone in
an average manner. In sleep, the world of beings is individuated exclusively
with respect to each particular Dasein.

~ Several points are already visible from these brief hints: (1) World refers
to a “how” of being of beings, rather than to these beings themselves. (2)
This “how” determines beings asa whole. In its grounds it is the possibility
of every “how” in general as limit and measure. (3) This “how” as a whole
is in a certain manner prior. (4) This prior “how” as a whole is itself relatrve
to human Dasein. The world thus belongs precisely to human Dasein, even
though it embraces in its whole all beings, including Dasein.

Certain though it is that this rather inexplicit and somewhat dawning
understanding of xdop0¢ may be compressed into the above meanings,
it is also incontestable that this word often merely names those beings
themselves that are experienced in such a “how.”

It is no accident, however, that in connection with the new ontic un-
derstanding of existence that irrupted in Christianity the relation between
x6010¢ and human Dasein, and thereby the concept of world in general,
became sharper and clearer. The reladon is experienced in such an origi-
nary manner [40] that x66110¢ now comes to be used directly as a term for
a particular fundamental kind of humnan existence. Kéauog otitog in Saint
Paul (cf. I Corinthians and Galatans) means not only and not primarily the
state of the “cosmic,” but the state and situation of the human being, the
kind of stance he takes toward the cosmos, his esteem for things. Kéouog
means being human in the manner of a way of thinking that has turned away
from God (7, sopla 10l xd6u01). Kdouog oitog refers to human Dasein
in a particular “historical” existence, distinguished from another one that
has already dawned (ai®ov 6 uérARwvY).

The Gospel according to Saint John employs the concept x6a110¢ un-
usually frequently - above all in relation to the Synoptics — and does so in
a sense that is quite central.?® World designates the fundamental form of
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human Dasein removed from God, the character of being human pure and

simple. Consequently, world is also a regional term for all human beings
together, without any distinction between the wise and the foolish, the just
and the sinners, the Jews and the Gentles. The central meaning of this
completely anthropological concept of world is expressed in the fact that
it funcdons as the opposing concept to that of Jesus son of God, which
filiadon is conceived as life ({w¥), truth (GAf0ewa), light (;pésg).

This coining of the meaning of xéapog that begins in the New Testa-
ment then appears unmistakably, for example, in Augustine and Thomas
Aquinas. According to Augustine, mundus on the one hand means the whole
of created beings. But just as often mundus stands for mundi babitatores. This
term again has the specifically existentiell sense of the dilectores mundi, impii,
carnales [those who delight in the world, the impious, the carnal]. Mundus
non dicuntur fusti, quia licet carne in eo habitent, corde cum deo sunt [The
Jjust are not called the world, since, though they may dwell in the world in
flesh, in beart they are with God].?? Augustne might well have drawn this
concept of world [41] — which then helped to determine the history of the
Western spirit — just as much from Saint Paul as from the Gospel of Saint
John. The following excerpt from the Prologue to the Gospel according to
Saint John may provide evidence for this: év 1@ x66pue Rv. xai 6 xéeuog
8. aton éyéveto xal 6 xéapog avtdv olx Eyvw [He was in the world,
and the world was made by him, and the world knew him not] (John 1:10).
In this context, Augustine provides an interpretation of mundus in which he
shows the two uses of mundus, in “mundus per ipsum factus est” and “mundus
eum non cognovit,” to imply a twofold usage. In its first meaning mundus
means as much as ens creatum. In the second, mundus means habitare corde
m mundo [dwelling in the world in heart] as amare mundum [loving the
world), which is equivalent to non cognoscere Deum [not knowing God]. In
context, the excerpt reads:

Quid est, mundus factus est per ipsum? Coelum, terra, mare et omnia quae in eis
sunt, mundus dicitur. Iterum alia significatione, dilectores mundi mundus di-
cuntur. Mundus per ipsum factus est, et mundus eum non cognovit. Num enim coeli
non cognoverunt Creatorem suum, aut angeli non cognoverunt Creatorem suum,
aut non cognoverunt Creatorem suum sidera, quemn confitentur daemonia? Om-
nia undique tesimonium perhibuerunt. Sed qui non cognoverunt? Qui amando
mundum dict sunt mundus. Amando enim habitamus corde: amando autem, hoc
appellari meruerunt quod ille, ubi habitabant. Quomodo dicimus, mala est illa
domus, aut, bona est illa domus, non in illa quam dicimus malam, parietes ac-
cusamnus, aut in illa, quam dicimus bonam, parietes laudamus, sed malam domum:
inhabitantes malos, et bonam domum: inhabitantes bonos. Sic et mundum, qui
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inhabitant amando mundum. Qui sunt? Qui diligunt mundum, ipsi enim corde
habitant in mundo. Nam qui non diligunt mundum, came versantur in mundo, sed
corde inhabitant coclum.*®

[What does it mean to say: “The world was made by him™ Heaven and Earth,
sea, and all things which are in them are called the world. Yet in another sense,
those who delight in the world are called the world. “The world was made by him,
and the world knew him not.” But did the heavens not know their creator, did the
angels not know their creator, did the stars not know their creator, whom even the
devils acknowledged? Everywhere, all things bore witness to him. Who did not
know him? Those who, because they love the world, are called the world. For,
when we love a place, we dwell there in heart. And, if we love the place where we
live, we deserve to be called what it is called. When we say this house is bad or that
house is good, we do not find fault with the walls of the house we call bad, nor do
we praise the walls of the house we call good. Rather, what we mean by “bad house™
is “bad inhabisants” and, by “good house,” “good inhabitants.” In the same way, by
“world” we mean those who dwell in the world by virtue of loving the world. Who
are they? Those who delight in the world, since these same dwell in the world in
their hearts. For those who do not delight in the world are engaged in the world in
their flesh, but in their hearts they dwell in heaven.]

Accordingly, world means: beings as a whole, namely, as the decisive “how”
in accordance with which human Dasein assumes a stance and maintains
itself in reladon to beings. Thomas Aquinas [42] likewise on occasion uses
mundus as synonymous with unsversum [universe), universitas creaturarum
[the whole world of creatures], but also as meaning saeculum (worldly way
of thinking), quod mundi nomine amatores mundi significantur. Mundanus
(saecularis) is the opposing concept to spiritualis.*®

Without going into detail about the concept of world in Leibniz, let
us mention the determination of world in Scholastic metaphysics. Baum-
garten’s definiton is: mundus (unfversum, =av) est series (multitudo, totum)
actualium finitorum, quae non est pars alterius [The world (universum, =av)
is that series (multitudo, totum) of actually existing, finite things that is not
equivalent to anything else].3® Here world is equated with the totality of
what is present at hand, namely, in the sense of ens creatum. This entails,
however, that our conception of the concept of world is dependent upon
an understanding of the essence and possibility of proofs of God. This
becomes especially clear in Christian A. Crusius, who defines the concept
of a world thus: “a wor/d means that kind of real association of finite things
that is not itself in turn part of another one to which it would belong by
means of a real association.”? World is accordingly set over and against
God himself. But it is also distinguished from an “individual creature,”
and no less from “several simultaneously existing creatures” that “stand in no
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association whatsoever.” Finally, world is also distinguished from any com-
prehensive concept of creatures “that is only a part of another such concept
with which it stands in real association.”3*

The essental determinatdons belonging to such a world may be derived
from a twofold source. What must be present in any world is on the one
hand “whatever follows from the general essence of things.” In addition,
everything that “in the positing of certain creatures may be recognized as
necessary from the essendal propertes [43] of God.”’3 Within metaphysics
as a whole, the “doctrine of world” is therefore subordinate to ontology (the
doctrine of the essence of, and most universal distinctions between things
in general) and to “theoretcal natural theology.” World is accordingly the
regional term for the highest unity of associaton in the totality of created
beings.

If the concept of world thus functons as a fundamental concept of meta-
physics (of radonal cosmology as a discipline of metaphysica specialis), and if
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason presents a laying of the ground for metaphysics
as a whole,}¢ then the problem of the concept of world must, correspond-
ing to a transformadon in the idea of metaphysics, attain an altered form
in Kant. In this respect, however, it is all the more necessary to provide
a pointer, albeit a rather concise one, since in addition to the “cosmolog-
ical” meaning of “world” in Kant’s anthropology, the existentiell meaning
emerges once more, although without its specifically Christian hue.

Already in the “Dissertation of 1770,” where the introductory charac-
terization of the concept mundus in part stll transpires entirely within the
orbit of the traditional ontic metaphysics,}5 Kant touches on a difficulty
in the concept of world that later becomes sharpened and expanded into a
major problem in the Critique of Pure Reason. Kant begins his discussion of
the concept of world in the “Dissertadon” by giving a formal determina-
don of what is understood by “world”: world as a “terminus” is essentally
related to “synthesis™ In composito substantali, quemadmodum Analysis
non terminatur nisi parte quae non est totum, h.e. Simplici, ita synthesis non
nisi toto quod non est pars, i.e. Mundo. [Just as, in dealing with a complex
of substances, analysis ends only with a part that is nota whole, i.e., with the
simple; so synthesis ends only with a whole that is not a part, i.e., with the
world.] In §2 he characterizes those “moments” that are essental for a def-
inidon of the concept of world: (1) Materia (in sensu transcendentali) h.e.
partes, quae hic [44] sumuntur esse substantiae. [Matter (in a transcendental
sense), i.e., the parts, which are here assumed to be substances.] (2) Forma,
quae consistit in substantarum coordinatione, non subordinadone. [Forx,
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which consists in the coordination, not in the subordination, of substances.]
(3) Universitas, quae est omnitudo compartium absoluta. [Entirety, which
is the absolute totality of conjoined parts.] In reladon to this third mo-
ment, Kant notes: Totalitas haec absoluta, quanquam conceptus quotidiani
et facile obvii speciem prae se ferat, praesertim cum negative enuntiatur,
sicutl fit in definitione, tamen penitius perpensa crucem figere philosopho
videtur. [This absolute torality appears to be an ordinary, easily understand-
able concept, especially when it is negatively expressed as in our original
definition. But, when more closely considered, it is seen to confront the
philosopher with a crucial problem (cross).]

This “cross” weighs upon Kant in the next decade, for in the Critique
of Pure Reason precisely this “universitas mundi” becomes a problem, and
indeed in several respects. What must be clarified is: (1) To what does the
totality represented under the ttle “world” relate, and to what alone can
it relate? (2) What is accordingly represented in the concept of world? (3)
What character does this representing of such totality have; i.e., what is the
conceptual structure of the concept of world as such? Kant’s answers to these
questdons, which he himself does not pose explicitly in this manner, bring
about a complete change in the problem of world. Kant’s concept of world
indeed continues to relate the totality represented in it to finite things that
are present at hand. However, this relation to finitude - a relation essential
to the content of the concept of world - receives a new sense. The finitude
of things present at hand is not determined by way of an ontic demonstra-
ton of their having been created by God, but is interpreted with regard
to the fact that these things exist for a finite knowing, and with regard to
the extent to which they are possible objects for such knowing, i.e., for
a knowing that must first of all let them be given to it as things that are
already present at hand. Kant names these beings themselves, which with
respect to their accessibility are referred to a receptive apprehending (finite
intuition), “appearances,” i.e., “things in their appearance.” The same be-
ings, understood, however, as possible “objects” of an absolute, i.e., creatve
intuition, he calls “things in themselves.” The unity of the connection of
appearances, i.e., the constitution of the being of those beings accessible in
finite knowledge, is determined by ontological [45] principles of ground,
i.e., the system of synthetic knowledge a priori. The substantve content
represented a priori in these “synthetic” principles, their “reality” in the
old meaning - precisely retained by Kant - of substantiveness, may be pre-
sented free of experience and by way of intuitdon from out of the objects,
i.e., from out of that which is necessarily intuited a priori along with such
objects, namely, the pure intuiton of “dme.” The reality of the synthetic
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principles is objective; it can be presented from the objects. And yet the
unity of appearances, because it is necessarily referred to a factcally contn-
gent being-given, is at all imes conditioned and in principle fundamentally
incomplete. If this unity of a manifold of appearances is represented as
complete, then the representation of a comprehensive conceptarises whose
content (reality) in principle cannot be projected in an image, i.e., in some-
thing that can be intuited. Such a representation is “transcendent.” Yet to
the extent that this representaton of a completeness is nevertheless nec-
essary a priori, even though it is transcendent it does have transcendental
reality. Representations of this kind Kant calls “ideas.” They “contain a
certain completeness that no possible empirical knowledge can attain, and
here reason has only a systematic unity in mind, which it tries to make our
empirically possible unity approach, without it ever being fully attained.”3¢
“By a system, however, I understand the unity of manifold knowledge under
an idea. The latter is reason’sconcept of the form of a whole.”37 Because the
unity and wholeness represented in the ideas “can never be projected in an
image,”?8 it can never relate immediately to anything intuitable either. As
a higher unity, it therefore only ever concerns the unity of synthesis of the
understanding. These ideas, however, “are not arbitrarily dreamt up, but
given to us by the nature of reason itself, and therefore necessarily relate to
the entire employment of our understanding.”9 As pure concepts of reason
[46], they spring not from the reflection of the understanding, which sdll
relates to something given, but rather from the pure procedure of reason as
inferendal. Kant thus calls the ideas “inferred” concepts, as distinct from
the “reflective” concepts of of the understanding.+° In its inferential activity,
reason is concerned with attaining something unconditioned in relation to
the condidons. The ideas as reason’s pure concepts of totality are therefore
representations of the unconditioned. “Thus the transcendental concept of
reason is none other than a concept of the totality of conditions for something
given and conditdoned. And since the unconditioned alone makes possible
the totality of conditions, and conversely, the totality of conditons is itself
at all dmes unconditioned, a pure concept of reason in general can be ex-
plained by the concept of the unconditioned insofar as it contains a ground
for the synthesis of the condidoned.”#'

As representations of the unconditioned totality of a realm of beings,
ideas are necessary representations. And insofar as a threefold relation of
representations to something is possible, namely, to the subject and to the
object, and to the object in two ways, one finite (appearances) and the other
absolute (things in themselves), there arise three classes of ideas, to which
we may assign the three disciplines of traditional metaphysica specialis. The
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concept of world is accordingly that idea in which the absolute totality of
those objects accessible in finite knowledge is represented a priori. World
thus means as much as “the sum-total [Inbegriff] of all appearances,”™* or
“sum-total of all objects of possible experience.”#} “I name all [47] tran-
scendental ideas, insofar as they concern absolute totality in the synthesis
of appearances, concepts of world [Weltbegriffe].”# Yet since those beings
accessible to finite knowledge may be viewed ontologically with respect
to both their what-being (essentia) and their “existence” (existentia) - or in
Kant’s formulation of this distinction, in accordance with which he also
divides the categories and principles of the transcendental analytic, “mathe-
matically” and “dynamically™ - there thus results a division of the concepts
of world into mathematical and dynamic. The mathematical concepts of
world are the concepts of world “in their more restricted meaning,” as
distinguished from the dynamical concepts, which he also calls “transcen-
dent concepts of nature.”# Yet Kant considers it “quite fitting” to call
these ideas “as a whole” concepts of world, “because by world we un-
derstand the sum-total of all appearances, and our ideas too are directed
only toward the unconditioned in appearances; in part also because the
word world, understood transcendentally, means the absolute totality of
the sum-total of existing things, and we are directing our attention solely
to the completeness of synthesis (albeit really only in regression to the
conditions).”+?

(48] Not only the connection between Kant’s concept of world and that
of traditonal metaphysics comes to light in this remark, but with equal
clarity the transformation accomplished in the Critique of Pure Reason, i.e.,
the more originary ontological interpretation of the concept of world. This
interpretation, by way of a concise response to our three questions above,
may be characterized as follows: (1) The concept of world is not an ontc
association of things in themselves, but a transcendental (ontological) con-
cept of the sum-total of things as appearances. (2) In the concept of world
we are not presented with a “coordinaton” of substances, but precisely with
a subordination, namely, the “increasing series” of conditions of synthesis,
up to the unconditioned. (3) The concept of world is not a “rational” rep-
resentation whose conceptuality is undetermined; rather, it is determined
as an idea, i.e., as a pure synthetic concept of reason, and is distinguished
from concepts of the understanding.

The character of universitas (totality) that was earlier attributed to it is
thus now removed from the concept zundus and reserved for a stll higher
class of transcendental ideas that the concept of world itself points toward,
and that Kant calls the “transcendental ideal.”#®
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At this point we must forgo an interpretadon of this highest point of
Kantian speculative metaphysics. Only one thing needs to be mentioned
so as to let the essendal character of the concept of world, namely, finitude,
emerge more clearly.

As an idea the concept of world is the representation of an unconditioned
totality. And yet it does not represent that which is altogether and “prop-
erly” unconditioned, insofar as the totality thought in this concept remains
related to appearances, to the possible object of finite knowledge. World as
an idea is indeed transcendent, it surpasses appearances, and in such a way
that as their totality it precisely relates back to them. But transcendence in
the Kantan [49] sense of surpassing experience is ambivalent. On the one
hand, it can mean: within experience, exceeding that which is given within
it as such, namely, the manifold of appearances. This is the case for the
represention “world.” But transcendence also means: stepping out of expe-
rience as finite knowledge altogether and representing the possible whole
of all things as the “object” of an intuitus originarius. In such aranscendence
there arises the transcendental ideal, compared to which world consttutes
a restriction and becomes a term for finite, human knowledge in its totality.
The concept of world stands, as it were, berween the “possibility of experi-
ence” and the “transcendental ideal,” and thus in its core means the totality
of the finitude that is human in essence.

From here, an insight opens up into a possible second, specifically ex-
istentiell meaning that, in addition to the “cosmological” one, pertains to
the concept of world in Kant.

“The most important object in the world, to which man can apply all
progress in culture, is man, because he is his own uldmate end. - To rec-
ognize him, therefore, in accordance with his species as an earthly being
endowed with reason, especially deserves to be called worldly knowledge, even
though he comprises only one part of the creatures of this earth.”+9 Knowl-
edge of man, and indeed precisely with respect “to what be makes, or can and
ought to make of himself as a freely acting being,” i.e., precisely not knowl-
edge of man in a “physiological” respect, is here termed knowledge of the
world. Knowledge of the world is synonymous with pragmatic anthropology
(knowledge of the human being). “Such an anthropology, considered ... as
worldly knowledge, is then not yet properly called pragmatic when it contains
an extensive knowledge of matters in the world, e.g., of animals, plants, and
minerals in various lands and climates, but when it contains knowledge of
man as citizen of the world.”s°

[50] The fact that “world” means precisely human existence in historical
being with one another, and not the appearance of the human being in the

119



PATIIMARKS

cosmos as a species of living being, becomes especially clear from the turns
of phrase that Kant has recourse to in clarifying this existentell concept
of world: “knowing the world” and “having class (world].” Although they
both refer to the existence of human beings, the two expressions each mean
something different, “for the first (the human being who knows the world)
merely wunderstands the game as a spectator, whereas the second has played
along with it.”5' Here world is the term for the “game” of everyday Dasein,
for the latter itself.

Commensurate with this, Kant distinguishes “worldly erudidon” from
“private eruditon.” “The first refers to the skillfulness of one human being
in exercising influence upon others, in order to use them for hisown ends.”s*
Furthermore: “A history is composed in a pragmatic manner whenever it
makes one erudite, i.e., instructs the world as to how it may procure its
advantage better or at least just as well as the previous world.”s3

From this “worldly knowledge” in the sense of “life-experience” and
understanding of existence Kant distinguishes “Scholastic knowledge.”s+
Along the guideline of this disinction he then develops the concept of
philosophy in accordance with its “Scholastic concept” and its “worldly
concept.”5 Philosophy in the Scholastic sense remains an affair of the mere
“artificer of reason.” Philosophy in accordance with its worldly concept is
the concern of the “teacher in the ideal,” i.e., of the one [§1] who aims for
the “divine human being in us.”® “The concept of world here means that
concept which concerns what is necessarily of interest to everyone.”s?

In this whole context world is the designaton for human Dasein in
the core of its essence. This concept of world corresponds entrely to
the existendell concept of Augustine, except that the specifically Christian
evaluaton of “worldly” existence, of the amatores mundi, is omitted and
world has the positive significance of the “participators” in the game of life.

This existentiell meaning of the concept of world cited from Kant pre-
figures the more recent appearance of the expression “Weltanschauung.™®
Yer expressions like “man of the world” and “the aristocratic world” show a
similar meaning of the concept of world. Here again “world” is not a mere
regional title used to designate the human community as distinct from the
totality of natural things; rather, world refers precisely to human beings in
their relations to beings as a whole; town houses and mews, for example, also
belong to the “aristocratic world.”

It is therefore equally erroneous to appeal to the expression world ei-
ther as a designation for the totality of natural things (the natural concept
of world), or as a term for the community of human beings (the personal
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concept of world).5® Rather, what is metaphysically [52] essendal iff the
more or less clearly highlighted meaning of xéouog, mundus, world, lies
in the fact that it is directed toward an interpretation of human existence
[Dasein] in its relation to beings as a whole. Yet for reasons that we cannot
discuss here, the development of the concept of world first encounters that
meaning according to which it characterizes the “how” of beings as a whole,
and in such a way that their relation to Dasein is at first understood only in
an indeterminate manner. World belongs to a relational structure distinc-
dve of Dasein as such, a structure that we called being-in-the-world. This
employment of the concept of world - as our historiographical references
were intended to indicate - is so far from being arbitrary that it precisely
attempts to raise to a level of explicitness and to sharpen into a problem a
phenomenon of Dasein that is constantly already familiar to us, yet not
ontologically grasped in its unity.

Human Dasein - a being that finds itself situated in the midst of beings,
comporting itself toward beings - in so doing exists in such a way that beings
are always manifest as a whole. Here it is not necessary that this wholeness
be expressly conceptualized; its belonging to Dasein can be veiled, the
expanse of this whole is changeable. This [§3] wholeness is understood
without the whole of those beings that are manifest being explicitly grasped
or indeed “completely” investigated in their specific connections, domains,
and layers. Yet the understanding of this wholeness, an understanding that
in each case reaches ahead and embraces it, is a surpassing in the direction
of world. The task now is to attempt a more concrete interpretation of
the phenomenon of world. This may unfold through our response to the
following questions: (1) What is the fundamental character of the wholeness
we have described? (2) To what extent does this characterization of world
make it possible for us to illuminate the essence of Dasein’s relatdon to
world, i.e., to shed light upon the intrinsic possibility of being-in-the-world
(transcendence)?

World as a wholeness “is” not a being, but that from out of which Dasein
gives itselfthe signification of whatever beings it isable to comportitself toward
in whatever way. That Dasein gives “itself” such significatdon from out of
“its” world then means: In this coming toward itself from out of the world
Dasein gives rise to itself [zeitigt sich]% as a self; i.e., as a being entrusted
with having ro be. In the being of this being what is at issue is its potentiality for
being. Dasein is in such a way that it exists for the sake of itself. If, however, it
is a surpassing in the direction of world that first gives rise to selfhood, then
world shows itself to be that for the sake of which Dasein exists. World
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has the fundamental character of the “for the sake of ...,” and indeed in
the originary sense that it first provides the intrinsic possibility for every
factically self-determining “for your sake,” “for his sake,” “for the sake of
that,” etc. Yet that for the sake of which Dasein exists is it itself. To selfhood
there belongs world; world is essendally related to Dasein.

Before we attempt to inquire into the essence of this reladon and thus
to interpret being-in-the-world starting from the “for the sake of” as the
primary character of world, we need to ward off several misinterpretations
that may suggest themselves with regard to what has been said.

The statement: Dasein exists for the sake of itself, does not contain the
positing of an egoistic or ontic end for some blind narcissism on the part
of the factical human being in each case. It cannot, therefore, be “refuted,”
for instance, by pointing out that many human beings [54)] sacrifice them-
selves for others and that in general human beings do not merely exist alone
on their own, but in community. The statement in question contains nei-
ther a solipsistic isolation of Dasein nor an egoistic intensification thereof.
By contrast, it presumably gives the condition of possibility of the human
being’s being able to comport “himself” either “egoistically” or “altruist-
cally.” Only because Dasein as such is determined by selfhood can an I-self
comport itself toward a you-self. Selfhood is the presupposition for the
possibility of being an “I,” the latter only ever being disclosed in the “you.”
Never, however, is selfhood relative to a “you,” but rather — because it first
makes all this possible - is neutral with respect to being an “I” and being
a “you,” and above all with respect to such things as “sexuality.” All state-
ments of essence in an ontological analytic of the Dasein in the human
being take this being from the outset in such neutrality.

How then is Dasein’s relation to world to be determined? Since world
is not a being, and supposedly belongs to Dasein, this relation is evidently
not to be thought as a relaton between Dasein as one being and world as
another. Yet if this is the case, does not world then get taken into Dasein
(the subject) and declared as something purely “subjective” Yet the task
is to gain, through an illuminaton of transcendence, one possibility for
determining what is meant by “subject” and “subjective.” In the end, the
concept of world must be conceived in such a way that world is indeed
subjective, i.e., belongs to Dasein,® but precisely on this account does not
fall, as a being, into the inner sphere of a “subjective” subject. For the same
reason, however, world is not merely objective either, if “objective” means:
belonging among beings as objects.

As the respective wholeness of that for the sake of which Dasein exists
in each case, world is brought before Dasein through Dasein itself. This
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bringing world before itself is the originary projection of the possibilities
of Dasein, insofar as, in the midst of beings, it is to be able to corgport itself
toward such beings. Yet just as it does not explicidy grasp that which has
been projected, this projection of world [55] also always casts the projected
worldoverbeings. This prior casting-over [ Uberwurf ] first makes it possible
for beings as such to manifest themselves. This occurrence of a projective
casting-over, in which the being of Dasein is temporalized, is being-in-the-
world. “Dasein transcends” means: in the essence of its being it is wor/d-
forming, “forming” [bildend] in the muldple sense that it lets world occur,
and through the world gives itself an original view (form [Bi/d]) that is not
explicity grasped, yet functions precisely as a paradigmatic form [Vor-bild |
for all manifest beings, among which each respective Dasein itself belongs.

Beings, such as nature in the broadest sense, could in no way become
manifest unless they found occasion to enter into a world. This is why we
speak of their possible and occasional entry into world. Entry into world is not
some process that transpires in those beings that enter it, but is something
that “happens” “with” beings. Andsuch occurrence is the existing of Dasein,
which as existing transcends.? Only if, amid beings in their totality, beings’
come to be “more in being” in the manner of the temporalizing of Dasein
are there the hours and days of beings’ entry into world. And only if
this primordial history, namely, transcendence, occurs, i.e., only if beings
having the character of being-in-the-world irrupt into beings, is there the
possibility of beings manifesting themselves.5* ®

Our elucidation of transcendence thus far already lets us understand
that, if it is indeed in transcendence alone that beings can come to light as
beings, transcendence comprises an exceptional domain for the elaboration
of all questons that concern beings as such, i.e., in their being. Before we
dissect our guiding problem of ground within the domain of transcendence,
and thereby [56] sharpen the problem of transcendence in one particular
respect, we should become better acquainted with the transcendence of
Dasein via a further historical recollection.

? First edition, 1929: But Dasein and beyng itself? Not yet thought, not untl Being and

Time, Part I1. Da-sein belongs to beyng itself as the simple onefold of beings and being; the
essence of the “occurrence” - temporalizing of Temporality [Temporalitir) as a preliminary
name for the truth of beyng.
First editon, 1929: Yet here the erroneous determination of the relationship between
“distinguishing” and transcendence. Transcendence prevails in essence in the distinguish-
ing - the latter is the carrying through [Austrag] of the distinction. Here the preparation
of the quite other commencement; everything stll mixed and confused; contorted into,
phenomenological-existental and transcendental “research™; occurrence not as “leap,” and’
the latter? Comes into its own in the event of appropriation.
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Transcendence is specifically expressed in Plato’s éxéxewva tiig onaiag.63 2
Yet may we interpret the ayaflév as the transcendence of Dasein? Even a
fleetng glance at the context in which Plato discusses the queston of the
ayaf)év must dispel such doubts. The problem of the ayafdv is merely the
culmination of the central and concrete question concerning the chief and
fundamental possibility of the existence of Dasein in the polis. Even though
the task of an ontological projection of Dasein upon its fundamental meta-
physical consttution is not explicitly posed or even developed, the threefold
characterization of the ayafév undertaken with constant reference to the
“sun” impels us toward the question of the possibility of truth, understand-
ing, and being - i.e., taking these phenomena together, toward the question
concerning the originary and unitary ground of possibility of the truth of
our understanding of being. Such understanding, however - as an unveil-
ing projecting of being - is the primordial actvity of human existence, in
which all existing in the midst of beings must be rooted. For the aya8év is
that &%ic (sovereign power) that is sovereign with respect to the possibility
(in the sense of the enabling)® of truth, understanding, and even being,
and indeed of all three together in their unity.

It is not by accident that the ayafév is indeterminate with respect to its
content, so that all definitions and interpretations in this respect must fail.
Radonalistic explanations fall short, as does the “irrationalist” recourse that
takes flight in the “mystery.” The illumination of the ayaOdv, in keeping
with the pointer that Plato himself provides, must stick to the task of inter-
pretng the essence of the connection between truth, understanding, and
being. Inquiry back into the intrinsic possibility of this connection sees
itself “compelled” to accomplish explicitly [57] the surpassing that occurs
necessarily in every Dasein as such, yet mostly in a concealed manner. The
essence of the dyafév lies in its sovereignty over itself as o) #vexa - as the
“for the sake of . ..," it is the source of possibility as such. And because the
possible indeed lies higher than the actual, #, to) ayafoi &g, the essental
source of possibility, is even pellévewg tyantéov.6s

Certainly the relation of the “for the sake of ” to Dasein becomes prob-
lematic precisely here. Yet this problem does not come to light. Rather,
according to the doctrine that has become traditional, the ideas remain in a
nzEpOuEaviog 1oxog; the task is merely to secure them as the most objective
of objects, as that which is in beings, without the “for the sake of” show-
ing itself as the primary character of world so that the originary content

? Second edition, 1931: No! Da-sein not at all comprehended, and not experienced. éxéxewva
not transcendence either, but ayafiGy as aixla.
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of the éxéxeiva might come to the fore as the transcendence of Dasein.
Indeed there later awakens the converse tendency, already prefigured in
Plato’s “recollective” “dialogue of the soul with itself,” to conceive of the
ideas as innate to the “subject.” Both attempts testify that the worldds both
held before Dasein (beyond it), and yet also forms itself within Dasein.
The history of the problem of the ideas shows how transcendence always
already comes to light, yet at the same time oscillates to and fro between
two poles of possible interpretation, poles that are themselves inadequately
grounded and determined. The ideas count as more objective than the
objects and at the same time as more subjective than the subject. Just as
an exceptional domain of everlasting beings takes the place of the unrecog-
nized phenomenon of world, so too the relation to world in the sense of a
particular comportunent toward this being comes to be interpreted as voeiy,
intuitus, as an apprehending that is no longer mediated, as “reason.” The
“transcendental ideal” goes together with the intuitus originarius.

In this fleedng recollection of the stll concealed history of the origi-
nal problem of transcendence we must have the growing insight [§8] that
transcendence cannot be unveiled or grasped by a flight into the objec-
tive, but solely through an ontological interpretation of the subjectivity of
the subject, an interpretation that must constantly be renewed and that
actively opposes “subjectivism” in the same way that it refuses to follow
“objectivism."66

III. ON THE ESSENCE OF GROUND?

[59] Our discussion of the “principle of reason” referred the problem of
reason or ground to the domain of transcendence (I). Transcendence has,
by way of an analysis of the concept of world, been determined as the being-
in-the-world of Dasein (II). The task now is to illuminate the essence of
ground from out of the transcendence of Dasein.

To what extentdoes there lie in transcendence the intrinsic possibility of
something like ground in general? World gives itself to Dasein in each case
as the respective whole of its “for the sake of itself,” i.e., for the sake of a be-
ing that is equioriginarily being alongside ... what is present at hand, being

? First edition, 1929: In keeping with the essence of ground, bring to the fore the originary
fatboming of ground [Ergriinden]. Fathoming of ground prior to all grounding of something.
Fathoming of ground in philosophy and art, but not in religion. In III, an approach to the
destructuring of I, i.e., of the ontological difference; ontic-ontological truth. In I1I the step
into a realm that compels the destruction of what has gone before and makes a complete
overturning necessary. In III the essence of willing as Da-sein, superseding and overcoming
of all capacities.
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with ... the Dasein of others, and being toward. .. itself. Dasein is able to
be in relaton to itself as itself in this manner only if it surpasses “itself” in
this “for the sake of” [Umwillen). This surpassing that occurs “for the sake
of” does so only in a “will” [“Willen") that as such projects itself upon pos-
sibilities of itself. This will that essentally casts the “for the sake of itself”
over and thereby before Dasein cannot therefore be a particular willing, an
“act of will” as distinct from other forms of comportment (such as repre-
senting, judging, or enjoyment). All forms of comportment are rooted in
transcendence. The “will” in queston, however, must first “form” the “for-
the-sake-of” itself as and in a surpassing. Yet whatever, in accordance with
its essence, casts something like the “for the sake of” projectively before it,
‘rather than simply producing it as an occasional and additdonal accomplish-
ment, is that which we call freedom. Surpassing in the direction of world is
freedom itself. Accordingly, transcendence does not merely come upon the
“for the sake of” as anything like a value or end that would be present at
hand in itself; rather, freedom holds the “for the sake of” toward itself, and
does so as freedom. In this transcending that holds the “for the sake of ” toward
itself there occurs the Dasein in human beings,* such that in the essence
of their existence they can be obligated to themselves, i.e., be free selves.
In this, however, freedom simultaneously unveils itself as making possible
[60] something binding, indeed obligation in general. Freedom alone can let
a world prevail and let it world for Dasein. World never is, but worlds.

In this interpretation of freedom arrived at in terms of transcendence
there ultmately lies a more originary characterization of the essence of
freedom than that which determines it as spontaneity, i.e., as a kind of
causality. The beginning of something by itself provides only the negative
characterization of freedom according to which there is no determinative
cause lying further back. This characterization, however, overlooks above
all the fact that it speaks in an ontologically undifferentdated manner of
“beginnings” and “occurrences,” without explicitly characterizing what it
means to be a cause in terms of the specific manner of being pertaining to
the being that is in this way, namely, Dasein. Accordingly, if spontaneity
(“beginning by oneself”) is to be capable of serving as an essential charac-
terizaton of the “subject,” then two things are first required: (1) Selfhood
must be clarified ontologically for any possible appropriate conception of
what is meant by this “by oneself”; (2) precisely the same clarification of
selfhood must provide us in advance with an indication of the way in which

? First edition, 1929: The reverse: Dasein withstands the prevailing [Waiten), or better the

essential unfolding [Wesen], of truth and thus grounds the possibilicy ef being human as
heing human in Dasein!
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a self occurs, so as to be able to determine thekind of movement that pertains
to “beginning.” The selfbood of that self that already lies at the grounds of all
spontaneity, however, lies in transcendence. Lettng world prevail in pPojec-
tvely casting it over us is freedom. Only because transcendence consists
in freedom can freedom make itself known as a distinctive kind of causality
in existing Dasein. Yet the interpretation of freedom as “causality” above
all already moves within a partcular understanding of ground. Freedom
as transcendence, however, is not only a unique “kind” of ground, but the
origin of ground in general. Freedom is freedom for ground.

We shall name the originary relaton of freedom to ground a grounding
[Griinden]. In grounding, freedom gives and takes ground.” This ground-
ing that is rooted in transcendence is, however, strewn into manifold ways.
There are three such ways: (1) grounding as establishing [Stiften]; (2)
grounding as taking up a basis [Bodennebmen]; (61] (3) grounding as the
grounding of something [Begriinden]. If these ways of grounding belong
to transcendence, then the expressions “establishing” and “taking a basis”
evidently cannot have an ordinary, ontic meaning, but must have a transcen-
dental meaning. Yet to what extent is Dasein’s transcending a grounding in
the said ways?

As the “first” of these ways we deliberately cite “establishing,” though
not because the others derive from it. Nor is it that manner of grounding
initially familiar to us, or that we come to know first. And yet precisely this
manner of grounding has a priority, one that shows itself in the fact that the
illumination of ranscendence provided above was unable to avoid it. This
“first” form of grounding isnothing other than the projection of t he “for the sake
of. " If such freely letting world prevail was determined as transcendence,
and if the other ways of grounding also necessarily belong to the projecton
of world as grounding, then this implies_that neither transcendence nor
freedom has as yet been fully determined. ! It indeed always pertains to Da-
sein’s projection of world that in and through its surpassing Dasein comes
back to beings as such. The “for the sake of” that is projectively cast before
us points back to the entrety of those beings that can be unveiled within
this horizon of world. To such beings, in whatever levels of prominence or
degrees of explicimess, there also always belong in each case both beings
as Dasein and beings that do not have the character of Dasein. Yet in the
projection of world, such beings are not yet manifestin themselves. Indeed,
they would have to remain concealed, were it not for the fact that Dasein in
its projecting is, as projecting, also already in the midst of such beings. Yet this

? First edition, 1929: Places into the ground-less (abyss of ground), non-ground.
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“in the midst of . . . ” refers neither to a cropping up among other beings, nor
even to a specific self-directedness toward this particular being in comporting
oneself roward it. Rather, this being in the midst of ... belongs to transcen-
dence. ‘That which surpasses, in passing over and beyond and thus elevating
itself, must find itself [sich befinden] as such among beings. As finding itself,
Dasein is absorbed by beings in such a way that, in its belonging to beings, it
is thoroughly attuned by them. Transcendence means projection of world (62) in
such away that those beings that are surpassed also already pervade and attune that
which projects. With this absorption by beings that belongs to transcendence,
Dasein has taken up a basis within beings, gained “ground.” This “second”
form of grounding does not arise after the “first,” but is “simultaneous” with
it. This does not mean to say that the two are present at hand within the
same “now”; rather, projection of world and absorption by beings, as ways
of grounding, belong in each case to a single temporality insofar as they
co-constitute its temporalizing. Yet just as the future precedes “in” time,
yet temporalizes only insofar as having-been and present also - as intrinsic
to time — temporalize in the specific unity of time, so too those ways of
grounding that spring from transcendence display this connection. Such
correspondence is to be found, however, because transcendence is rooted
in the essence of time, i.e., in its ecstatic-horizonal constitution.%7

Dasein would be unable to be pervasively attuned by beings as the be-
ing that it is,®® and thus would be unable, for example, to be embraced,
captivated, or permeated by them; it would be altogether deprived of any
leeway for this, were it not for the fact that an irruption of world, and be
it only a glimmer of world, accompanies such being absorbed by beings.
In this, the world that is unveiled may be scarcely or not at all transparent
conceptually; world may even be interpreted as one particular being among
others; any explicit knowledge of Dasein’s transcending may be absent; the
freedom of Dasein that brings along with it the projection of world may be
barely awake — and yet only as being-in-the-world is Dasein absorbed by
beings. Dasein grounds (establishes) world only as grounding itself in the
midst of beings.

This grounding that establishes, as the projection of possibilities of itself;5
entails, however, that in this process Dasein in each case [63] exceeds it-
self. In accordance with its essence, the projection of possibilities is in each
case richer than the possession of them by the one projecting. The ready
possession of possibilities belongs to Dasein, however, because, as pro-
jective, it finds itself in the midst of beings. Certain other possibilities are
thereby already withdrawn from Dasein, and indeed merely through its own
factcity. Yet precisely this withdrawal of certain possibilites pertaining to
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its potendality for being-in-the-world - a withdrawal entailed in its being
absorbed by beings — first brings those possibilities of world-projection that
can “actually” be seized upon toward Dasein as its world. Such withdrawal
lends precisely the binding character of what remains projected before u¢
the power to prevail within the realm of Dasein’s existence. Correspond-
ing to these two ways of grounding, transcendence at once exceeds and withdraws.
The fact that the ever-excessive projecton of world attains its power and
becomes our possession only in such withdrawal is at the same time a tran-
scendental testimony to the finitude of Dasein’s freedom. And does not the
finite essence of freedom in general thereby announce itself?

For the interpretadon of the manifold grounding of freedom, what is
essential initally is to see the uniry of the two ways of grounding we have
so far discussed, the unity that comes to light in the way in which excess
and withdrawal become transcendentally attuned to one another.

Yet Dasein is a being that not only finds itself in the midst of beings,
but also comports itself toward beings and thus also toward itself. Such com-
portment toward beings is at first and for the most part even equated with
transcendence. If this is indeed a failure to recognize the essence of tran-
scendence, then the transcendental possibility of intentional comportment
must become a problem. And if intentionality is indeed distinctve of the
constitution of Dasein’s existence, then an illumination of transcendence
cannot pass it over.

The projection of world indeed makes possible - although we cannot show
this here - a prior understanding of the being of beings, [64] yet is not itself
arelation of Dasein to beings. And our being absorbed, which lets Dasein find
itself in the midst of beings and pervasively attuned by them (though never
without the unveiling of world), is likewise not a comportment toward beings.
Yet presumably both - in their unity as characterized — make intentionality
possible transcendentally, and in such a way that, as ways of grounding, they
co-temporalize a third manner of grounding: grounding as the grounding of
something. In this form of grounding, the transcendence of Dasein assumes
the role of making possible the manifestation of beings in themselves, the.
possibility of ontic truth.

“The grounding of something” should here be taken not in the restricted
and derivative sense of proving ontic or theoretical propositions, but in a
fundamentally originary meaning. According to this meaning, grounding
something means making possible the w by-question in general. To make visible
the originarily grounding character proper to the grounding of something
means, therefore, to illuminate the transcendental origin of the “why” as
‘such. We are not therefore seeking, for instance, something that occasions
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the factcal irruption of the why-question in Dasein, but are inquiring con-
cerning the transcendental possibility of the “why” in general. For this rea-
son, we must interrogate transcendence itself insof ar as we have determined
it via the two ways of grounding discussed thus far. Grounding as establish-
ing sets forth possibilities of existence in its projection of world. Existng
always means: comportng oneself toward beings — toward those not hav-
ing the character of Dasein, and toward oneself and those like oneself - in
finding oneself in the midst of beings, and doing so in such a way that in
this comportment in which one finds oneself, the potendality for being of
Dasein itself is at stake. In the projection of world an excess of possibility is
' given with respect to which, in our being pervaded by those (actual) beings
that press around us as we find ourselves, the “why” springs forth.

Yet because the first two ways of grounding belong together in transcen-
dence, the springing forth of the “why” is transcendentally necessary. The
“why” even becomes manifold at its very origin. Its [65] fundamental forms
are: Why i this way and not otherwise? Why this and not that? Why
something at all and not nothing? In this “why,” in whatever manner it is ex-
pressed, there also lies already a preunderstanding, albeit a preconceptual
one, of what-being, how-being, and being (nothing) in general. This un-
derstanding of being first makes possible the “why.” This means, however,
that it already contains the ultimate and primordial originary answer® to
all questioning. FAs altogether the most antecedent answer; our understand-
ing of being provides the ultimate and primary grounding of things. In such
understanding of being, transcendence as such grounds things. Because be-
ing and the constitution of being are unveiled therein, the transcendental
grounding of something may be called ontological truth.)

Such grounding of things lies “at the ground” of all comportment to-
ward beings, and in such a way that only in the illumination granted by
our understanding of being can beings become manifest in themselves (i.e.,
as the beings they are and in the way they are). Yet because such ground-
ing of something prevails transcendentally from the outset throughout all
becoming-manifest of beings (ontc truth), all ontc discovery and disclos-
ing must in its way be a “grounding of something”; i.e., it must account
for itself. In such accountng, what occurs is the referral to a being that
then makes itself known, for example, as “cause” or as the “motivational
grounds” (motve) for an already manifest nexus of beings. This referral is
in each case demanded by the what-being and how-being of the relevant

? First edition, 1929: The essence of this answer: The relation of beyng, as beyng, to the
human essence. The extent to which the proper thinking of beyng is not a questioning.
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beings and by the manner of unveiling (truth) belonging to them. Because
the transcendence of Dasein, as projectively finding itself, and as forming
the development of an understanding of being, is a grounding of things;
and because this way of grounding is equioriginary with the first two wgys
within the unity of transcendence, i.e., springs forth from the finite freedom
of Dasein; for this reason Dasein can, in its factical accounting and justifi-
cations, cast “grounds” aside, suppress any demand for them, pervert them,
and cover them over. As a consequence of this origin of grounding things
and thus also of accounting for them, it is in each case left to the freedom
in Dasein how far to extend such grounding (66] and whether indeed it un-
derstands how to attain an authentic grounding of things, i.e., an unveiling
of the transcendental possibility of such grounding. Even though being
is always unveiled in transcendence, this does not require any conceptual
ontological grasp. Thus it is altogether possible for transcendence to re-
main concealed as such and be familiar only in an “indirect” interpretation.
Yet even then it is unveiled, because it lets there be precisely beings that
have irrupted with the fundamental constitution of being-in-the-world, and
in this the self-unveiling of transcendence makes itself known. Transcen-
dence explicitly unveils itself as the origin of grounding, however, when
such grounding is brought to spring forth in its threefold character. In ac-
cordance with this, ground means: possibility, basis, account. Strewn in this
threefold manner, the grounding that is transcendence first brings about in
an originarily unifying manner that whole within which a Dasein must be
able to exist in each case. Freedom in this threefold manner is freedom for
ground. The occurrence of transcendence as grounding is the forming of
a leeway into which there can irrupt the factical self-maintaining of factcal
Dasein in each case in the midst of beings as a whole.

Are we then restricting to three the four grounds discovered by the tra-
didon, or are these three ways of grounding equivalent to the three kinds
of =p@&tov G0ev in Aristotle? The comparison cannot be made in such a
superficial manner; for what is peculiar to the first discovery of the “four
grounds” is that it does not yet distinguish in principle between transcen-
dental grounds and specifically ontc causes. The transcendental grounds
appear merely as the “more universal” in relation to the ondc. The origi-
nary character of the transcendental grounds and their specific character of
ground remain covered over beneath the formal characterization of “first”
and “highest” beginnings. And for this reason they also lack unity. Such
unity can consist only in the equioriginary character of the transcendental
origin of the threefold grounding. The essence “of” ground cannot even
be sought, let alone found, by asking after a universal genus that is supposed
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to result by way of [67] an “abstraction.” The essence of grozind is the tran-
scendental springing forth of grounding, strewn threefold into projection of world,
absorption within beings, and ontological grounding of beings.

And it is for this reason alone that even the earliest questioning con-
cerning the essence of ground shows itself to be entwined with the task of
shedding light upon the essence of being and truth.

Yet may we not stll inquire as to why these three determinative com-
ponents of transcendence that belong together may be designated by the
same term “grounding™ Is it simply a matter of a contrived similarity based
on wordplay? Or are the three ways of grounding after all idendcal in one
respect, although in a different way in each case? We must indeed respond
in the affirmatve to this question. At the “level” of our present appraisal,
however, we cannot undertake to illuminate the meaning of that particular
respect in which these three inseparable ways of grounding correspond to
one another in a unitary and yet strewn manner. By way of indicaton it
must suffice to point out that establishing, taking up a basis, and legit-
maton each in their own way spring forth from a care for steadfastness and
subsistence, a care that in turn is itself possible only as temporality.?

Deliberately turning away from this domain of the problem, and instead
looking back to the point of departure of our investigation, we shall now
discuss briefly whether anything, and if so, what, has been attained with
regard to the problem of the “principle of reason” through our attempt at
shedding light upon the “essence” of ground. The principle means: every
being has its reason [ground]. The exposition we have given first of all
illuminates why this is so. Because being, as understood in advance, “in-
trinsically” grounds things in an originary manner, every being as a being in
its own way announces “grounds,” whether these are specifically grasped
and determined in an appropriate way or not. Because “ground” is a tran-
scendental characteristic of the essence of being in general, the principle of
reason [ground] is valid for beings. Ground, however, belongs to the essence
of being because being (not beings) [68] is given only in transcendence as a
grounding that finds itself in a projecting of world.

Furthermore, it has become clear with respect to the principle of reason
[ground] that the “birthplace” of this principle lies neither in the essence
of proposition nor in propositional truth, but in ontological truth, i.e., in
transcendence itself. Freedom is the origin of the principle of reason [ground];
for in freedom, in the unity of excess and withdrawal, the grounding of
things that develops and forms itself as ontological truth is grounded.

? First edition, 1929: And the latter in time as ‘Temporality [Temporalitat].
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Coming from this origin we not only understand this principle in its
intrinsic possibility, but we also gain an eye for something noteworthy and
hitherto unelucidated concerning the way it has been conceived, something
that is, however, suppressed in the way the principle is ordinarily formu-
lated. In Leibniz we indeed find the principle coined in ways that lend
expression to an apparently insignificant moment of its content. These
may be schematcally brought together as follows: ratio est cur hoc potius
existit quam aliud; ratio est cur sic potius existit quam aliter; ratio est cur
aliquid potius existit quam nihil. [A reason is why this exists rather than
something else; a reason is why something exists in this way rather than in
another way; a reason is why anything exists rather than nothing.] The “cur”
[“why"] is expressed as “cur potius quam” [“why rather than”]. Here again
the first problem is not that of the ways and means by which these ques-
tons, in each case posed factically in ontc ways of comportment, are to
be decided. Rather, what needs to be clarified is why it is that the “cur”
[“why”] could associate itself with the “potius quam” [“rather than”] at all.

Every accounting for things must move within a sphere of what is passible,
because as'a manner of intentional comportment toward beings with re-
spect to their possibility it is already compliant with the explicit or implicit
(ontological) grounding of something. In accordance with its essence, such
grounding always necessarily provides a given range of what is possible -
here the character of possibility changes according to how the being of those
beings to be unveiled is constituted — and it does so because being (the con-
stitution of being), in grounding something, is, as transcendentally binding
for Dasein, rooted in Dasein’s freedom. The reflecton of this origin of the
essence of ground in the grounding that pertains to finite freedom shows
itself in the [69] “potites quam” found in these formulations of the principle
of reason. But once again, shedding light upon the concrete, transcen-
dental connections between “ground” and the “rather than” presses us to
clarify the idea of being in general (what-being and how-being, something,
nothing and nothingness).

In its raditonal form and role, the principle of reason has remained
stuck in a trivialized form that necessarily entails that we first of all illumi-
nate everything that has the character of a “grounding principle.” For even
declaring this principle to be a “grounding principle” and, for instance,
placing it together with the principle of identity and principle of noncon-
tradiction, or even deriving it from these, does not lead us into the origin,
but is equivalent to cutting off all further questioning. Here we should ob-
serve, moreover, that even the principles of identty and noncontradiction
are not only also transcendental, but point back to something more originary
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that does not have the character of a proposition, but rather belongs to the
occurrence of transcendence as such (temporality).

Thus the principle of reason too lets its non-essence interfere with the
essence of ground, and in the sanctioned form of a grounding principle
suppresses a problematic that would first open up this very principle. Yet
this “non-essence” cannot simply be attributed to the supposed “superfi-
ciality” of individual philosophers, and nor can it therefore be overcome by
supposedly more radical “progress.” Ground has its non-essence because
it springs from finite freedom. This freedom is itself unable to withdraw
from whatever springs forth from it in this way. The ground that springs
forth in transcending folds back upon freedom itself, and freedom as origin
itself becomes “ground.” Freedom: is the ground of ground. Yet not simply
in the sense of a formal, endless “iteratdon.” Freedom's being a ground
does not — as we are always tempted to think — have the character of one of
the ways of grounding, but determines itself as the grounding unity of the
transcendental strewal of grounding. As this ground, however, freedom is
the abyss of ground [Ab-grund] in Dasein. Not that our individual, [70] free
comportment is groundless; rather, in its essence as transcendence, free-
dom places Dasein, as potendiality for being, in possibilites that gape open
before its finite choice, i.e., within its destiny.”

Yet in its world-projective surpassing of beings, Dasein mustsurpassitself
so as to be able to first of all understand stself as an abyss of ground from out
of this elevatdon. And the character of this abyssal ground of Dasein is in
turn nothing that lends itself to a dialectc, or to psychological dissection.
The irruption of this abyssal ground in transcendence as grounding is rather
the primordial movement that freedom accomplishes with us ourselves and
thereby “gives us to understand,” i.e., proffers as the originary content of
world, that this content, the more originarily it is grounded, concerns all
the more directly the heart of Dasein, its selfhood in action. Accordingly,
the non-essence of ground is “overcome” only in factical existing, but never
eliminated.

If, however, transcendence in the sense of freedom for ground is under-
stood in the first and last instance as an abyss of ground, then the essence of
what was called Dasein’s absorption in and by beings also thereby becomes
sharper. Dasein - although finding itself in the midst of beings and per-
vasively attuned by them - is, as free potendality for being, thrown among
beings. The fact thar it has the possibility of being a self, and has this

? First edition, 1929: Stll the futile artempt to think Da-sein while shielding the wuth of
beyng in its urning.
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factcally in keeping with its freedom in each case; the fact that transcen-
dence temporalizes itself as a primordial occurrence, does not stand in the
power of this freedom itself. Yet such impotence (thrownness) is not first
the result of beings forcing themselves upon Dasein, but rather determines
Dasein’s being as such. All projection of world is therefore thrown. Clarify-
ing the essence of finitude in Dasein from out of the constitution of its being®
must precede all “self-evident” assumptions concerning the finite “nature”
of the human being, all description of properties that first ensue from fini-
tude, and above all any overhasty “explanation” of the ontic provenance of
such properties.

[71] The essence of the finitude of Dasein is, however, unveiled in tran-
scendence as freedom for ground.

And so the human being, existing as a transcendence that exceeds in the
direcdon of possibilities, is a creature of distance. Only through originary
distances that he forms for himself in his transcendence with respect to all
beings does a true nearness to things begin to arise in him. And only being
able to listen into the distance awakens Dasein as a self to the response of
the other Dasein in whose company [Mitsein] it can surrender its I-ness so
as to attain itself as an authentic self.

? First edition, 1929: The leap [Sprung] into the origin [Urprimg]! (Da-sein) origin -
freedom - temporality; finitude of Dasein not identical with the finitude of the human
being, to be grasped otherwise: character of origin!

First edition, 1929: But freedom has nothing in common with grounding or with ground,
just as little as with cause |Ursache] or causation [Ver-ursachen) or any kind of “subssance” or
“making” |“sachen” und “macben” ).
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On the Essence of Truth

Translated by John Sallis*

(73] Our topic is the essence® of truth. The question regarding the essence of
truth is not concerned with whether truth is a truth of practcal experience
or of economic calculation, the truth of a technical consideraton or of
political sagacity, or, in particular, a truth of scientific research or of artistic
composition, or even the truth of thoughtful reflection or of cultc belief.
The question of essence disregards all this and attends to the one thing that
in general distinguishes every “truth” as truth.

Yet with this questdon concerning essence do we not soar too high into
the void of generality that deprives all thinking of breath> Does not the
extravagance of such questioning bring to light the groundlessness of all
philosophy? A radical thinking that turns to what is actual must surely
from the first insist bluntly on establishing the actual truth that today gives
us a measure and a stand against the confusion of opinions and reckonings.
In the face of this actual need, what use is the question concerning the
essence of truth, this “abstract” quesdon that disregards everything actual?
Is not the question of essence the most unessential and superfluous that
could be asked?

No one can evade the evident certainty of these considerations. None
can lightly neglect their compelling seriousness. But what is it that speaks
in these consideratons? “Sound” common sense. It harps on the demand
for palpable utility and inveighs against knowledge of the essence of beings,
which essential knowledge has long been called “philosophy.”

[74] Common sense has its own necessity; it asserts its rights with the
weapon peculiarly suitable to it, namely, appeal to the “obviousness” of its
claims and consideratons. However, philosophy can never refute common

? Third cdition, 1954: Essence: (1) quidditas - the “what” - xowéy; (2) enabling - condi-
tion of possibility; (3) ground of enabling.
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sense, for the latter is deaf to the language of philosophy. Nor may it} even
wish to do so, since common sense is blind to what philosophy sets before
its essential vision.

Moreover, we ourselves remain within the sensibleness of common sense
to the extent that we suppose ourselves to be secure in those multform
“truths” of practcal experience and acton, of research, composition, and
belief. We ourselves intensify that resistance which the “obvious” has to
every demand made by what is questonable.

Therefore even if some questoning concerning truth is necessary, what
we then demand is an answer to the question as to where we stand today.
We want to know what our situation is today. We call for the goal that
should be posited for human beings in and for their history. We want the
actual “cruth.” Well then - truth!

But in calling for the actual “cruth” we must already know what truth as
such means. Or do we know this only by “feeling” and “in a general way™?
But is not such vague “knowing” and our indifference regarding it more
desolate than sheer ignorance of the essence of truth?

1. THE USUAL CONCEPT OF TRUTH

What do we ordinarily understand by “truth”? This elevated yet at the
same time worn and almost dulled word “ruth™ means what makes® a true
thing true. What is a true thing? We say, for example, “It is a true joy
to cooperate in the accomplishment of this task.” [75] We mean that it is
purely and actually a joy. The tue is the actual. Accordingly, we speak
of true gold in distinction from false. False gold is not actually what it
appears to be. It is merely a “semblance” and thus is not actual. What is
notactual is taken to be the opposite of the actual. But what merely seems
to be gold is nevertheless something actual. Accordingly, we say more
precisely: actual gold is genuine gold. Yet both are “actual,” the circulating
counterfeit no less than the genuine gold. What is true about genuine gold
thus cannot be demonstrated merely by its actuality. The question recurs:
what do “genuine” and “true” mean here? Genuine gold is that actual gold
the actuality of which is in accordance [in der Ubereimtimmung stebt] with
what, always and in advance, we “properly” mean by “gold.” Conversely,
wherever we suspect false gold, we say: “Here something is not in accord”

? First edition, 1943, and third edition, 1954: Truth, Wabr-beit, -beit: die Heitere (das Heiternde)
[the bright (that which brightens)), that which clears [das Licbrende).
First edition, 1943, and third editon, 1954: Making - settng forth - letting emerge into
the clearing.
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[stimmt nicht]. On the other hand, we say of whatever is “as it should be™
“Itis in accord.” The muatter is in accord [Die Sache stimmt].

However, we call true not only an actual joy, genuine gold, and all beings
of such kind, but also and above all we call true or false our statements about
beings, which can themselves be genuine or not with regard to their kind,
which can be thus or otherwise in their actuality. A statement is true if
what it means and says is in accordance with the matter about which the
statement is made. Here too we say, “It is in accord.” Now, though, it is
not the matter that is in accord but rather the proposition.

The true, whether it be a matter or a proposition, is what accords, the
accordant (das Stimmende]. Being true and truth here signify accord, and
that in a double sense: on the one hand, the consonance (Einstimmigkeit]
of a matter with what is supposed in advance regarding it and, on the other
hand, the accordance of what is meant in the statement with the matter.

This dual character of the accord is brought to light by the traditional
definidon of truth: veritas est adaequatio rei et intellectus. This can be taken
to mean: truth is the correspondence [Angleichung] of the matter to knowl-
edge. But it can [76] also be taken as saying: truth is the correspondence of
knowledge to the matter. Admittedly, the above definition is usually stated
only in the formula veritas est adaequatio intellectus ad rem [truth is the ade-
quaton of intellect to thing]. Yet truth so conceived, propositional truth,
is possible only on the basis of material truth [Sachwabrbeit], of adaequatio
rei ad intellectum [adequaton of thing to intellect]. Both concepts of the
essence of veritas have continually in view a conforming to. .. [Sichrichten
nach . .. ), and hence think truth as corvectness [Richtgkeit].

Nonetheless, the one is not the mere inversion of the other. On the
contrary, in each case intellectus and res are thought differently. In order
to recognize this we must trace the usual formula for the ordinary con-
cept of truth back to its most recent (i.e., the medieval) origin. Veritas as
adaequatio rei ad intellectum does not imply the later transcendental concep-
tion of Kant - possible only on the basis of the subjectivity of the human
essence — that “objects conform to our knowledge.” Rather, it implies the
Chrisdan theological belief that, with respect to what it is and whether it
is, a matter, as created (ens creatum), is only insofar as it corresponds to the
idea preconceived in the intellectus divinus, i.e., in the mind of God, and thus
measures up to the idea (is correct) and in this sense is “crue.” The inte/-
lectus bumanus too is an ens creatum. As a capacity bestowed upon human
beings by God, it must satisfy its ides. But the understanding measures up
to the idea only by accomplishing in its propositions the correspondence of
what is thought to the matter, which in its turn must be in conformity with
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the idea. If all beings are “created,” the possibility of the truth of human
knowledge is grounded in the fact that matter and proposition measure up
to the idea in the same way and therefore are fitted to each other on the
basis of the unity of the divine plan of creation. Veritas as adaequatio rei
(creandae) ad intellectum (divinum) guarantees veritas as adaequatio intellectus
(bumani) ad rem (creatam). Throughout, veritas essendally implies conve-
nientia, the coming of beings themselves, as created, [77] into agreement
with the Creator, an “accord” with regard to the way they are determined
in the order of creaton.*

But this order, detached from the notion of creation, can also be repre-
sented in a general and indefinite way as a world-order. The theologically
conceived order of creation is replaced by the capacity of all objects to be
planned by means of a worldly reason [Weltvernunft] that supplies the law
for itself and thus also claims that its procedure is immediately intelligible
(whatis considered “logical”). That the essence of propositional truth con-
sists in the correctness of statements is thought to need no further special
proof.* Even where an effort is made — with a conspicuous lack of success -
to explain how correctness is to occur, it is already presupposed as being
the essence of truth. Likewise, material truth always signifies the conso-
nance of something at hand with the “rational” concept of its essence. The
impression arises that this definition of the essence of truth is independent
of the interpretation of the essence of the Being of all beings, which always
includes a corresponding interpretation of the essence of the human being
as the bearer and executor of intellectus. Thus the formula for the essence of
truth (veritas est adaequatio intellectus et rei) comes to have its general validity
as something immediately evident to everyone. Under the domination of
the obviousness that this concept of truth seems to have, but that is hardly
attended to as regards its essential grounds, it is considered equally obvious
that truth’ has an opposite, and that there is untruth. The untruth of the
proposition (incorrectness) is the nonaccordance of the statement with the
matter. The untruth of the matter (nongenuineness) signifies nonagree-
ment of a being with its essence. In each case untruth is conceived as a
nonaccord. The latter falls outside the essence of truth. Therefore when it
is a question of comprehending the pure essence of truth, untruth, as such
an opposite of truth, can be put aside.

? First edition, 1943: Not a double coming into agreement, but one, yet multiply articulated:
Because of agreement with the Creator, there is also agreement [of beings} among one anotber
(since what is created is in a certain way divine); “correspondence” in a more essental sense
than that intended by the crude, unthought analogia entis adopted from Aristotle by the
Scholastics.
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[78] But then is there any further need at all for a special unveiling of
the essence of truth? Is not the pure essence of truth already adequately
represented in the generally accepted concept, which is upset by no theory
and is secured by its obviousness? Moreover, if we take the tracing back
of propositional truth to material truth to be what in the first instance it
shows itself to be, namely, a theological explanation, and if we then keep the
philosophical definidon completely pure of all admixture of theology and
limit the concept of truth to propositional truth, then we encounter an old -
though not the oldest — traditon of thinking, according to which truth is
the accordance (duoiwasig) of a statement (Adyog) with a matter (zpaypa).
What is it about statements that here remains sdll worthy of question -
granted that we know what is meant by accordance of a statement with the
matter? Do we know that?

2. THE INNER POSSIBILITY OF ACCORDANCE

We speak of accordance in various senses. We say, for example, considering
two five-mark coins lying on the table: they are in accordance with one
another. They come into accord in the oneness of their outward appearance.
Hence they have the latter in common, and thus they are in this regard
alike. Furthermore, we speak of accordance whenever, for example, we state
regarding one of the five-mark coins: this coin is round. Here the statement
is in accordance with the thing. Now the relaton obtains, not between
thing and thing, but rather between a statement and a thing. But wherein
are the thing and the statement supposed to be in accordance, considering
that the relata are manifestly different in their outward appearance? The
coin is made of metal. The statement is not material at all. The coin is
round. The statement has nothing [79] at all spatial about it. With the
coin something can be purchased. The statement about it is never a means
of payment. But in spite of all their dissimilarity the above statement, as
true, is in accordance with the coin. And according to the usual concept
of truth this accord is supposed to be a correspondence. How can what is
completely dissimilar, the statement, correspond to the coin? It would have
to become the coin and in this way relinquish itself endrely. The statement
never succeeds in doing that. The moment itdid, it would no longer be able
as a statement to be in accordance with the thing. In the correspondence
the statement must® remain — indeed even first become — what it is. In what
does its essence, so thoroughly different from every thing, consist?> How is
the statement able to correspond to something else, the thing, precisely by
persisting in its own essence?
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Correspondence here cannot signify a thing-like approximation between
dissimilar kinds of things. The essence of the correspondence is determined
rather by the kind of relation that obtains between the statement and the
thing. As long as this “relation” remains undetermined and is not grounded
in its essence, all dispute over the possibility and impossibility, over the
nature and degree, of the correspondence loses its way in a void. But the
statement regarding the coin relates “itself” to this thing in that it presents
[vor-stellr] it and says of what is presented how, according to the particular
perspective that guides it, it is disposed. What is stated by the presentative
statement is said of the presented thing in just such manner as that thing,
as presented, is. The “such-as” has to do with the presenting and what it
presents. Disregarding all “psychological” preconceptons as well as those
of any “theory of consciousness,” to present here means to let the thing
stand opposed as object. As thus placed, what stands opposed must traverse
an open field of opposedness [Entgegen]* and nevertheless must maintain its
stand as a thing and show itself as something withstanding [ein Standiges].
This appearing of the thing in traversing a field of opposedness takes place
within an open region, the openness of which [80] is not first created by
the presenting but rather is only entered into and taken over as a domain
of relatedness. The relation of the presentative statement to the thing is
the accomplishment of that bearing [Verhilmis] that originarily and always
comes to prevail as a comportment [Verbalten] But all comportment is
distinguished by the fact that, standing in the open region, it in each case
adheres to something opened up as such.” What is thus opened up, solely
in this strict sense, was experienced early in Western thinking as “what is
present” and for a long time has been named “being.”

Comporunent stands open® to beings. Every open relatedness is a com-
portment. Man’s open stance varies depending on the kind of beings and
the way of comportment. All working and achieving, all action and cal-
culaton, keep within an open region within which beings, with regard to
what they are and how they are, can properly take their stand’ and become
capable of being said. This can occur only if beings present themselves
along with the presentative statement so that the latter subordinates it-
self to the directve that it speak of beings such-as they are. In following
such a directive the statement conforms to beings. Speech that directs

? Third edition, 1954: The openness of a field of opposedness.
Third edition, 1954: Comportment: abiding [sich aufbalten] in the clearing (standing in
[fnstindig in) the clearing) of the presence of that which is present.

¢ Third edition, 1954: As standing in the openness.
Third edition, 1954: Show, come into place, come to the fore, presence.
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itself accordingly is correct (true). What is thus said is the correct (the
true).

A statement is invested with its correctness by the openness® of comport-
ment; for only through the latter can what is opened up really become the
standard for the presentative correspondence. Open comportinent must let
itself be assigned this standard. This means that it must take over a pregiven
standard for all presenting. This belongs to the openness of comportment.
But if the correctmess (truth) of statements becomes possible only through
this openness of comportment, then what first makes correctness possible
must with more original legitimacy be taken as the essence of truth.

Thus the traditional assignment of truth exclusively to statements as the
sole essential locus of truth falls away. [81] Truth does not originally reside
in the proposition. But at the same tdme the question arises as to the ground
of the inner possibility of the open comportment that pregives a standard,
which possibility alone lends to propositional correctness the appearance
of fulfilling the essence of truth at all.

3. THE GROUND OF THE POSSIBILITY
OF CORRECTNESS

Whence does the presentative statement receive the directive to conform
to the object and to accord by way of correctness? Why is this accord
involved in determining the essence of truth? How can something like
the accomplishment of a pregiven directedness occur? And how can the
initiation into an accord occur? Only if this pregiving has already entered
freely into an open region for something opened up that prevails there and
that binds every presenting. To free oneself for a binding directedness is
possible only by being free for what is opened up in an open region. Such
being free points to the heretofore uncomprehended essence of freedom.
The openness of comportment as the inner condition of the possibility of
correctness is grounded in freedom. The essence of truth, as the correctness of
a statement,® is freedom.

But does not this proposition regarding the essence of correctness sub-
stitute one obvious item for another? In order to be able to carry out
any act and therefore one of presentative stating and even of according
or not according with a “auth,” the actor must of course be free, i.e.,
unimpeded.9 However, the propositon in question does not really mean
that an unconstrained act belongs to the execution of the statement, to its

? Third edition, 1954: And this within the clearing.
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pronouncement and reception; rather the proposition says that freedom® is
the essence of truth itself. In this connection “essence” is-understood as the
ground of the inner possibility of what is initally and generally admitted as
known. Nevertheless in the concept of freedom we do not think truth, and
certainly not at all its essence. The proposition that the essence [82] of truth
(correctness of statements) is freedom must consequently seem strange.

To place the essence of truth in freedom.~ does not this mean to submit
truth to human caprice? Can truch be any-ﬁlore radically undermined than
by being surrendered to the arbitrariness of this “wavering reed”?> What
forced itself upon sound judgmentagain and again in the previous discussion
now all the more clearly comes to light: truth is here driven back to the
subjectivity of the human subject. Even if an objectvity is also accessible to
this subject, such objectivity, along with subjectvity, still remains something
human and at human disposal.

Certainly deceit and dissimulation, lies and decepdon, illusion and sém-
blance - in short, all kinds of untruth - are ascribed to human beings. But
of course untruth is also the opposite of truth. For this reason, as the
nonessence of truth, it is appropriately excluded from the sphere of the
question concerning the pure essence of truth. This human origin of un-
truth indeed only serves to confirm by contrast the essence of truth “in
itself” as holding sway “beyond” the human being. Metaphysics regards
such truth as the imperishable and eternal, which can never be founded on
the transitoriness and fragility that belong to the human essence. How then
can the essence of truth stll have its subsistence and its ground in human
freedom?

Resistance to the proposition that the essence of truth is freedom is based
on preconceptions, the most obstinate of which is that freedom is a property
of the human being. The essence of freedom neither needs nor allows any
further questioning. Everyone knows what the human being is.

4. THE ESSENCE OF FREEDOM

(83] However, indication of the essential connection between truth as cor-
rectness and freedom uproots those preconceptons - granted of course
that we are prepared for a transformation of thinking. Consideration of
the essendal connection between truth and freedom leads us to pursue the
question of the human essence in a regard that assures us an experience of
a concealed essential ground of the human being (of Dasein), and in such

? Third edition, 1954: Freedom and clearing of self-concealing sheltering (event of appro-
priation).
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a manner that the experience transposes us in advance into the originarily
essential domain of truth. But here it becomes evident also that freedom is
the ground of the inner possibility of correctness only because it receives its
own essence from the more originary essence of uniquely essental truth.
Freedom was initially determined as freedom for what is opened up in an
open region. How is this essence of freedom to be thought? That which is
opened up, that to which a presentative statement as correct corresponds,
are beings opened up in an open comportment. Freedom for whatis opened
up in an open region lets beings be the beings they are. Freedom now re-
veals itself as letting beings be.?

Ordinarily we speak of letting be whenever, for example, we forgo some
enterprise that has been planned. “We let something be” means we do not
touch it again, we have nothing more to do with it. To let something be has
here the negative sense of letting it alone, of renouncing it, of indifference
and even neglect. _

However, the phrase required now - to let beings be — does not refer to
neglect and indifference but rather the opposite. To let be isto engage one-.
self with beings.b On the other hand, to be sure, this is not to be understood
only as the mere management, [84] preservaton, tending, and planning of
the beings in each case encountered or sought out. To let be - that is, to
let beings be as the beings that they are — means to engage oneself with
the open region and its openness into which every being comes to stand,
bringing that openness, as it were, along with itself. Western thinking in
its beginning conceived this open region as t& aArfiéa, the unconcealed.”
If we translate aAffewa as “unconcealment” rather than “truth,” this trans-
lation is not merely “more literal”; it contains the directive to rethink the
ordinary concept of truth in the sense of the correctness of statements and
to think it back to that stll uncomprehended disclosedness and disclosure
of beings. To engage oneself with the disclosedness of beings is not to
lose oneself in them; rather, such engagement withdraws in the face of be-
ings in order that they might reveal themselves with respect to what and
how they are, and in order that presentative correspondence might take its
standard from them. As this letting-be it exposes itself to beings as such
and transposes all comportment into the open region. Letting-be, i.e.,
freedom, is intrinsically exposing, ek—snstent Considered in regard to the

? First edition, 1943: Letting be: (1) not in the negative sense, but granting - preservation;
(2) not as an ontically oriented effecting. Heeding, taking heed of being as beyng.
Firstedition, 1943: Leaving thatwhich is present its presencing, and not importing anything
else into it in addition.
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essence of truth, the essence of freedom manifests itself as exposure to the
disclosedness of beings.

Freedom is not merely what common sense is content to let pass under
this name: the caprice, turning up occasionally in our choosing, of inclining
in this or that direction. Freedom is not mere absence of constraint with
respect to what we can or cannot do. Nor is it on the other hand mere
readiness for what is required and necessary (and so somehow a being).
Prior toall this (“negative” and “positive” freedom), freedom is engagement
in the disclosure of beings as such. Disclosedness itself is g(_)ﬁns_ervcc‘lin.ek-
sistent engagement, through which the openness of the open region, i.e.,
the “there” [“Da"), is what it js.

In Da-sein the essental ground, long ungrounded, on the basis of which
human beings are able to ek-sist, is preserved for them. [85] Here “ex-
istence” does not mean existentia in the sense of occurring or being at
hand. Nor on the other hand does it mean, in an “existentiell” fashion,
the moral endeavor of the human being on behalf of his “self,” based on
his psychophysical constitution. Ek-sistence, rooted in truth as freedom,
is exposure to the disclosedness of beings as such. Stll uncomprehended,
indeed, not even in need of an essendal grounding, the ek-sistence of his-
torical human beings begins at that moment when the first thinker takes a
questioning stand with regard to the unconcealment of beings by asking:
what are beings? In this question unconcealment is experienced for the first
tdme. Beings as a whole reveal themselves as piatg, “nature,” which here
does not yet mean a particular sphere of beings but rather beings as such
as a whole, specifically in the sense of upsurgent presencing [aufgebendes
Anwesen)]. History begins only when beings themselves are expressly drawn
up into their unconcealment and conserved in it, only when this conserva-
tion is conceived on the basis of questioning regarding beings as such. The
originary disclosure of beings as a whole, the question concerning beings
as such, and the beginning of Western history are the same; they occur
together in a “dme” which, itself unmeasurable, first opens up the open
region'' for every measure. —_

But if ek-sistent Da-sein, which lets beings be, sets the human being
free for his “freedom” by first offering to his choice something possible
(a being) and by imposing on him something necessary (a being), human
caprice does not then have freedom at its disposal. The human being does
not “possess” freedom as a property. At best, the converse holds: freedom,
ek-sistent, disclosive Da-sein, possesses the human being - so originarily
that only it secures for humanity that distinctive relatedness to beings as

\ ,
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a whole as such which first founds all history. Only the ek-sistent human
being is historical.® “Nature” has no history.

[86) Freedom, understood as letting beings be, is the fulfillment and
consummation of the essence of truth in the sense of the disclosure of
beings. “Truth” is not a feature of correct propositions that are asserted of
an “object” by a human “subject” and then “are valid” somewhere, in what
sphere we know not; rather, truth is disclosure of beings through which an
openness essentially unfolds [west]. All human comportment and bearing
are exposed in its open region. Therefore the human being és in the manner
of ek-sistence.

Because every mode of human comportment is in its own way open and
plies itself to that toward which it comports itself, the restraint of letting-be,
i.e., freedom, must have granted it its endowment of that inner directive
for correspondence of presentation to beings in each instance. That the
human being ek-sists now means that for historical humanity the history of
its essential possibilities is conserved in the disclosure of beings as a whole.
The rare and the simple decisions of history arise from the way the originary
essence of truth essendally unfolds.

However, because truth is in essence freedom, historical human beings
can, in letting beings be, also not let beings be the beings that they are
and as they are. Then beings are covered up and distorted. Semblance
comes to power. In it the nonessence of truth comes to the fore. However,
because ek-sistent freedom as the essence of truth is not a property of
human beings; because on the contrary humans ek-sist and so become
capable of history only as the property of this freedom; the nonessence
of truth cannot first arise subsequently from mere human incapacity and
negligence. Rather, untruth must derive from the essence of truth. Only
because truth and untruth are, in essence, not irrelevant to one ‘another,
but rather belong together, is it possible for a true proposition to enter into
pointed opposition to the corresponding untrue proposition. The question
concerning the essence of truth thus first reaches [87] the originary domain
of what is at issue when, on the basis of a prior glimpse of the full essence
of truth, it has included a consideradon of untruth in its unveiling of that
essence. Discussion of the nonessence of truth is not the subsequent filling
of a gap but rather the decisive step toward an adequate posing of the
question concerning the essence of truth. Yet how are we to comprehend the
nonessence in the essence of truth? If the essence of truth is not exhausted

? First edition, 1943: Inadequate; essence of history in terms of history as event of appropri-
ation [Ereignis|.
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by the correctness of statements, then neither can untruth be equated with
the incorrectness of judgments.

s. THE ESSENCE OF TRUTH

. v . . .
The essence of truth reveals i eedom / The latter is ek-sistent, dis-
closive letting beings be. Every mode of opén comportument flourishes in

letting beings be and in each case is a comportment to this or that being.
As engagement in the disclosure of beings as a whole as such, freedom has
already attuned all comportment to beings as a whole. However, being
attuned (attunement)* can never be understood as “experience” and “feel-
ing,” because it is thereby simply deprived of its essence. For here it is
interpreted on the basis of something (“life” and “soul”) that can maintain
the semblance of the dtle of essence only as long as it bears in itself the
distortion and misinterpretadon of being attuned. Being attuned, i.e., ek-
sistent exposedness to beings as a whole, can be “experienced” and “felt”
only because the “human being who experiences,” without being aware
of the essence of the attunement, is always engaged in being attuned in
a way that discloses beings as a whole. Every mode of comportment on
the part of historical human beings — whether accentuated or not, whether
understood or not - is attuned, and by this attunement is drawn up into
[88] beings as a whole. The openedness of beings as a whole does not co-
incide with the sum of all immediately familiar beings. On the contrary:
where beings are not very familiar to humans and are scarcely and only
roughly known by science, the openedness of beings as a whole can pre-
vail more essentally than it can where the familiar and well known has
become boundless, and nothing is any longer able to withstand the busi-
ness of knowing, since technical mastery over things bears itself without
limit. Precisely in the leveling and planing of this omniscience, this mere
knowing, the openedness of beings gets flattened out into the apparent
nothingness of what is no longer even a matter of indifference, but rather
is simply forgotten.

Letdng beings be, which is an attuning, a bringing into accord, prevails
throughout and anticipates all the open comportunent that flourishes in
it. Human comportment is brought into definite accord throughout by
the openedness of beings as a whole. However, from the point of view of
everyday calculatdons and preoccupations this “as a whole” appears to be
incalculable and incomprehensible. It cannot be understood on the basis of
the beings opened up in any given case, whether they belong to nature or to
history. Although it ceaselessly brings everything into definite accord, stll it
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remains indefinite, indeterminable; it then coincides for the most part with
what is most fleeting and most unconsidered. However, what brings into
accord is not nothing, but rather a concealing of beings as a whole. Precisely
because letting-be always lets beings be in a particular comportment that
relates to them and thus discloses them, it conceals beings as a whole.
Letting-be is intrinsically at the same time a concealing. In the ek-sistent
freedom of Da-sein a concealing of beings as a whole comes to pass [ereigner
sich]. Here there is concealment.?

6. UNTRUTH AS CONCEALING

(89] Concealment deprives d@Afifeia of disclosure yet does not render it
atéprowg (privation); rather, concealment preserves what is most proper
to aA¥fewa as its own. Considered with respect to truth as disclosedness,
concealment is then un-disclosedness and accordingly the un-truth that
is most proper to the essence of truth. The concealment of beings as a
whole does not first show up subsequently as a consequence of the fact that
knowledge of beings is always fragmentary. The concealment of beings as a
whole, un-truth proper, is older than every openedmmf)Eﬁg
It is older even than letting-be itself, which in disclosing g already holds
concealed and comports itself toward concealing. What conserves letting-
be in this relatedness to concealing? Nothing less than the conceng of
what is concealed as a whole, of beings as such, i.e., the mystery; not a
particular mystery regarding this or that, but rather the one miystery - that,
in general, mystery (the concealing of what is conqt_:_a_l_ed) assuch holas olds sway
throughout the Da-sein of human beings.

In letdng beings as a whole be, which discloses and at the same time
conceals, it happens that concealing appears as what is first of all con-
cealed. Insofar as it ek-sists, Da-sein conserves the first and broadest un-
disclosedness, un-truth proper. The proper non-essence of truth is the
mystery. Here non-essence does not yet have the sense of inferiority to
essence in the sense of what is general (xotvév. yévog), its possibilitas and the
ground of its possibility. Non-essence is here what in such a sense would be
a pre-essential essence. ‘But “nonessence” means at first and for the most
part the deformation of that already inferior essence. Indeed, in each of
these significatons the non-essence remains always in its own way essendal
to the essence and never becomes unessental in the sense of irrelevant.
[90] But to speak of nonessence and untruth in this manner goes very much

? First edition, 1943: Between 5. and 6. the leap into the turning (whose essence unfolds in
the event of appropriation).
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against the grain of ordinary opinion and looks like a draggingup of forcibly
contrived “paradoxa.” Because it is difficult to eliminate this impression,
such a way of speaking, paradoxical only for ordinary doxa (opinion), is
to be renounced. But surely for those who know about such matters the
“non-" of the originary non-essence of truth, as un-truth, points to the stll
unexperienced domain of the truth of Being (not merely of beings).

As letting beings be, freedom s intrinsically the resolutely open bearing
that does not close up in itself{2 All comportment Verbalten) is grounded
in this bearing [Verhbiltnis] and receives from it directedness toward beings
and disclosure of them. Nevertheless, this bearing toward concealing con-
ceals itself in letdng a forgottenness of the mystery take precedence and
disappearing in such forgottenness. Certainly the human being takes his
bearings (verhdlt sich] constantly in his comportment toward beings; but for
the most part he acquiesces in this or that being and its particular opened-
ness. Humans cling to what is readily available and controllable even where
ulimate matters are concerned. And if the human being sets out to extend,
change, newly assimilate, or secure the openedness of the beings pertaining
to the most various domains of his activity and interest, then he still takes
his directives from the sphere of readily available intentions and needs.

However, to reside in what is readily available is intrinsically not to let
the concealing of whatis concealed hold sway. Certainly, among readily fa-
miliar things there are also some that are puzzling, unexplained, undecided,
questionable. But these self-certain questions are merely transitional, in-
termediate points in our movement within the readily familiar and thus not
essential. Wherever the concealment of beings as a whole is conceded only
as a limit that occasionally announces itself, concealing as a fundamental
occurrence has sunk into forgottenness.

[91] But the forgotten mystery of Dasein is not eliminated by the forgot-
tenness; rather, the forgottenness bestows on the apparent disappearance
of what is forgotten a peculiar presence (Gegenwart]. By disavowing itself
in and for forgottenness, the mystery leaves historical human beings in the
sphere of what is readily available to them, leaves them to their own re-
sources. Thus left, humanity replenishes its “world” on the basis of the
latest needs and aims, and fills out that world by means of proposing and
planning. From these human beings then take their standards, forgetting
beings as a whole. Humans persist in these standards and continually supply
themselves with new standards, yet without considering either the ground
for taking up standards or the essence of what gives the standard. In spite
of their advance to new standards and goals, human beings go wrong as
regards the essental genuineness of their standards. Human beings are all
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the more mistaken the more exclusively they take themselves, as subject, to
be the standard for all beings. The inordinate forgetfulness of humanity
persists in securing itself by means of what is readily available and always
accessible. This persistence has its unwitting support in that bearing by
which Dasein not only ek-sists but also at the same time in-sists, i.e., holds
fast to what is offered by beings, as if they were open of and in themselves.
As ek-sistent, Dasein is insistent. Even in insistent existence the mystery
holds sway, but as the forgotten and hence “unessential” essence of truth.

\
-
»

7. UN-TRUTH AS ERRANCY i

As insistent, the human being is turned toward the most readily available
beings. But he insists only by being already ek-sistent, since, after all, he
takes beings as his standard. However, in taking its standard, humanity is
turned away from the mystery. The insistent turning toward what is readily
available [92] and the ek-sistent turning away from the mystery belong
together. They are one and the same. Yet turning toward and away from is
based on a peculiar turning to and fro proper to Dasein. The human being’s
flight from the mystery toward what is readily available, onward from one
current thing to the next, passing the mystery by — this is erring. '+ —
~ Humans err. Human beings do not merely stray into errancy. They
are always astray in errancy, because as ek-sistent they in-sist and so already
stand within errancy. The errancy through which human beings stray is not
something that, as it were, extends alongside them like a ditch into which
they occasionally stumble; rather, errancy belongs to the inner constitution
of the Da-sein into which historical human beings are admitted. Errancy
is the free space for that turning in which in-sistent ek-sistence adroitly
forgets and mistakes itself constantly anew. The concealing of concealed
beings as a whole holds sway in that disclosure of specific beings, which, as
forgottenness of concealment, becomes errancy.

Errancy is the essential counteressence to the originary essence of truth
Errancy opens itself up as the open region for every counterplay to essential
truth. Errancy is the open site for and ground of error. Error is not merely
an isolated mistake but the kingdom (the dominion) of the history of those
entanglements in which all kinds of erring get interwoven.

In conformity with its openness and its relatedness to beings as a whole,
every mode of comportment has its manner of erring. Error extends from
the most ordinary wasting of time, making a mistake, and miscalculating,
to going astray and venturing too far in one’s essental attitudes and de-
cisions. Ilowever, what is ordinarily and even according to the teachings
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of philosophy recognized as error, namely, incorrectness of judgments and
falsity of knowledge, is only one mode of erring and, moreover, the most
superficial one. The errancy in which any given segment of historical hu-
manity must proceed for its course to be errant is essentially connected
with the openness of Dasein. [93] By leading them astray, errancy domi-
nates human beings through and through. But, as leading astray, errancy at
the same time contributes to a possibility that humans are capable of draw-
ing up from their ek-sistence — the possibility that, by experiencing errancy
itself and by not mistaking the mystery of Da-sein, they not let themselves
be led astray.

Because the human being’s in-sistent ek-sistence proceeds in errancy, and
because errancy as leading astray always oppresses in some manner or other
and is formidable on the basis of this oppression of the mystery, specifically
as something forgotten, in the ek-sistence of his Dasein the human being is
subjected to the rule of the mystery and at the same time to the oppression
of errancy. He is in the needful condition of being constrained by the one and
the other. The full essence of truth, including its most proper nonessence,
keeps Dasein in need by this perpetual turning to and fro. Dasein is a
turning into need. From the Da-sein of human beings and from it alone
arises the disclosure of necessity and, as a result, the possibility of being
transposed into what is inevitable.

The disclosure of bemgs as such is snmultaneously and intrinsically the
cggggaﬁggMgS as'a whole. In the snmnﬂfanelty “of disclosure and
concealing, errancy holds sway. Errancy and the concealing of what is
concealed belong to the originary essence of truth. Freedom, conceived
on the basis of the in-sistent ek-sistence of Dasein, is the essence of truth
(in the sense of the correctness of presenting), only because freedom it-
self originates from the originary essence of truth, the rule of the mys-
tery in errancy. Lettng beings be takes its course in open comportment.
However, letting beings as such be as a whole occurs in a way befitdng
its essence only when from time to time it gets taken up in its originary

2um Gebﬂmcy as such. Then the quesuon n of
the essence of truth gets asked more originally. Then the ground of the
intertwining of the essence of truth with the truth of essence reveals itself.
The glimpse into the mystery [94] out of errancy is a questioning — in the
sense of that unique question of what beings as such are as a whole. This
questioning thinks the question of the Being of beings, a question that is
essentally misleading and thus in its manifold meaning is stll not mastered.
The thinking of Being, from which such questioning originarily stems, has
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since Plato been understood as “philosophy,” and later received the dtle
“metaphysics.”

8. PIIILOSOPHY AND THE QUESTION OF TRUTH

In the thinking of Being the liberadon of human beings for ek-sistence, the
liberation that grounds history, is put into words. These are not merely the
“expression” of an opinion but always already the ably conserved ardcula-
tion of the truth of beings as a whole. How many have ears for these words
matters not. Who those are that can hear them determines the human
being’s standpoint in history. However, in the same period in which the
beginning of philosophy takes place, the marked dominaton of common
sense (sophistry) also begins.

The latter appeals to the unquestionable character of the beings that
are opened up and interprets all thoughtful questioning as an attack on, an
unfortunate irritation of,, sound common sense.

However, what philosophy is according to the estimaton of common
sense, which is quite justified in its own domain, does not touch on the
essence of philosophy, which can be determined only on the basis of relat-
edness to the original truth of beings as such as a whole. But because the
full essence of truth contains the nonessence and above all holds sway as
concealing, philosophy as a questioning into this truth is intrinsically discor-
dant. Philosophical thinking is gentle releasement that does not renounce
the concealment of beings as a whole. Philosophical thinking is especially
the stern and resolute openness that does not disrupt the concealing [95]
but entreats its unbroken essence into the open region of understanding
and thus into its own truth.

In the gentle sternness and stern gentleness with which it lets beings as
such be as a whole, philosophy becomes a questioning that does not cling
solely to beings yet that also can allow no externally imposed decree. Kant
presaged this innermost need that thinking has. For he says of philosophy:

Here philosophy is seen in fact to be placed in a precarious positdon, which is
supposed to be stable — although neither in heaven nor on earth is there anything
on which it depends or on which it is based. It is here that it hasto prove its integrity
as the keeper of its laws [Selbsthalterin ibrer Gesetze], not as the mouthpiece of laws
secretly communicated to it by some implanted sense or by who knows what tutelary
nature. (Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten. Werke, Akademieausgabe vol. IV,
p- 425)

With this essential interpretation of philosophy, Kant, whose work in-
troduces the final tumning of Western metaphysics, envisages a domain
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that to be sure he could understand only on the basis of his fundamental
metaphysical position, founded on subjectivity, and which he had to under-
stand as the keeping of its laws. This essendal view of the determination of
philosophy nevertheless goes far enough to renounce every subjugation of
philosophical thinking, the most destitute kind of which lets philosophy still
be of value as an “expression” of “culture” (Spengler) and as an orament
of productive humankind.

However, whether philosophy as “keeper of its laws” fulfills the essence
originarily decided for it, or whether it is not itself first of all kept and
appointed to its task as keeper by the truth of that to which its laws in each
case pertain — this depends on the primordiality with which the original
essence of truth becomes essential for thoughtful questoning.

The present undertaking takes the question of the essence of truth be-
yond the confines of the ordinary definitdon provided in the usual concept
of essence and helps us to [96] consider whether the question of the essence
of tuth must not be, at the same time and even first of all, the question
concerning the truth of essence. But in the concept of “essence” philos-
ophy thinks Being. In tracing the inner possibility of the correctness of
statements back to the ek-sistent freedom of letting-be as its “ground,”
and likewise in pointing to the essential beginning of this ground in con-
cealing and in errancy, we want to show that the essence of truth is not
the empty “generality” of an “abstract” universality but rather that which,
self-concealing, is unique in the unremittdng history of the disclosure of
the “meaning” of what we call Being — what we for a long time have been
accustomed to considering only as beings as a whole.

9. NOTE

The question of the essence of truth arises from the question of the truth
of essence. In the former question essence is understood initially in the
sense of whatness (quidditas) or material content (realitas), whereas truth is
understood as a characteristic of knowledge. In the question of the truth of
essence, essence is understood verbally; in this word, remaining still within
metaphysical presentation, Beyng is thought as the difference that holds
swaybetween Being and beings. Truth signifies sheltering that clears [/icht-
endes Bergen) as the fundamental trait of Being. The question of the essence
of truth finds its answer in the proposition the essence of truth is the truth of
essence. After our explanation it can easily be seen that the proposition does
not merely reverse the word order so as to conjure the specter of paradox.
The subject of the proposition - if this unfortunate grammatical category
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may still beusedat all - is the truth of essence. Sheltering thatclearsis - i.e.,
lets essentially unfold — accordance between knowledge and beings. The
proposition is [97] not dialectcal. It is no propositon at all in the sense of a
statement. The answer to the question of the essence of truth is the saying
of a turning [die Sage einer Kebre] within the history of Beyng. Because
sheltering that clears belongs to it, Beyng appears originarily in the light of
concealing withdrawal. The name of this clearing [Lichtung] is aAf0ewa.

Already in the original project, the lecture “On the Essence of Truth”
was to have been completed by a second lecture, “On the Truth of Essence.”
The latter failed for reasons that are now indicated in the “Letter on
Humanism.”

The decisive question (in Being and Time, 1927) of the meaning, i.e.,
of the project-domain (see Being and Tme, p. 151), i.e., of the openness,
i.e., of the truth of Being and not merely of beings, remains intenton-
ally undeveloped. Our thinking apparently remains on the path of mesa-
physics. Nevertheless, in its decisive steps, which lead from truth as cor-
rectness to ek-sistent freedom, and from the latter to truth as concealing
and as errancy, it accomplishes a change in the questoning that belongs
to the overcoming of metaphysics. The thinking attempted in the lecture
comes to fulfillment in the essential experience that a nearness to the truth
of Being is first prepared for historical human beings on the basis of the
Da-sein into which human beings can enter. Every kind of anthropology
and all subjectivity of the human being as subject is not merely left behind -
as it was already in Being and Time — and the truth of Being sought as the
ground of a transformed historical position; rather, the movement of the
lecture is such that it sets out to think from this other ground (Da-sein).
The course of the questoning is intrinsically the path of a thinking that,
instead of furnishing representatons and concepts, experiences and tests
itself as a transformadon of its relatedness to Being.
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Plato’s Doctrine of Truth

Translated by Thomas Sheehan'

[109] The knowledge that comes from the sciences usually is expressed in
propositions and is laid before us in the form of conclusions that we can
grasp and put to use. But the “doctrine” of a thinker is that which, within
what is said, remains unsaid, that to which we are exposed so that we might
expend ourselves on it.

In order to experience and to know for the future what a thinker left
unsaid, whatever that mightbe, we have to consider what he said. To prop-
erly satsfy this demand would entail examining all of Plato’s “dialogues”
in their interreladonship. Since this is impossible, we must let a different
path guide us to the unsaid in Plato’s thinking.

What remains unsaid in Plato’s thinking is a change in what determines
the essence of truth. The fact that this change does take place, what it
consists in, and what gets grounded through this transformation of the
essence of truth —all of that can be clarified by an interpretation of the
“allegory of the cave.”

The “allegory of the cave” is presented at the beginning of the seventh
book of the “dialogue” on the essence of the rdawg (Republic, VI, 514 az to
517 a7). The “allegory” tells a story. The tale unfolds in the conversaton
between Socrates and Glaucon. Socrates presents the story, Glaucon shows
his awakening astonishment. The translaton that we provide for the text
includes phrases that go beyond the Greek in an effort to elucidate it; these
we have put in parentheses.

L]
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PLATOS DOCTRINE OF TRUTH

[111] “Imagine this: People live under the earth in a cavelike dwelling.
Stretching a long way up toward the daylight is its entrance, toward which
the entre cave is gathered. The people have been in this dwelling since
childhood, shackled by the legs and neck. For this reason they also stay in
the same place so that the only thing for them to look at is whatever they
encounter in front of their faces. But because they are shackled, they are
unable to turn their heads around. Some light, of course, is allowed them,
namely, from a fire that casts its glow toward them from behind them, being
above and at some distance. Between the fire and those who are shackled
(therefore, behind their backs) there runs a walkway at a certain height.
Imagine that a low wall has been built the length of the walkway, like the
low curtain that puppeteers put up, over which they show their puppets.”
“I see,” he said.

“So now imagine that along this low wall people are carrying all sorts of
things that reach up higher than the wall: swatues and other carvings made
of stone or wood and many other artifacts that people have made. Asyou
would expect, some of the people carrying things salk to each other (as they
walk along) and some are silent.”

“This is an unusual picture that you are presenting here, and these are
unusual prisoners.” “They are very much like us humans,” I responded.
“What do you think? From the beginning these people have never gotten
to see, whether on their own or with the help of others, anything besides
the shadows that the glow of the fire (contnually) projects on the wall in
front of them.”

“How could it be otherwise,” he said, “since they are forced to keep their
heads immobile for their entre lives?”

[113] “And what do they see of the things that are being carried along
(behind them)? Do they not see just these (namely the shadows)?” “Cer-
tainly.”

“Now if they were able to say something about what they saw and to talk
it over, do you not think that they would regard that which they saw on the
wall as beings?” “They would have to.”
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PLATO'S DOCTRINE OF TRUTH

“And now what if this prison also had an echo reverberating off the wall
in front of them (the one that they always and only look at)? Whenever
one of the people walking behind those in chains (and carrying the things)
would make a sound, do you think the prisoners would imagine that the
speaker were anyone other than the shadow passing in front of them?”
“Nothing else, by Zeus!” he said.3 “All in all,” I responded, “those who
were chained would consider nothing besides the shadows of the artfacts
to be the unhidden.” “That would absolutely have to be,” he said.

“So now,” I replied, “watch the process whereby the prisoners are set free
from their chains and, along with that, cured of their lack of insight,* and
likewise consider what kind of lack of insight this must be if the following
were to happen to those who are chained. Whenever any of them was
unchained and was forced to stand up suddenly, to turn around,’ to walk,
and to look up toward the light, in each case the person would be able to
do this only with pain, and because of the flickering brightness he would
be unable to look at those things whose shadows he saw before. (If all this
were to happen to the prisoner), what do you think he would say if someone
were to inform him that what he saw before were (mere) trifles but that now
he is much nearer to beings; and that, as a consequence of now being turned
toward what is more in being, he also sees more correctly? And if someone
were (then) to show him any of the things that are passing by and were to
force him to answer the question about what it is, do you [115] not think
that he would be at wits’ end and also would consider that what he saw
before (with his own eyes) is more unhidden than what is now being shown
(to him by someone else)?” “Yes, absolutely,” he said.

“And if someone even forced him to look into the glare of the fire, would
his eyes not hurt him, and would he not then turn away and flee (back) to
that which he is capable of looking at? And would he not decide that (what
he could see before without any help) is in fact clearer than what is now
being shown to him?” “Precisely,” he said.

“Now, however, if someone, using force, were to drag him (who had
been freed from his chains) away from there and to pull him up the cave’s
rough and steep ascent and not let go of him until he had dragged him out
into the light of the sun, would not the one who had been dragged like
this feel, in the process, pain and rage? And when he got into the sunlight,
would not his eyes be filled with the glare, and would he not thus be unable
to see any of the things that are now revealed to him as the unhidden?”
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“He would not be able to do that at all,” he said, “at least not rightaway.”

“It would obviously take some gettng accustomed, I think, if it is a matter
of grasping with one’s eyes that which is up there (outside the cave, in the
light of the sun). And (in this process of getting accustomed) he would first
and most easily be able to look at shadows, and thereafter at the images of
people and of other things as they are reflected in water. Later, however,
he would be able to view the things themselves (the beings, instead of the
dim reflections). But within the range of such things, it might be easier for
him to contemplate whatever there is in the heavenly vault, and the vault
itself, by doing so at night, by looking at the light of the stars and the moon,
(easier, that is to say,) than by looking at the sun and its glare during the
day.” “Certainly.”

[117) “But I think that finally he would be in a condition to look at the
sun itself, not just atits reflecion whether in water or wherever else it might
appear, but at the sun itself, as it is in and of itself and in the place proper
to it, and to contemplate of what sort it is.” “It would necessarily happen
this way,” he said.

“And having done all that, by this ime he would also be able to gather
the following about it (the sun): thatitis that which grants both the seasons
and the years and that which governs whatever there is in the (now) visible
region (of sunlight), and moreover that it (the sun) is also the cause of all
those things that the people (who dwell below in the cave) in some way
have before their eyes.”

“Itis obvious,” he said, “that he would get to these (the sun and whatever
stands in its light) after he had gone out beyond those (that are merely
reflecdons and shadows).”

“And then what? If he again recalled his first dwelling, and the ‘knowing’
that passes as the norm there, and those with whom he once was chained, do
you not think he would consider himself lucky because of the transformadon
(that had happened) and by contrast feel sorry for them?” “Very much so.”
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“However, if (among the people) in the previous dwelling place (namely,
in the cave) certain honors and commendations were established for who-
ever most clearly catches sight of what passes by (the things that happen
every day) and also best remembers which of them normally is.brought by
first, which ones later, and which ones at the same time, and for whoever
(then) could most easily foresee which ones might come by next — do you
think that he (the one who had gotten out of the cave) would (now still)
envy those (in the cave) and want to compete with those (there) who are
esteemed and who have power? Or would he not much rather wish upon
himself the condidon Homer speaks of: ‘Living on the land (above ground)
as the [119] paid menial of another destitute peasant’ And will he not pre-
fer to put up with absolutely anything else rather than associate himself with
those opinions (that hold in the cave) and be that kind of human being?”

“I think,” he said, “that he would prefer to endure everything rather than
be that kind (the cave-dwelling kind) of human being.”

“And now,” I responded, “consider this: If this person who had gotten
out of the cave were to go back down again and sit in the same place as
before, would he not find in that case, coming suddenly out of the sunlight,
that his eyes were filled with darkness?” “Yes, very much so,” he said.

“Ifhe now once more had to engage himself with those who had remained
shackled there in the business of asserting and maintaining opinions about
the shadows - while his eyes are still weak and before they have readjusted,
an adjustinent that would require quite a bit of ime — would he not then
be exposed to ridicule down there? And would they not let him know that
he had gone up but only in order to come back (into the cave) with his eyes
ruined, and so too it certainly does not pay to go up? And if they can get
hold of this person who takes it in hand to free them from their chains and
to lead them up, and if they could kill him, will they not actually kill him?”

“They certainly will,” he said.
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What does this story mean? Plato himnself provides the answer: he has the
interpretation immediately follow the story (517 a8 to 518 d7).

The cavelike abode isthe “image” for thv ... 8¢’ 8¢ewg pavouévry Edpay,
“the place of our dwelling which (in an everyday way) is revealed to sight
as we look around.” The fire in the cave, which burns above those who
dwell there, is the “image” for the sun. The vault of the cave represents
the dome of the heavens. People live under this dome, assigned to the
earth and bound to it. What surrounds and concerns them there [120] is,
for them, “the real” [“das Wirkliche™), i.e., that which is. In this cavelike
dwelling they feel that they are “in the world” and “at home” and here they
find what they can rely on.

On the other hand, the things that the “allegory” mentions as visible
outside the cave are the image for what the proper being of beings [das
eigentlich Seiende des Seienden] consists in. This, according to Plato, is that
whereby beings show up in their “visible form.” Plato does not regard this
“visible form” as a mere “aspect.” For him the “visible form” has in addition
something of a “stepping forth” whereby a thing “presents” itself.* Standing
in its “visible form” the being itself shows itself. In Greek, “visible form”
is el3eg or idéa. In the “allegory” the things that are visible in the daylight
outside the cave, where sight is free to look at everything, are a concrete
illustration of the “ideas.” According to Plato, if people did not have these
“ideas” in view, that is to say, the respective “appearance” of things - living
beings, humans, numbers, gods - they would never be able to perceive this
or that as a house, as a tree, as a god. Usually they think they see this house
and that wee directly, and the same with every being. Generally they never
suspect that it is always and only in the light of the “ideas” that they see
everything that passes so easily and familiarly for the “real.” According
to Plato, what they presume to be exclusively and properly the real — what
they can immediately see, hear, grasp, compute — always remains a mere
adumbration of the idea, and consequently a shadow. That which is nearest,
even though it has the consistency of shadows, holds humans captive day
after day. They live in a prison and leave all “ideas” behind them. And
since in no way do they recognize this prison for what it is, they consider
that this everyday region under the dome of the heavens is the arena of the
experience and judgment that provide the sole standard for all things and
relations and fix the only rules of their disposition and arrangement.

? Offprint from Geistige Uberlieferung, 1942: Being present, i.e., being near [An-, d.b. berzu

-wesen).
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Now if human beings, considered in the terms of the “allegory,” were
suddenly, while still within the cave, to glance back at the fire whose radiance
[121] produces the shadows of the things being carried back and forth,
they would immediately experience this unaccustomed tuming around of
their gaze as a disruption of customary behavior and of current opinion. In
fact, the mere suggestion of such a strange stance, to be adopted while sdll
within the cave, is rejected, for there in the cave one is in clear and complete
possession of the real. The people in the cave are so passionately attached
to their “view” that they are incapable of even suspecting the possibility that
what they take for the real might have the consistency of mere shadows.
But how could they know about shadows when they do not even want to
be aware of the fire in the cave and its light, even though this fire is merely
something “man-made” and hence should be familiar to human beings? In
contrast, the sunlight outside the cave is in no way a product of human
making. In its brightness things that have grown and are present show
themselves immediately without needing adumbradons to represent them.
In the “allegory” the things that show themselves are the “image” for the
“ideas.” But the sun in the “allegory” is the “image” for that which makes
all ideas visible. It is the “image” for the idea of all ideas. This latter,
according to Plato, is called # to0 dyafol i8éa, which one translates with
the “literal” but quite misleading phrase “the idea of the good.”

The allegorical correspondences that we have just now enumerated —
between the shadows and reality as experienced every day, between the
radiance of the cave fire and the light in which the habitual and closest
“reality” stands, between the things outside the cave and the ideas, between
the sun and the highest idea - these correspondences do not exhaust the
content of the “allegory.” In fact, the proper dimension of it has not even
come into our grasp yet. The “allegory” recounts a series of movements
rather than just reporting on the dwelling places and conditions of people
inside and outside the cave. In fact, the movements that it recounts are
movements of passage out of the cave into the daylight and then back out
of the daylight into the cave.

[122] What happens in these movements of passage? What makes these
events possible? From what do they derive their necessity? What issue is
at stake in these passages?

The movements of passing out of the cave into the daylight and then
back from there into the cave require in each case that the eyes accustom
themselves to the change from darkness to brightness and from brightness
back to darkness. Each tme, in so doing, the eyes experience confusion,
indeed for opposite reasons in each case: ditval xal @xd Sittdv yiyvovra
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énitapdieg Gupaowv (518 az2). “Two kinds of confusion come about for the
eyes, and for two reasons.”

This means that there are two possibilides. On the one hand people can
leave their hardly noticed ignorance and get to where beings show them-
selves to them more essentially, but where initally they are not adequate to
the essendal. On the other hand people can fall out of the stance of essential
knowing and be forced back into the region where common reality reigns
supreme, but without their being able to recognize what is common and
customary there as being the real.

And just as the physical eye must accustom itself, slowly and steadily at
first, either to the light or to the dark, so likewise the soul, padently and
through an appropriate series of steps, has to accustom itself to the region
of beings to which it is exposed. But this process of getting accustomed
requires that before all else the soul in its endrety be turned around as
regards the fundamental direction of its striving, in the same way as the eye
can look comfortably in whatever directdon only when the whole body has
first assumed the appropriate positon.

But why does this process of getting accustomed to each region have to
be slow and steady? The reason is that the turning around has to do with
one’s being and thus takes place in the very ground of one’s essence. This
means that the normative bearing that is to result from this turning around
must unfold from a relation that already sustains our essence and develop
into a stable comportment. This process whereby the human essence is
reoriented and accustomed to the region assigned to it at each point is the
essence of what Plato [123] calls radcia. The word does not lend itself to
being translated. As Plato defines its essence, nratdeia means the nepraywyh
8\ng g Puyis, leading the whole human being in the turning around of
his or her essence. Hence radeia is essentally a movement of passage,
namely, from aradeuoia into radeiz. In keeping with its character as a
movement of passage, ratdeia remains always related to aradeusia. The
German word Bildung (“education,” literally “formation”] comes closest to
capturing the word zat3¢ia, but not endrely. In this case, of course, we need
to restore to Bildung its original power as a word, and we have to forget
the misinterpretation to which it fell victim in the late nineteenth century.
Bildung [“formatdon”) means two things. On the one hand formation means
forming someone in the sense of impressing on him a character that unfolds.
But at the same time this “forming” of someone “forms” (or impresses a
character on) someone by antecedently taking measure in terms of some
paradigmatic image, which for that reason is called the proto-type [Vor-
bild]. Thus at one and the same time “formation” means impressing a
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character on someone and guiding someone by a paradigm. The contrary
of zadela is anadenola, lack of formadon, where no fundamental bearing
is awakened and unfolded, and where no normative proto-type is put forth.

The “allegory of the cave” concentrates its explanatory power on making
us able to see and know the essence of raideia by means of the concrete
images recounted in the story. At the same time Plato seeks to avoid false
interpretations; he wants to show that the essence of rai8eia does not consist
in merely pouring knowledge into the unprepared soul as if it were some
container held out empty and waiting. On the contrary real education lays
hold of the soul itself and transforms it in its endrety by first of all leading
us to the place of our essendal being and accustoming us to it. That the
“allegory of the cave” is meant to illustrate the essence of rat3eia is stated
clearly enough in the very sentence with which Plato introduces the story
at the beginning of Book Seven: Met& taiita 8¥, elrev, dreixacov 100t
xa0ew thv Huetépav pboty randeiag te népt xal drardevalag. “And after that,
try to conjure up for yourself from the kind of experience (to be presented
in the following story) a view (of the essence) both of ‘education’ and of the
lack of education, [124] both of which (as belonging together) concern the
very foundation of our being as humans.”

Plato’s assertion is clear: The “allegory of the cave” illustrates the essence
of “education.” By contrast, the interpretation of the “allegory” that we
are now going to attempt means to point out the Platonic “doctrine” of
truth. Are we not then burdening the “allegory” with something foreign to
it? The interpretation threatens to degenerate into a reinterpretation that
does violence to the text. Let this appearance stand untl we have confirmed
our insight that Plato’s thinking subjects itself to a transformadon in the
essence of truth that becomes the hidden law governing what the thinker
says. According to our interpretation, which is made necessary from out of
a future need, the “allegory” not only illustrates the essence of education
but at the same tme opens our eyes to a transformation in the essence of
“truth.” If the “allegory” can show both, must it not be the case that an
essential relation holds between “education” and “truth™ This reladon
does, in fact, obtain. And it consists in the fact that the essence of truth and
the sort of transf ormation it undergoes here first make possible “education”
in its basic structures.

But what is it that links “education” and “truth” together into an original
and essendal unity?

Il atdeiax means turning around the whole humanbeing. It means remov-
ing human beings from the region where they first encounter things and
transferring and accustoming them to another realm where beings appear.
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This transfer is possible only by the fact that everything that has been
heretofore manifest to human beings, as well as the way in which it has
been manifest, gets transformed. Whatever has been unhidden to human
beings at any given time, as well as the manner of its unhiddenness, has to
be transformed. In Greek, unhiddenness is called dhvifewa, a word that we
translate as “cuth.” And for a long time now in Western thinking, truth
has meant the agreement of the representation in thought with the thing
itself: adaequatio intellectus et rei.

But if we are not satisfied with simply translating the words raudela
and aadfewa “literally,” if instead we attempt [125] to think through the
issue according to the Greek way of knowing and to ponder the essendal
matter that is at stake in these translations, then straightaway “educadon”
and “truth” come together into an essental unity. If we take seriously the
essental content of what the word &A%0cia names, then we must ask: From
what perspective does Plato approach his determination of the essence of
unhiddenness? For the answer to this questdon we are referred to the proper
content of the “allegory of the cave.” The answer will show both the fact
that and the way in which the “allegory” deals with the essence of truth.

The unhidden and its unhiddenness designate at each point what is
present and manifest in the region where human beings happen to dwell.
But the “allegory” recounts a story of passages from one dwelling place to
another. Thus this story is divided in a general way into a series of four
different dwelling places in specific gradadons of up and down. The dis-
tnctions between the dwelling places and stages within the movement of
passage are grounded in the different kinds of &Ar0ég normadve at each
level, that is, the different kinds of “truth” that are dominant at each stage.
For that reason, in one way or another we have to think out and designate
what the @\r0éc, the unhidden, is at each stage.

In stage one, people live chained inside the cave, engrossed in what
they immediately encounter. The description of this dwelling place ends
with the emphatic sentence: zaviazaot 8% ... el TolohtoL @)X &v GAAe TU
vouiletev 10 dhrlic # g 1@v oxevagtdy oxig (515 c1-2). “In no way,
then, would those who are chained like this ever consider anything else to
be the unhidden except the shadows cast by the artifacts.”

Stage two tells about the removal of the chains. Although still confined
to the cave, those imprisoned are now free in a certain sense. Now they
can turn around in every direction. It becomes possible to see the very
things that were previously carried along behind them. Those who before
looked only at shadows now come 11aAA6v [126] Tt éyyutépw Tl dvreg
(515 d2), “a litde nearer to what is.” The things themselves offer their
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visible form in a certain way, namely, in the glow of the man-made fire of
the cave, and they are no longer hidden by the shadows they project. As
long as one encounters nothing but shadows, these hold one’s gaze captive
and thus insinuate themselves in place of the things themselves. But when
one’s gaze is freed from its captvity to shadows, it becomes possible for
the person who has been freed to enter the sphere of what is akr)éotepa
(515 d6), “more unhidden.” And yet it must be said of him who has been
freed: hyeioBaw & tote dpdueva a@inBéatepa ¥ ta vov detxvipeva (ibid.).
“He will consider that(the shadows) that were previously seen (without any
help) are more unhidden than what is now (expressly) being shown (to him
by others).”

Why is this so? The glow of the fire, to which their eyes are not accus-
tomed, blinds those who have been liberated. This blinding hinders them
from seeing the fire itself and from apprehending how its glow illuminates
the things and thus lets these things appear for the first ime. That is why
those who have been blinded cannot comprehend that what they previously
saw were merely shadows of those things, cast by the light from this very
fire. Certainly those who have been liberated now see other things besides
the shadows, but all these appear only in confusion. By contrast, what they
see in the reflected light of the still unseen and unknown fire, namely, the
shadows, appears in sharp outline. Because it can be seen without confu-
sion, this consistency with which the shadows appear must strike those who
have been freed as being “more unhidden.” Therefore the word ain6ég
occurs again at the end of the descripton of stage two, and now in the
comparative degree: &Ar6éatepa, the “more unhidden.” The more proper
“truth” is to be found in the shadows. So even those who have been freed
from their chains still assess wrongly in what they posit as true, because
they lack the prior condition for “assessing,” namely, freedom. Certainly
removing the chains brings a sort of liberation, but being let loose is not
yet real freedom.

[127] Real freedom is atmined only in stage three. Here someone who
has been unshackled is at the same time conveyed outside the cave “into
the open.” There above ground all things are manifest. The looks that
show what things are now no longer appear merely in the man-made and
confusing glow of the fire within the cave. The things themselves stand
there in the binding force and validity of their own visible form. The
open into which the freed prisoner has now been placed does not mean the
unboundedness of some wide-open space; rather, the open sets boundaries
to things and is the binding power characteristic of the brightmess radiating
from the sunlight, which we also see. The looks that show what things
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themselves are, the €idr, (ideas), constitute the essence in whose light each
individual being shows itself as this or that, and only in this self-showing
does the appearing thing become unhidden and accessible.

The level of dwelling that has now been reached is, like the others, de-
fined in terms of what is normatively and properly unhidden at this level.
Therefore right at the beginning of his description of stage three Plato
speaks of tév viov reyouévwv arrieov (516 a3), “of what is now addressed
as the unhidden.” This unhidden is aAr)ésczov, even more unhidden than
the things illuminated by the man-made fire in the cave were in distinction
to the shadows. The unhidden that has now been reached is the most un-
hidden of all: t@ arr)éotata. While it is true that Plato does not use that
word at this point in the text, he does menton 1t airféstatoy, the most
unhidden, in the corresponding and equally important discussion at the be-
ginning of Book VI of the Republic. There (484 c5ff.) he mentonsoi ... eig
10 aanféotatov aropaéroves, “those who gaze upon the most unhidden.”
The most unhidden shows itself in each case in the whamess of a being.
Without such a self-showing of the whatness (i.e., the ideas), each and
every specific thing — in fact, absolutely everything — would remain hidden.
“The most unhidden” is so called because it is what appears antecedently
in everything that appears, and it makes whatever appears be accessible.

(128] Already within the cave, to shift one’s gaze from the shadows to
the glow of the fire and to focus on the things that show themselves in the
firelight was a difficult task that proved unsuccessful; but now being freed
into the open that is outside of the cave requires fully every bit of endurance
and effort. Liberation does not come about by the simple removal of the
chains, and it does not consist in unbridled license; rather, it first begins
as the continuous effort at accustoming one’s gaze to be fixed on the firm
limits of things that stand fast in their visible form. Authentc liberadon
is the steadiness of being oriented toward that which appears in its visible
form and which is the most unhidden in this appearing. Freedom exists
only as the orientation that is structured in this way. But what is more, this
orientation as a turning toward ... alone fulfills the essence of zaid¢ia as
a turning around. Thus the fulfillment of the essence of “education” can
be achieved only in the region of, and on the basis of, the most unhidden,
i.e, the ainléotatoy, i.e., the truest, i.e., truth in the proper sense. The
essence of “educaton” is grounded in the essence of “truth.”

But because the essence of zai3eia consists in the zeplaywyt, GATG The
by T, then insofar as it is such a turning around, it constantly remains an
overcoming of azaibeuaia. Iladeia includes within itself an essential rela-
tion to lack of education. And if, according to Plato’s own interpretation,
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the “allegory of the cave” is supposed to clarify the essence of zawb¢<ia, then
this clarificadon must also make manifest precisely this essendal factor, the
constant overcoming of lack of educadon. Hence the telling of the story
does not end, as is often supposed, with the descripton of the highest level
attained in the ascent out of the cave. On the contrary, the “allegory” in-
cludes the story of the descent of the freed person back into the cave, back
to those who are still in chains. The one who has been freed is supposed
to lead these people too away from what is unhidden for them and to bring
them face to face with the most unhidden. But the would-be liberator no
longer knows his or her way around the cave and risks the danger of suc-
cumbing to the overwhelming power of the kind of truth that is normadve
there, the danger of being overcome by the claim of the common “reality”
[129] to be the only reality. The liberator is threatened with the possibil-
ity of being put to death, a possibility that became a reality in the fate of
Socrates, who was Plato’s “teacher.”

The return to the cave and the battle waged within the cave between the
liberator and the prisoners who resist all liberation, of itself makes up stage
four of the “allegory,” where the story comes to a conclusion. Admittedly
the word aar,0¢¢ is no longer used in this part of the story. Nonetheless this
stage also has to deal with the unhidden that conditions the area of the cave
that the freed person now visits once again. But was not the “unhidden”
that is normative in the cave - the shadows - already mentioned in stage
one? Yes, it was. But two factors are essential to the unhidden: not only
does it in some way or other render accessible whatever appears and keep
it revealed in its appearing, but it also constantly overcomes a hiddenness
of the hidden. The unhidden must be torn away from a hiddenness; it
must in a sense be stolen from hiddenness. Originally for the Greeks®
hiddenness, as an act of self-hiding, permeated the essence of being and
thusalso determined beings in their presentness and accessibility (“truth”);
and that is why the Greek word for what the Romans call “veritas™ and for
what we call “truth” was distinguished by the alpha-privadve (a-i%0ewa).
Truth® originally means what has been wrested from hiddenness.© Truth is
thus a wresting away in each case, in the form of a revealing. The hiddenness
can be of various kinds: closing off, hiding away, disguising, covering over,
masking, dissembling. Since, according to Plato’s “allegory,” the supremely
unhidden must be wrested from a base and stubborn hiding, for this reason
one’s movement out of the cave into the open and into the light of day is
* Offprint from Gieistige Uberlieferung, 1942: Heraclitus, fragment 123.

b Offprint from Geistige l'_aj'brrlirﬁnmg, 1942: In the sense of that which is true.
¢ Offprint from Geistige Uberlieferung, 1942: [from a] hiding.
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a life-and-death struggle. Stage four of the “allegory” gives us a special
glimpse [130] into how “privaton” — attaining the unhidden by wresting it
away — belongs to the essence of auth. Therefore, like each of the three
previous stages of the “allegory of the cave,” stage four also deals with
aarfea.

This “allegory” can have the structure of a cave image at all only be-
cause it is antecedently co-determined by the fundamental experience of
aar0ewa, the unhiddenness of beings, which was something self-evident for
the Greeks. For what else is the underground cave except something open
in itself that remains at the same time covered by a vault and, despite the
entrance, walled off and enclosed by the surrounding earth? This cave-like
enclosure that is open within itself, and that which it surrounds and there-
fore hides, both refer at the same time to an outside, the unhidden that is
spread out in the light above ground. Only the essence of truth understood
in the original Greek sense of &\ff¢wa — the unhiddenness that is related
to the hidden (to something dissembled and disguised) - has an essential
relation to this image of an underground cave. Wherever truth has another
essence, wherever it is not unhiddenness or at least is not co-determined by
unhiddenness, there an “allegory of the cave” has no basis as anillustradon.

And yet, even though aAvi0ewa is properly experiencedin the “allegory of
the cave” and is mentioned in it at important points, nonetheless in place
of unhiddenness another essence of truth pushes to the fore. However, this
also implies that unhiddenness stll maintains a certain priority.

The presentation of the “allegory,” along with Plato’s own interpretation
of it, understands the underground cave and the area outside almost self-
evidently as the region within which the story’s events get played out. Butin
all this what are essental are the movements of passage, both the ascent from
the realm of the light of the man-made fire into the brightness of the sunlight
as well as the descent from the source of all light back into the darkness
of the cave. The illustrative power of the “allegory of the cave” does not
come from the image of the closedness of the subterranean vault and the
imprisonment of people within its confines, [131] nor does it come from the
sight of the open space outside the cave. For Plato, rather, the expository
power behind the images of the “allegory” is concentrated on the role played
by the fire, the fire’s glow and the shadows it casts, the brightness of day, the
sunlight and the sun. Everything depends on the shining forth of whatever
appears and on making its visibility possible. Certainly unhiddenness is
mentioned in its various stages, but it is considered simply in terms of how
it makes whatever appears be accessible in its visible form (el30¢) and in
terms of how it makes this visible form, as that which shows itself (i3¢a),
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be visible. The reflecion proper focuses on the visible form’s appearing,
which is imparted in the very brightness of its shining. The visible form
provides a view of that as which any given being is present. The reflecdon
proper aims at the id¢a. The “idea” is the visible form that offers a view of
what is present. The id¢a is pure shining in the sense of the phrase “the sun
shines.” The “idea” does not first let something else (behind it) “shine in its
appearance” [“erscheinen”; it itself is what shines, it is concerned only with
the shining of itself. The i3¢a is that which can shine [das Scheinsame]. The
essence of the idea consists in its ability to shine and be seen [Schein- und
Sichtsamkeit]. This is what brings about presencing, specifically the coming
to presence of what a being is in any given instance. A being becomes
present in each case in its whatness. But after all, coming to presence is the
essence of being. That is why for Plato the proper essence of being consists
in whatness. Even later terminology shows this: quidditas, and not existentia,
is true esse, i.e., essentia. What the idea, in its shining forth, brings into view
and thereby lets us see is — for the gaze focused on that idea — the unhidden
of that as which the idea appears. This unhidden is grasped antecedently
and by itself as that which is apprehended in apprehending the i3¢a, as
that which is known (ytyvwoxduevov) in the act of knowing (yiyvdoxewv).
Only in this Platonic revolution do voeiv and vouc (apprehending) first get
referred essentially to the “idea.” The adoption of this orientation to the
ideas henceforth determines the essence of apprehension [Vernebmung] and
subsequently the essence of “reason” [“Vernunft”].

[132] “Unhiddenness” now means: the unhidden always as what is ac-
cessible thanks to the idea’s ability to shine. But insofar as the access is
necessarily carried out through “seeing,” unhiddenness is yoked into a “re-
ladon” with seeing, it becomes “relative” to seeing. Thus toward the end of
Book V1 of the Republic Plato develops the question: What makes the thing
seen and the act of seeing be what they are in their relation? What spans the
space between them? What yoke ({uy6v, 508 ar) holds the two together?
The “allegory of the cave” was written in order to illustrate the answer,
which is set forth in an image: The sun as source of light lends visibility to
whatever is seen. But seeing sees what is visible only insofar as the eye is
Thwoedée, “sunlike” by having the power to participate in the sun’s kind of
essence, that is, its shining. The eye itself “emits light” and devotes itself
to the shining and in this way is able to receive and apprehend whatever
appears. In terms of what is at stake, the image signifies a relationship that
Plato expresses as follows (VI, 508 er1ff.): toito tolvuv 1o thv arrleav
napé€yov T0ig Ytyvwaxopévolg xai i yLyvhaxovit thy duvapy axodidov
v to) dyafoi idéav pdlO. elvar. “Thus what provides unhiddenness to
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the thing known and also gives the power (of knowing) to the knower, this,
I say, is the idea of the good.”

The “allegory” mentions the sun as the image for the idea of the good.
What does the essence of this idea consist in? As i8éa the good is something
that shines, thus something that provides vision, thus in turn something
visible and hence knowable, in fact: év 1 yvwot®d tedeutaia # to) dyaboo
i3¢a xai péyig 6pacOa (517 b8). “In the sphere of what can be known,
the idea of the good is the power of visibility that accomplishes all shining
forth and that therefore is properly seen only last, in fact it is hardly (only
with great pains) really seen at all.”

We translate 16 ayaf6v* with the apparently understandable terin “the
good.” Most often we think of this as the “moral good,” which is so called
because itis in conformity with the moral law. (13 3] Thisinterpretation falls
outside Greek thought, even though Plato's interpretation of the aya8év as
idea offers the occasion for thinking of “the good” “morally” and ultimately
for reckoning it to be a “value.” The noton of value that came into fashion
in the nineteenth century in the wake of the modern conception of “truth”
is the last and at the same dme the weakest offspring of aya8év. Insofar as
“value” and interpretation in terms of “values” are what sustains Nietzsche's
metaphysics - in the absolute form of a “revaluation of all values” - and
since for him all knowledge takes its departure from the metaphysical origin
of “value,” to that extent Nietzsche is the most unrestrained Platonist in the
history of Western metaphysics. However, insofar as he understands value
as the conditon of the possibility of “life,” a condition posited by “life itself,”
Nietzsche has held on to the essence of aya@6v with much less prejudice
than those who go chasing after the absurdity of “intrinsically valid values.”

Moreover if we follow modern philosophy and think the essence of the
“idea” as perceptio (“subjective representation”), then we find in the “idea
of the good” a “value” present somewhere in itself, of which in addidon
we have an “idea.” This “idea” must naturally be the highest because what
matters is that everything run its course in the “good” (in the well-being of
prosperity or in the orderliness of an order). Within this modern way of
thinking there is absolutely nothing more to grasp of the original essence
of Plato’s id¢a toih ayaboi.

In Greek thought 6 dya66v means that which is capable of something
and enables another to be capable of something. Every i8¢a, the visible
form of something, provides a look at what a being is in each case. Thus

? First edition, 1947: The 2yafi4v certainly is an id¢a, but no longer present, and therefore
hardly visible.
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in Greek thinking the “ideas” enable something to appear in its whamess
and thus be present in its constancy. The ideas are what is in everything
that is. Therefore, what makes every idea be capable as an idea - in Plato’s
expression: the idea of all ideas - consists in making possible the appearing,
in all its visibility, of everything present. [134] The essence of every idea
certainly consists in making possible and enabling the shining that allows a
view of the visible form. Therefore the idea of ideas is that-which-enables
as such, 10 dyaf6v. Itbrings about the shining of everything that can shine,
and accordingly is itself that which properly appears by shining, that which
is most able to shine in its shining. For this reason Plato calls the &yaf6v
also 1o’ dvrog 10 @avétatov (518 cg), “that which most shines (the most
able to shine) of beings.”

The expression “the idea of the good” - which is all too misleading for
modern thinking - is the name for that distinctve idea which, as the idea of
ideas, is what enables everything else. This idea, which alone can be called
“the good,” remains i3¢a teheutala, because in it the essence of the idea
comestoits fulfillment, i.e., begins to be, so thatfromit therealso firstarises
the possibility of all other ideas. The good may be called the “highest idea”
in a double sense: It is the highest in the hierarchy of making possible;
and seeing it is a very arduous task of looking straight upward. Despite
the difficulty of properly grasping it, this idea that, granted the essence
of idea, must be called “the good” in the Greek sense, somehow always
constantly stands in view wherever any beings at all show themselves. Even
where people see only the shadows, whose essence sdll lies hidden, there
too the fire's glow must already be shining, even though people do not
properly grasp this shining and experience it as coming from the fire, and
even though here, above all, they are still unaware that this fire is only an
offspring (xyovov, VI, 507 a3) of the sun. Within the cave the sun remains
invisible, and yet even the shadows live off its light. But the fire in the cave,
which makes possible an apprehending of the shadows that is unaware of its
own essence, is the image for the unrecognized ground of any experiencing
of beings that intends them without knowing them as such. Nevertheless,
by its shining the sun bestows brighmess upon everything that appears, and
along with that brighmess visibility and thus “unhiddenness.” But not just
that. At the same time its shining [13 5] radiates warmth and by this glowing
enables everything that “comes to be” to go forth into the visibility of its
stable duration (509 b).

However, once the sun itself is truly seen (dplcioa §¢) — or, to drop the
metaphor, once the highest idea is caught sight of - then suAroy 0 téa elvar
w0 32 =30L xdviev it oghév te xai xanév aitia (517 c), “then one
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may draw the conclusion — gathered together (from the highestideaitself) -
that obviously for all people this [idea of the good] is the original source
[Ur-sache) both of all that is right (in their comportment) and of all that is
beautiful” - that is, of that which manif ests itself to comportment in such a
way as to bring the shining of its visible form to appearance. The highest
idea is the origin, i.e., the original source [Ur-sache] of all “things” [“Sachen ")
and their thingness [Sachbeit]. “The good” grants the appearing of the
visible form in which whatever is present has its stability in that which it is.
Through this granting, the being is held within being and thus is “saved.”

As regards all forms of prudental insight that inform practical actvity,
it follows from the essence of the highest idea &tt 3¢i taitny ideiv tov
uéhhovta éuppévwg npafewy J idig # dnuoolq (517 c4/5), “thatanyone who
is concerned to act with prudental insight, either in personal matters or in
public affairs, must have this in view (namely, the idea that, insofar as it is
the enabling of the essence of idea, is called the good).” Whoever wants to
actand has to act in a world determined by “the ideas” needs, before all else,
aview of the ideas. And thus the very essence of raid¢ia consists in making
the human being free and strong for the clarity and constancy of insight into
essence. Now since, according to Plato’s own interpretation, the “allegory
of the cave” is supposed to provide a concrete image of the essence of
rawdela, it also must recount the ascent to the vision of the highest idea.

But is it not the case that the “allegory of the cave” deals specifically
with aA%0eia? Absolutely not. And yet the fact remains that this “allegory”
contains Plato’s “doctrine” of truth, for the “allegory” is grounded in the
unspoken event whereby i8¢éa gains dominance over a\rfeta. The “alle-
gory” putsintoimages [1 36] what Platosays abouti3¢a ve' ayaf06, namely,
that ath xupia a@ffetav xat voiv xapacyouévn (517 cg), “she herself is
mistress in that she bestows unhiddenness (on what shows itself) and at the
same time imparts apprehension (of what is unhidden).” “A\ifeta comes
under the yoke of the i3¢a. When Plato says of the i8¢a that she is the
mistress that allows unhiddenness, he points to something unsaid, namely,
that henceforth the essence of truth does not, as the essence of unhidden-
ness, unfold from its proper and essential fullness but rather shifts to the
essence of the i3¢a. The essence of truth gives up its fundamental trait of
unhiddenness.

If our comporumnent with beings is always and everywhere a matter of
the idciv of the id¢a, the seeing of the “visible form,” then all our efforts
must be concentrated above all on making such seeing possible. And that
requires the correct vision. Already within the cave, when those who have
been liberated rum away from the shadows and turn toward the things,
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they direct their gaze to that which, in comparison with the mere shadows,
“is more in being™: zpdg uakhov dvia tetpauuévog dpldtepov Bhérol (515
d3/4), “and thus turned to what is more in being, they should certainly see
more correctly.” The movement of passage from one place to the other
consists in the process whereby the gaze becomes more correct. Every-
thing depends on the 4p0é1rg, the correctness of the gaze. Through this
correctness, seeing or knowing becomes something correct so that in the
end it looks directly at the highest idea and fixes itself in this “direct align-
ment.” In so directing itself, apprehending conforms itself to whatis to be
seen: the “visible form” of the being. What results from this conf orming of
apprehension, as an i3eiv, to the id¢a is a 6polwotg, an agreement of the act
of knowing with the thing itself. Thus, the priority of i8éa and i¢iv over
ai¥0ewa results in a transformation in the essence of truth. Truth becomes
opldtrg, the correctness of apprehending and assertng.

With this transformation of the essence of truth there takes place at the
same time a change of the locus of truth. As unhiddenness, truth is stll a
fundamental trait of beings themselves. But as the correctness [137] of the
“gaze,” it becomes a characteristic of human comportment toward beings.

Nevertheless in a certain way Plato has to hold on to “truth” as stll a
characteristic of beings, because a being, as something present, has being
precisely by appearing, and being brings unhiddenness with it. But at the
same time, the inquiry into what is unhidden shifts in the direction of the
appearing of the visible form, and consequently toward the act of seeing
that is ordered to this visible form, and toward what is correct and toward
the correctess of seeing. For this reason there is a necessary ambiguity in
Plato’s doctrine. This is precisely what attests to the heretofore unsaid but
now sayable change in the essence of truth. The ambiguity is quite clearly
manifested in the fact that whereas &A%0ea is what is named and discussed,
it is 6p06trg that is meant and that is posited as normative — and all this in
a single train of thought.

The ambiguity in the determination of the essence of truth can be seen
in a single sentence taken from the section that contains Plato’s own inter-
pretation of the “allegory of the cave” (517 b7 to c). The guiding thought
is that the highest idea yokes together the act of knowing and what it knows.
But this relation is understood in two ways. First of all, and therefore nor-
matively, Plato says: 7 1ol ayafoi idéa [the idea of the good] is ravrtwv
ogOdv te xai xaAdv aitla, “the original source (i.e., the enabling of the
essence) of everything correct as well as of everything beautiful.” But then
it is said that the idea of the good is xupla @ahfileiav xai voiv zapasyouévr,
“the mistress who bestows unhiddenness as well as apprehension.” These
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two asscrtions do not run parallel to each other, such that aavfiera would
correspond to the ogfid (what is correct) and voic (apprehending) would
correspond to the xaxd (what is beaudful). Rather the correspondence
works in crisscross fashion. Corresponding to the dpf4, what is correct
and its correctness, there is correct apprehension, and corresponding to
what is beautful there is the unhidden; for the essence of the beautiful lies
in being éxpavéatatov (cf. Phaedrus), that which, as most of all and most
purely shining of and from itself, shows the visible form and thus is un-
hidden. Both sentences [138] speak of the primacy of the idea of the good
as enabling both the correctness of knowing and the unhiddenness of the
known. Here truth still is, at one and the same time, unhiddenness and
correctness, although unhiddenness already stands under the yoke of the
i3¢a. The same ambiguity in the determination of the essence of truth still
prevails in Aristotle as well. In the closing chapter of Book IX of the Meta-
physics (Metaphysics ©, 10, 1051 a34ff.) where Aristotelian thinking on the
being of beings reaches its peak, unhiddenness is the all-controlling fun-
damental trait of beings. But Aristotle can also say o\ ydp €01t 10 )eiidog
xal 10 airic év toig RpdyMaaiy ... &hA €v diavoiq (Metaphysics E, 4, 1027
b2 5ff.). “In fact, the false and the true are not in things (themselves). . . but
in the intellect.”

The assertion of a judgment made by the intellect is the place of truth
and falsehood and of the difference between them. The assertion is called
true insofar as it conforms to the state of affairs and thus is a opoiwar.
This determination of the essence of truth no longer contains an appeal to
arffewa in the sense of unhiddenness; on the contrary @ifillera, now taken
as the opposite of ¢eidog (i.e., of the false in the sense of the incorrect), is
thought of as correctness. From now on this characterization of the essence
of truth as the correctmess of both representation and assertion becomes
normative for the whole of Western thinking. As evidence of that, let it
suffice to cite the guiding theses that typify the characterizatons of the
essence of truth in the main epochs of metaphysics.

For medieval Scholasticism, Thomas Aquinas’s thesis holds good: veri-
tae proprie invenitur in intellectu humano vel divino (Quaestionesde Veritate,
quaestio I, articulus 4, responsio): “Truth is properly encountered in the
human or in the divine intellect.” The intellect is where truth has its essen-
tial locus. In this text truth is no longer arifiera but duoiwarg (adaequatio).

At the beginning of modern tmes Descartes sharpens the previous the-
sis by saying: veritatem proprie vel falsitatem non nisi in [139] solo in-
tellectu esse posse (Regulae ad directionem ingenii, Regula VIII, Opuscula
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posthuma X, 396). “Truth or falsehood in the proper sense can be nowhere
clse but in the intellect alone.”

And in the age when the modern era enters its fulfillment Nietzsche
sharpens the previous thesis still further when he says, “Truth is the kind
of error without which a certain kind of living being could not live. In the
tinal analysis, the value for /ife is what is decisive.” (Note from the year
1885, The Will to Power, number 493.) If for Nietzsche truth is a kind
of error, then its essence consists in a way of thinking that always, indeed
necessarily, falsifies the real, specifically insofar as every act of representing
halts the continual “becoming” and, in erecting its established facts against
the flow of “becoming,” sets up as the supposedly real something that does
not correspond - i.e., something incorrect and thus erroneous.

Nietzsche’s determinaton of truth as the incorrectess of thinking is in
agreement with the traditdonal essence of truth as the correctness of asser-
tion (A6yog). Nietzsche’s concept of truth displays the last glimmer of the
most extreme consequence of the change of truth from the unhiddenness
of beings to the correcmess of the gaze. The change itself is brought about
in the determination of the being of beings (in Greek: the being present of
what is present) as i3¢a.

As a consequence of this interpretation of beings, being present is no
longer what it was in the beginning of Western thinking: the emergence
of the hidden into unhiddenness, where unhiddenness itself, as revealing,
constitutes the fundamental trait of being present. Plato conceives being
present (ovoia) as ida. However, id¢a is not subordinate to unhidden-
ness in the sense of serving what is unhidden by bringing it to appearance.
Rather, the opposite is the case: it is the shining (the self-showing) that,
within its essence and in a singular self-relatedness, may yet be called un-
hiddenness. The id¢a is not [140] some foreground that ar¥feia puts out
there to present things;’ rather, the id¢a is the ground that makes aArfeia
possible. But even as such the i3¢a stll lays claim to something of the
original but unacknowledged essence of aa¥fca.

Truth is no longer, as it was qua unhiddenness, the fundamental trait
of being itself. Instead, as a consequence of getting yoked under the idea,
truth has become correctness, and henceforth it will be a characteristic of
the knowing of beings.

Ever since, there has been a striving for “truth” in the sense of the
correctness of the gaze and the correctness of its direction. Ever since, what
matters in all our fundamental orientatons toward beings is the achieving
of a correct view of the ideas. The reflection on zatdeia and the change in
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the essence of airlleia belong together and belong within the same tale of
the passage from one abode to another, the tale that is recounted in the
“allegory of the cave.”

The difference between the two abodes, the one inside and the one
outside the cave, is a difference of sopia. In general this word means being
astute about something, being skilled at something. Properly speaking
sorpia means being astute about that which is present as the unhidden and
which, as present, perdures.” Astuteness is not the equivalent of merely
possessing knowledge. It means inhering within an abode that everywhere
and primarily has a hold in what perdures.

The kind of astuteness that is normative down there in the cave - # éxet
aopla (516 c5) ~is surpassed by another oogpia. This latter strives solely
and above all else to glimpse the being of beings in the “ideas.” This
gopia, in contrast to the one in the cave, is distinguished by the desire
to reach out beyond what is immediately present and to acquire a basis in
that which, in showing itself, perdures. In itself this co¢ia is a predilection
for and friendship with (puAla) the “ideas,” which bestow the unhidden.
Outside the cave oorpla is (urocopia. The Greek language already knew
this word before the time of Plato and used it in general [141] to name
the predilection for correct astuteness. Plato first appropriated the word
as a name for the specific astuteness about beings that at the same time
defines the being of beings as idea. Since Plato, thinking about the being of
beings has become — “philosophy,” because it is a matter of gazing up at the
“ideas.” But the “philosophy” that begins with Plato has, from that point
on, the distinguishing mark of what is later called “metaphysics.” Plato
himself concretely illustrates the basic outline of metaphysics in the story
recounted in the “allegory of the cave.” In fact, the coining of the word
“metaphysics” is already prefigured in Plato’s presentation. In the passage
(516) that depicts the adaptation of the gaze to the ideas, Plato says (516 c3):
Thinking goes pet “éxeiva, “beyond” those things that are experienced in
the form of mere shadows and images, and goes ei¢ taita, “out toward”
these things, namely, the “ideas.” These are the suprasensuous, seen with
a nonsensuous gaze; they are the being of beings, which cannot be grasped
with our bodily organs. And the highest in the region of the suprasensuous
isthat idea which, as the idea of all ideas, remains the cause of the subsistence
and the appearing of all beings. Because this “idea” is thereby the cause of
everything, it is also “the idea” that is called “the good.” This highest and
first cause is named by Plato and correspondingly by Aristotle 16 6eiov, the

2 Offprint from Geistige Uberlieferung, 1942: Cf. Heraclitus, fragment 112.

180



PLATO'S DOCTRINE OF TRUTH

divine. Ever since being got interpreted as i3¢a, thinking about the being
of beings has been metaphysical, and metaphysics has been theological. In
this case theology means the interpretation of the “cause” of beings as God
and the transferring of being onto this cause, which contains being in itself
and dispenses being from out of itself, because it is the being-est of beings.

This same interpretation of being as i3¢a, which owes its primacy to a
change in the essence of arr@eia, requires that viewing the ideas be ac-
corded high distinction. Corresponding to this distinction is zai3¢la, the
“education” of human beings. Concern with human being and with the
position of humans amidst beings entirely dominates metaphysics.

[142] The beginning of metaphysicsin the thought of Plato is at the same
dme the beginning of “humanism.” Here the word must be thought in its
essence and therefore in its broadest sense. In that regard “humanism”
means the process that is implicated in the beginning, in the unfolding,
and in the end of metaphysics, whereby human beings, in differing respects
but always deliberately, move into a central place among beings, of course
without thereby being the highest being. Here “human being” sometimes
means humanity or humankind, sometimes the individual or the commu-
nity, and sometimes the people (das Vo/k] or a group of peoples. What is
always at stake is this: to take “human beings,” who within the sphere of a
fundamental, metaphysically established system of beings are defined as ani-
mal rationale, and to lead them, within that sphere, to the liberation of their
possibilites, to the certtude of their destiny, and to the securing of their
“life.” This takes place as the shaping of their “moral” behavior, as the sal-
vation of their immortal souls, as the unfolding of their creative powers, as
the development of their reason, as the nourishing of their personalities, as
the awakening of their civic sense, as the cultvaton of their bodies, or as an
appropriate combination of some or all of these “humanisms.” What takes
place in each instance is a metaphysically determined revolving around the
human being, whether in narrower or wider orbits. With the fulfillment of
metaphysics, “humanism” (or in “Greek” terms: anthropology) also presses
on to the most extreme - and likewise unconditoned - “positions.”

Plato’s thinking follows the change in the essence of truth, a change
that becomes the history of metaphysics, which in Nietzsche’s thinking has
entered upon its unconditioned fulfillment. Thus Plato’s doctrine of “truth”
is not something that is past. Itis historically “present,” not just in the sense
that his teachings have a “later effect™ that historians can calculate, nor as
a reawakening or imitation of antiquity, not even as the mere preservation
of what has been handed down. Rather, this change in the essence of truth
is present as the all-dominating fundamental reality - long established and
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thus sdll in place - [143] of the ever-advancing world history of the planet
in this most modern of modern times.

Whatever happens with historical human beings always derives from a
decision about the essence of truth that was taken long ago and is never up
to humnans alone. Through this decision the lines are always already drawn
regarding what, in the light of the established essence of truth, is sought
after and established as true and likewise what is thrown away and passed
over as untrue.

The story recounted in the “allegory of the cave” provides a glimpse
of what is really happening in the history of Western humanity, both now
and in the future: Taking the essence of truth as the correctness of the
representation, one thinks of all beings according to “ideas” and evaluates
all reality according to “values.” That which alone and first of all is decisive
is not which ideas and which values are posited, but rather the fact that the
real is interpreted according to “ideas” at all, that the “world” is weighed
according to “values” at all.

Meanwhile we have recollected the original essence of truth. Unhid-
denness® reveals itself to this recollection as the fundamental trait of beings
themselves.” Nonetheless, recollection of the original essence of truth must
think this essence more originally. Therefore, such recollection can never
take over unhiddenness merely in Plato’s sense, namely, as yoked under the
i3¢a. As Plato conceives it, unhiddenness remains harnessed in a relation
to looking, apprehending, thinking, and asserting. To follow this relation
means to relinquish the essence of unhiddenness. No attempt to ground the
essence of unhiddenness in “reason,” “spirit,” “thinking,” “logas,” or in any
kind of “subjectvity,” can ever rescue the essence of unhiddenness. In all
such attempts, whatis to be grounded - the essence of hiddenness itself - is
not yet adequately sought out. What always gets “clarified” is merely some
essential consequence of the uncomprehended essence of unhiddenness.

[144)What s firstrequired is an appreciation of the “positive” in the “pri-
vative” essence of arrewa. Thepositive must firstbe experienced as the fun-
damental trait of being itself. First of all what mustbreak in upon us is that
exigency whereby we are compelled to question not just beings in their be-
ing but first of all being itself (that is, the difference). Because this exigency®
stands before us, the original essence of truth sdll lies in its hidden origin.

? First edition, 1947: ~ Anffeta is a name for esse, net for veritas.

b First edition, 1947: That s, as beyng [Sen].

¢ First edition, 1947: The exigency of the lack of exigency [Die Nor der Notlosigkeit}: the
fact that we are unaffected by being itself, that being is forgotten. In this exigency, the
forgottenness of being does not leave us.
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On the Essence and Concept of ®ioLc
in Aristotle’s Physics B, 1

Translated by Thomas Sheehan'

[309] The Romans translated ¢uawc by the word natura. Natura comes
from nasc, “to be born, to originate...” as in the Greek root yev-. Natura
means “that which lets something originate from itself.”

Since those times “nature” has become the fundamental word that des-
ignates essental relations that Western historical humanity has to beings,
both to itself and to beings other than itself. This fact is shown by a rough
list of dichotomnies that have become prevalent: nature and grace (i.e.,
super-nature), nature and art, nature and history, nature and spirit. But we
likewise speak of the “nature” of spirit, the “nature” of history, and the “na-
ture” of the human being. By this last phrase we mean not just one’s body
or even the species “humnan,” but one’s whole essence. Therefore generally
when we speak of the “nature of things,” we mean what things are in their
“possibility” and how they are, regardless of whether and to what degree
they “actually” are.

In Christian thought, the human being's “natural state” means what is
bestowed upon humans in creation and turned over to their freedom. Left to
itself, this “nature,” through the passions, brings about the total destruction
of the human being. For this reason “nature” must be suppressed. It is in a
certain sense what should not be.

In another interpretation, it is precisely the unleashing of the drives and
passions that is natural for human beings. According to Nietzsche, homo
naturae is someone who makes the “body” the key to the interpretaton
of the world and who thus secures a new and harmonious relation to the
“sensible” in general, to the “elements” (fire, water, earth, light), to the
passions and drives and whatever is conditoned by them. And at the same
time, in virtue of this new relation these people bring “the elemental” into
their power [310] and by this power make themselves capable of the mastery
of the world in the sense of a systematic world-domination.
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And finally “nature” becomes the word for what is not only above every-
thing “elemental” and everything human, but even above the gods. Thus
Holderlin says in the hymn, “As when on feast day...” (third verse):

Now breaks the day! I yearned for it and saw it come.
And my word for what I saw shall be the Holy.

For nature herself, more ancient than the ages

And above the gods of East and West,

Has awakened with the clang of a warrior’s arms.

And from aether on high to abyss below

By unswerving law as once from frightful Chaos born,
She feels herself again renewed,

The Inspirer, the All-creating.

(Here “nature” becomes the name for what is above the gods and “more
ancient than the ages” in which beings always come to be. “Nature” be-
comes the word for “being™: being is prior to all beings, for they owe what
they are to being. And the gods likewise: to the degree that they are, and
however they are, they too all stand under “being.”)

Here beings as a whole are not misinterpreted “naturalistically” and
reduced to “nature” in the sense of matter endowed with force, nor is this
whole “mystcally” obscured and dissolved into indeterminacy.

Whatever range has been attributed to the word “nature” in the various
ages of Western history, in each case the word contains an interpretaton
of beings as a whole, even when “nature” seems to be meant as only one
term in a dichotomy. In all such dichotomies, “nature” is not just one of
two equal terms but “essendally” holds the position of priority, inasmuch as
the other terms are always and primarily differentiated by contrast with -
and therefore are determined by - nature. (For example, when “nature” is
taken in a one-sided and superficial manner as “stuff,” “matter,” element,
or the unformed, (311] then “spirit” is taken correspondingly as the “non-
material,” the “spiritual,” the “creative,” or that which gives form.)

(But the perspective within which the distinction itself is made is “being.”]*

Therefore in our thinking, even the distinction between nature and his-
tory must be pushed back into the underlying area that sustains the di-
chotomny, the area where nature and history are. Even if we disregard
or leave open the question about whether and how “history” rests upon
“nature,” even if we understand history in terms of human “subjectvity”
and conceive of history as “spirit” and therefore let nature be determined
by spirit, even then we are in essence stil/ and already thinking about the
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subiecttem, the Uroxeigevov, and therefore about pieic. The impossibility of
getting around ¢voig is shown in thar name which we use to designate the
kind of knowledge that, up untl now, Westerners have had about beings as
a whole. The systematic articulaton of the truth at any given time “about”
beings as a whole is called “metaphysics.” It makes no difference whether
or not this metaphysics is given expression in propositions, whether or not
the expressions are formed into an explicit system. Metaphysics is that
knowledge wherein Western historical humanity preserves the truth of its
relatons to beings as a whole and the truth about those beings themselves.
In a quite essential sense, meta-physics is “physics,” i.e., knowledge of ptiaig
(Exiathum puowxy).

At first blush our question about the essence and concept of pioic might
seem to be simply an inquiry, out of curiosity, into the origin of past and
present interpretations of “nature.” But if we consider that this fundamen-
tal word of Western metaphysics harbors within itself decisions about the
truth of beings; if we recall that today the truth about beings as a whole
has become entrely questionable; moreover, if we suspect that the essence
of tuth therefore remains thoroughly in dispute; and finally if we know
that all this is grounded in the history of the interpretations of the essence
of piatg, then we stand outside the [312] merely historical interests that
philosophy might have in the “history of a concept.” Then we experience,
although from afar, the nearness of future decisions.

[For the world is shifting out of joint — if indeed it ever was in joint —and the
question arises whether modern humanity’s planning, even if it be worldwide, can
ever bring about the ordering of world.]

The first coherent and thoughtful discussion (“first” because of its way
of questioning) of the essence of ¢ja'c comes down to us from the time
when Greek philosophy reached its fulfillment. Itstems from Aristotle and
is preserved in his guaudt, axpdaaic (Lectures given - or better, “Lectures
heard” - on piaic).

Aristotle’s Physics is the hidden, and therefore never adequately studied, foun-
dational book of Western philosophy.

Probably the eight books of the Physics were not projected as a unity and
did not come into existence all at once. Such questions have no importance
here. In general it makes little sense to say that the Physics precedes the
Metaphysics, because metaphysics is just as much “physics” as physics is
“metaphysics.” For reasons based on the work itself, as well as on historical
grounds, we can take it thataround 347 B.C. (Plato’s death) the second book
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was already composed. (Cf. also Jaeger, Aristotle: Fundamentalsof the History
of His Development. p. 296, originally published in 1923. Forall its erudition,
this book has the single fault of thinking through Aristotle’s philosophy in
the modern Scholastic neo-Kantdan manner that is entirely foreign to Greek
thoughr. Much of Jaeger’s Entstebungsgeschichte der Metaphysik des Aristoteles,
1912, is more accurate because less concerned with “content.”)

But even so, this first thoughtful and unified conceptualization of rpriaig is
already the last echo of the original (and thus supreme) thoughtful projection
of the essence of priaig that we still have preserved for us in the fragments
of Anaximander, Heraclitus, and Parmenides.

(313] In Book Two, chapter one, of the eight books of the Physics (Physics
B, 1, 192 bB-193 b21), Aristotle gives the interpretation of ¢iaig that sus-
tains and guides all succeeding interpretations of the essence of “nature.”
Here too are hidden the roots of that later determinatdon of the essence
of nature wherein it is distinguished from spirit and determined through
the “spirit.” In saying this we mean to indmate that the differendadon of
“nature and spirit” is simply foreign to the Greeks.

Before we follow the individual steps of Aristotle’s determination of the
essence of ¢iotg, let us look at rwo sentences that Aristotle pronounces in the
first and introductory book (A):

futv 8 "roxelohw ta @uae 1) ravra ¥ Evia xtvoueva elval dfhov 8 '€x Tig
ERayLYTS.

“But from the outset it should be (a settled issue) for us that those beings thatare by
pa1, whether all of them or some of them [those not in rest], are moving beings
(i.e., determined by movedness). But this is evident from an immediate ‘leading
toward’ (that leads foward these beings and over and beyond them to their ‘being’).”
(A, 2, 185 a12ff)

Here Aristotle explicitly emphasizes what he perceives to be decisive for
the projection of the essence of pvaic, namely, xivrai, the state of moved-
ness. And therefore the key issue in the question about “physics” becomes
one of defining the essence of movement. For us today it is merely a truism
to say that the processes of nature are processes of movement — in fact, it is
a tautology. We have no inkling of the importance of Aristotle’s sentences
just cited, nor of his interpretation of ¢iaic, unless we know that it was
through and for Aristotle that what we take for a truism first entered the
formative essental insight of Western humanity. Certainly the Greeks be-
fore Aristotle had already experienced the fact that sky and sea, plants and
animals arc in movement, and certainly thinkers before him had already
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attempted to say what movement was. But it was Aristotle who first [314]
attained - and thus, first created - that level of questioning where (move-
ment is not considered as something merely given along with other things,
but rather where) being-moved is explicitly questioned and understood as
the fundamental mode of being. (But this means that defining the essence
of being is impossible without an essental insight into movedness as such.
Of course this is not at all to say that being is understood “as movement”
[or as rest], for such thinking would be foreign to the Greeks and, in fact,
absolutely unphilosophical [inasmuch as movedness is not “nothing,” and
only being, in essence, rules over the nothing and over beings and over
their modes).)

According to Aristotle, the fact thatall beings from rpis.g are in motion
or at rest is evident: 3Wjhov €x tig éraywyfc. We usually translate the
word ézaywy| as “induction” and, taken literally, the translation is almost
adequate. But with regard to the issue, i.e., as an interpretation, it is totally
erroneous. ' Exaywy?, does not mean running through individual facts and
series of facts in order to conclude something common and “general” from
their similar properties. ' Exaywy¥, means“leading toward” what comes into
view insofar as we have previously looked #way, over and beyond individual
beings. At what? At being. For example, only if we already have treeness
in view can we identfy individual trees. "Exaywy?, is seeing and making
visible what already stands in view — for example, treeness. "Exayoy¥ is
“constituting” in the double sense of, first, bringing something up into
view and then likewise establishing what has been seen. " Exraywy is what
immediately becomes suspect to those caught up in scientific thinking and
mostly remains foreign to them. These people see in it an inadmissible
petitio principii, i.e., an “offense” against “empirical thinking,” whereas the
petere principium, the reaching out to the supporting ground, is the only
move philosophy makes. It is the “offensive” that breaks open the territory
within whose borders a science can first settle down.

(315] If we directly experience and intend «piioei-beings, we already have
in view both the “moved” and its movedness. But what stands in view here
is not yet “constituted” as what it is and how it is present.

Therefore the question about pjaig must inquire into the movedness of
these beings and try to see what pioig is in relation to this movedness. But
first, in order to establish clearly the direction of our inquiry, we must delin-
eate, within the whole of beings, the region that we cansay comprises beings
that are because they are determined by ¢iaic, namely, 1@ ¢iae Hvra.

Physics B, 1 begins with this delineaton. (In the following pages we
give a “translation” that is divided into appropriare sectons. Since this
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“transladon” is already the interpretation proper, only an explanation of the
“transladon” is called for. This is certainly not a “trans-lation” in the sense
of a “carrying over” of the Greek words into the proper force and weight of
our language. It is not intended to replace the Greek but only to place us
into the Greek and in so doing to disappear in it. This is why it lacks all the
character and fullness that come from the depths of our own language, and
why it is neither pleasing nor “polished.”)3

L. “Of beings (as a whole) some are from ¢pioig, whereas others are by other ‘causes.’
By pvaig, as we say, are animals as well as their members (parts), likewise plants and
the simple elements of bodies, like earth and fire and water and air.” (192 b8-11)

The other beings, which are not yet expressly mentioned, are by other
“causes,” but the first group, the ones “named,” are by ¢votg. Thus from
the outset ¢otg is taken as cause (altiov — aitla) in the sense of the “origin”
[“Ur-sache™). The word and concept “cause” makes us think almost auto-
matically of “causality” [Kausalitit), that is, the manner and mode in which
one thing “acts on” another. Alriov, for which Aristotle will soon introduce
a more precise definition, means in the present context: that which is re-
sponsible for the fact that a being is what it is. This [316] responsibility
does not have the character of causation in the sense of a “causally” efficient
actualizing. Thus, for example, spadality belongs to the very character of
materiality, but space does not efficiently cause matter. Cause as the origin
[Ur-sache] must be understood here literally as the originary (Ur-tiimliche],
that which consdtutes the thingness of a thing. “Causality” is only a deriva-
tive way of being an origin.

By simply mendoning animals, plants, earth, fire, water, and air, Aristotle
points to the region in which the question about ot has to be lodged.

II. “But all the aforementioned appear as different from whatever has not composed
itself by piag into a stand and a stability.” (192 br2-13)

Yuveatdtaishereused for dvra (cf. 193 a36, Toig prigel guviotapévols).
From this we infer what “being” meant for the Greeks. They address
beings as the “stable” [das “Stindige™]. “The stable” means two things. On
the one hand, it means whatever, of and by itself, stands on its own, that
which stands “there”; and at the same time “the stable” means the enduring,
the lasing. We would certainly not be thinking like the Greeks if we
were to conceive of the stable as what “stands over against” in the sense
of the objective. Something “standing over against” [Gegenstand | is the
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“translation” of the word “object.” But beings can be experienced as objects
only where human beings have become subjects, those who experience
their fundamental relation to beings as the objectfication - understood as
mastery — of what is encountered. For the Greeks, human beings are never
subjects, and therefore non-human beings can never have the character of
objects (things that stand-over-against). $vaig is what is responsible for
the fact that the stable has a unique kind of standing-on-its-own. ®botg is
more clearly delineated in the following sentence:

III. “Indeed each of these beings [that are whar they are and bow they are from
rpa15] has in itself the originating ordering (apyf,) of its movedness and its standing
stll (rest), where movedness and rest are meant sometimes with regard to place,
[317] sometimes with regard to growthand diminudon, other times with regard to
alteration (change).” (192 b13-15)

Here in place of altiov and aitia we find explicily the word dpy¥. The
Greeks ordinarily hear two meanings in this word. On the one hand &py;
means that from which something hasits origin and beginning; on the other
hand it means that which, as this origin and beginning, likewise keeps rein
over, i.e., restrains and therefore dominates, something else that emerges
from it. *Apy*, means, at one and the same time, beginning and control.
On a broader and therefore lower scale we can say: origin and ordering. In
order to express the unity that oscillates between the two, we can translate
apyY, as originating ordering and as ordering origin. The unity of these
two is essential. And this concept of dpy¥ gives a more definite content
to the word altiov (cause) used above. (Probably the concept &gy is not an
“archaic” concept, but one that later was read backinto the origins of Greek
philosophy, first by Aristotle and then subsequently by the “doxographers.”)

drjowg is dgy, i.e., the origin and ordering of movedness and rest, specif-
ically in a moving being that has this apy in itself. We do not say “in its
self” because we want to indicate that a being of this kind does not have
the agyy| “for itself ™ by explicitly knowing it, insofar as it does not “possess”
“itself™ as a self at all. Plants and animals are /n» movedness even when they
stand stll and rest. Rest is a kind of movement; only that which is able
to move can rest. It is absurd to speak of the number 3 as “resting.” Be-
cause plants and animals are /n movement regardless of whether they rest or
move, for this reason not only are they in movement; they are in movedness.
This means: they are not, in the first instance, beings for themselves and
among others, beings that then occasionally happen to slip into states of
movement. Rather, they are beings only insofar as they have their essential
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abode and ontological footing in movedness. However, their being-moved
is such 3 18] that the apy, the origin and ordering of their movedness, rules
from within those beings themselves.

Here where Aristotle defines ¢piag as apy¥ xuviioew, he does not fail to
point out various kinds of movement: growth and diminution, alteratdon
and change of place (locomoton). These kinds are merely enumerated, i.e.,
they are not differentiated according to any explicit respect, nor grounded
in any such differentiation (cf. Physics E 1, 224 b3§-225 bg). In fact, this
mere enumeration is not even complete. In fact, the kind of movement that
is not mentoned is precisely the one that will be crucial for determining the
essence of piois. Nevertheless, mentioning various kinds of movement at
this point has its own significance. It indicates that Aristotle understands
xivr,o1g, movedness, in a very broad sense - but not “broad” in the sense of
“extended,” “approximate,” and superficial, but rather in the sense of the
essential and of a grounding fullness.

Today, with the predominance of the mechanistic thinking of the mod-
ern natural sciences, we are inclined both to hold that the basic form of
movement is movedness in the sense of motion from one position in space
to another; and then to “explain” everything that is moved in terms of it.
That kind of movedness — xivyoi¢ xata t6rov, movedness in terms of place
or location - is for Aristotle only one kind of movedness among others, but
it in no way counts as movement pure and simple.

What is more, we should note that in a certain sense what Aristotle means
by “change of place” is something different from the modern conception
of the change of location of some mass in space. Térog is the =ob, the
place where a specific body belongs. What is fiery belongs above, what
is earthly belongs below. The places themselves - above, below (heaven,
earth) — are special: by way of them are determined distances and relations,
i.e., what we call “space,” something for which the Greeks had neither
a word nor a concept. For us today space is not determined by way of
[319] place; rather, all places, as constelladons of points, are determined
by infinite space that is everywhere homogeneous and nowhere distinctive.
When movedness is taken as change of place, there is a corresponding kind
of rest, namely, remaining in the same place. But something that continues
to occupy the same place and thus is #or moved in the sense of change of
place, can nonetheless be in a process of movedness. For example, a plant
that is rooted “in place” grows (increases) or withers (decreases) [aii¢r o —
?isis]. And conversely, something that moves insofar as it changes iw%
place can still “rest” by remaining as it was consdtuted. The running fox is
at rest in that it keeps the same color; this is the rest of nonalteration, rest
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without d@hholwais. Or something can be moved in the sense of withering
and yet at the same time be moved in stll another way, namely, by being
altered: on the withering tree the leaves dry up, the green becomes yellow.
The tree that is moved in this twofold sense of ¢Bioig and arroiwatrg is
simultaneously at rest insofar as it is the tree that stands there.

If we perceive all these overlapping “appearances” as types of movedness,
we gain an insight into their fundamental character, which Aristotle fixes
in the word and the concept petafodr. Every instance of movedness is a
change from something (&x ttvoc) into something (elo t). When we speak
of a change in the weather or a change of mood, what we have in mind
is an “alteration.” We also speak of “exchange points” where commercial
goods change hands in business transactions. But the essential core of what
the Greeks meant in thinking petaBoAy is attained only by observing that
in a change [Umschlag]* something heretofore hidden and absent comes
into appearance. (In German: “Aus-schlag” [the breaking out of, e.g., a
blossom] and “Durchschlag” [breaking through so as to appear on the other
side).)

(We of today must do two things: first, free ourselves from the notion
that movement is primarily change of place; and second, learn to see how
for the Greeks movement as a mode of being has the character of emerging
into presencing.)

(320] ®Uorg is dpyl) xwvhioews, origin and ordering of change, such that
eachthing that changes has this ordering withinitself. Atthe very beginning
of the chapter, ¢Uaei-beings were contrasted with other beings, but the
second group were not expressly named and characterized. There now
follows an explicit and definite, and yet curiously narrow, delineation:

IV. “However, a couch (bedstead) and a robe and any other kind (of such things)
that there is insofar as it is cited and grasped according to a given way of addressing
it (e.g., as a robe) and inasmuch as it comes from a productive know-how, (such a
thing) has absolutely no impulse to change arising from itself. However, insofar as it
also pertains to such things (in a given instance) to be made of stone or of earth or
of a mixture of the two, they do bave in themselves an impulse to change, but they
have it only to this extent.” (192 b16-20)

Here, such beings as “plants,” animals, earth, and air are now contrasted
with beings such as bedsteads, robes, shields, wagons, ships, and houses.
The first group are “growing things” [“Gewdichse”] in the same broad sense
that we employ when we speak of a “field under growth.” The second group
are “artifacts” (zooviueva), in German, Gemdchte, although this last term
must be stripped of any derogatory connotations. The contrast achieves its
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purpose - to further highlight the proper essence of pioel vta and pioi -
only if it stays within the parameters of the guiding perspective, that of an
inquiry into moving beings and their movedness and into the dpy¥ of that
movedness.

But are bedsteads and garments, shields and houses moving things? In-
deed they are, but usually we encounter them in the kind of movement
that typifies things at rest and therefore is hard to perceive. Their “rest”
has the character of having-been-completed, having-been-produced, and,
on the basis of these determinations, as standing “there” and lying present
before us. Today we easily overlook this special kind of rest and so too the
movedness that corresponds to it, or at least [321] we do not take it essen-
dally enough as the proper and distinguishing characteristic of the being
of these beings. And why? Because under the spell of our modern way
of being, we are addicted to thinking of beings as objects and allowing the
being of beings to be exhausted in the objectivity of the object. But for
Aristotle, the issue here is to show that artifacts are what they are and bhow
they are precisely in the movedness of production and thus in the rest of
having-been-produced. Above all he wants to show that this movedness has
another &py" and that beings that are moved in this other way are related to
their dpy in a different manner. (There is no reason to read dpy in place
of 6puj in this text, as Simplicius does, for dpu¥, “impulse,” illustrates well
the essence of apy.)

The apy of artifacts is téyvr. Téyvy; does not mean “technique” in
the sense of methods and acts of production, nor does it mean “art” in
the wider sense of an ability to produce something. Rather, téyvn is a
form of knowledge; it means: know-how in, i.e., familiarity with, what
grounds every act of making and producing. It means knowing what the
production of, e.g., a bedstead, must come to, where it must achieve its
end and be completed. In Greek, this “end” is called téhog. That whereat
an act of producing “ceases” is the table as finished - but finished precisely
as table, as what a table is and how a table looks. The el3o¢ must stand
in view beforehand, and this antecedently envisioned appearance, eloc
=poatpetoy, is the end, téhog, that about which téyvy, has its know-how.
Only for this reason does téyvr; also come to be defined as the kind and
manner of procedure that we call “technique.” But again, the essence of
téyvr, is not movement in the sense of the activity of manipulating things;
rather, it is know-how in dealing with things. And téio¢ does not mean
“goal” or “purpose,” but “end” in the sense of the finite perfectedness that
determines the essence of something; only for this reason can it be taken
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as a goal and posited as a purpose. However, the té\og, the antecedently
envisioned appearance of the bedstead, is what is known by the person with
the know-how, and itexists in that person. Only in this way is it the origin of
the idea of the thing and the ordering of its manufacture. [322] The €ldog
in itself is not the apyY| of the artifact. Rather, the €ldo¢ npoatpetoy, i.e.,
the zpoalpeatg, i.e., the téyvn, is the apy of the artifact.

In the case of artifacts, therefore, the apy¥, of their movedness — and thus
of the rest that characterizes their being-completed and being-made - is not
in the artifacts themselves but in something else, in the apyttéxtwy, the one
who controls the téyvr; as apy¥. This would seem to complete the contrast
of ardfacts with giUae. dvta, for these latter are called ¢riger 6vra precisely
because they have the apy| of their movedness not in another being but
in the beings that they themselves are (to the degree that they are these
beings). But according to Aristotle’s explanation, the difference between
artfacts and growing things is not at all so simple. Even the structure of
the sectdon we are considering gives a hint: {, u¢v -} 8: “insofar as artifacts
are seen in this way...insofar as they are seen in another way...” We can
consider the nowolpeva from two perspectives. In the first perspective we
consider the produced thing insofar as it is cited and grasped according to
a given way of addressing it: xatnyopla.

Here we run across a use of xatnyopla that goes back prior to its es-
tablishment as a philosophical “term.” It was Anstotle, in fact, who es-
tablished the term, but he did so on the basis of the common usage that
is operative in the present text. We translate xatnyopla as the “address-
ing” of something [Ansprechung], but even then we hardly capture the full
meaning in the Greek. Kat&-ayopeeiv means: to accuse someone to his
face in the ayopa, the public court, of being “the very one who...” From
this comes the broader meaning: to address something as this or that, so
that, in and through our addressing it, the addressed thing is put forth
into the public view, into the open, as manifest. Katnyopla is the naming
of what something is: house, tree, sky, sea, hard, red, healthy. On the
other hand, “category” as a philosophical “term” means a special kind of
addressing. We are able to address a present thing as a house or a tree
only insofar as we have already beforehand, and without words, addressed
what we encounter - i.e., have brought it into our open field of “vision” - as
something standing-on-its-own, a thing. Likewise, (32 3] we can address a
garment as “red” only if from the outset and without words it has already
been addressed in terms of something like quality. Standing-on-its-own
(“substance”) and quality (“of-what-sort-ness”) and the like constitute the
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being (beingness) of beings. Therefore the “categories” are special ways of
addressing things — xatryogiat in an emphatc sense — for they sustain all
our habitual and everyday ways of addressing things; they underlie those
everyday statements, which in turn get developed into assertions, “judg-
ments.” Conversely, only for this reason can one discover the “categories”
by using the assertion, the Advog, as a clue. This is why Kant has to “de-
rive” the table of categories from the table of judgments. Thus, knowledge
of categories as determinations of the being of beings — what people call
metaphysics — is, in an essental sense, knowledge of AGyog —i.e., “logic.”
Therefore, metaphysics receives this name at the stage where it comes to
the full (as full as is possible for it) consciousness of itself, in Hegel. [The
Science of Logic is absolute knowledge of the knowable as something known
or represented. (In modern philosophy, the state of being represented is
beingness or being.)]

In the text we are considering, xatyyopia is used in a preterminological
sense. Inasmuch as we consider something produced - e.g., a bedstead -
within the horizon opened up by the everyday way of addressing and nam-
ing, we take such a being according to its appearance as something of use.
In this capacity it does not have the apy# xiviioewg in itself. But we can
consider it from a second perspective: we can take this very same being, the
bedstead, as something made out of wood, hence as a piece of wood. As
wood, it is part of a tree trunk, a growing thing. This tree has the dpy#
xwioewg in itself. The bedstead, on the other hand, is not wood as such,
but merely wooden, made out of wood. Only what is something other than
wood can be wooden. This is why we never call a tree runk wooden, but we
do say a person’s bearing is “wooden,” and in German one can say an apple
is “wooden.” What the bedstead is when taken according to the xatryopia,
namely, a usable thing that looks thus and so, has no absolutely necessary
relatdon to wood. It could [324] just as well be made out of stone or steel.
Its woodenness is aupefinxdc, that is to say: in reference to what the bed
“really” and properly is, woodenness appears only incidentally. Insofar — but
only insofar — as it is just wood, a bedstead certainly does have the apy¥,
xwieewg in itself, for wood is the what-has-grown of a growing thing.

On the basis of this contrast between artifacts and growing things
Aristotle can summarize what he has said up to now and thus establish
an initial outline of the essence of piaig:

V. “Accordingly, /pims is something like originand ordering and therefore originary
[source] of the sclf-moving and resting of something in which it antecedenty (7,z4)
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exercises originating and ordering power (dgyet) primarily in itself and from itself
and toward itself and thus never in such a way that the gy, would appear (in the
being) only incidentally.” (192 b2o-23)

Here, simply and almost severely, Aristotle sketches the essential outline:
«ova\s is not just the origin and ordering of the movedness of a moving being,
but also belongs to this moving being itself in such a way that this being, in
itself and from itself and toward itself, orders its own movedness. Hence
the apy7, is not like the starting point of a push, which pushes the thing
away and leaves it to itself. Rather, something determined by ot not
only stays with itself in its movedness but precisely goes back into itself
even as it unfolds in accordance with the movedness (the change).

We can illustrate the kind of essence that is meant here by the example
of “growing things” in the narrower sense (“plants”). While the “plant”
sprouts, emerges, and expands into the open, it simultaneously goes back
into its roots, insofar as it plants them firmly in the closed ground and thus
takes its stand. The act of self-unfolding emergence is inherently a going-
back-into-itself. This kind of becoming present is gUats. But it must not
be thought of as a kind of built-in “motor” that drives something, nor as
an “organizer” on hand somewhere, directing the thing. [325] Nonethe-
less, we might be tempted to fall back on the notion that (gei-determined
beings could be a kind that make themselves. So easily and spontaneously
does this idea suggest itself that it has become normative for the interpre-
tation of living nature in particular, as is shown by the fact that ever since
modemn thinking became dominant, a living being has been understood as
an “organism.” No doubt a good deal of time has yet to pass before we
learn to see that the idea of “organism” and of the “organic” is a purely
modern, mechanistic-technological concept, according to which “growing
things” are interpreted as artfacts that make themselves. Even the word
and concept “plant” takes what grows as something “planted,” something
sown and cultivated. And it is part of the essendal illogicality of language
that in German we nonetheless speak of greenhouses as Gewichshiusern
(houses for what grows) instead of as Pflanzenhiusern (houses for what has
been planted).

In the case of every artifact, however, the origin of the making is “out-
side” the thing made. Viewed from the perspective of the artifact, the agy,
always and only appears as something “in addition.” In order to avoid mis-
understanding o as a kind of self-producing and the prioel Hvra merely as
a special kind of ardfact, Aristotle clarifies the xaf)* @16 by adding xai 1,
xata auugesnxic. The xat here has the meaning of “and that is to say ...”
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This phrase seeks to ward off an error, and Aristotle explains its meaning
by an example:

VL. “But [ addthe phrase ‘not like something appearing in addition’ because some-
one, entirely of and by himself, might become the (originating and ordering) source
of ‘health’ for himself, and could at the same time be a doctor. He has the medical
know-how in bimself, but not insofar as he regains his health. Rather in this case,
being a doctor and regaining health happen to have come together in one and the
same person. But for this very reason the two also remain separated from each
other, each on its own.” (192 b23-27)

Aristotle, a doctor’s son, likes to use examples drawn from medical
“zpafis,” and he does so in other contexts as well. [326] Here he gives
us the case of a doctor who treats himself and thereby regains his health.
Two kinds of movedness are interwoven here in a peculiar way: iatpevotg,
the practicing of medicine as a téyvn, and y{aiots, the regaining of health
as “pVoic.” In the present case, that of a doctor who treats himself, both
movements are found in one and the same being, in this specific person.
The same holds for the respective apy¥ of each of the two “movements.”
The “doctor” has the apyj of regaining his health év £éautd, in himself,
but not xa6’ abtév, not according to himself, not insofar as he is a doctor:
The origin and ordering of regaining health is not being a doctor but being
human, and this only insofar as the human being is a {&ov, a living being
that lives only inasmuch as it “is a body” [“leibt”]. As even we say, a healthy
“nature,” capable of resissance, is the real origin and ordering of regaining
health. Without this apy, all medical practice is in vain. But on the other
hand, the doctor has the apy¥, of practicing medicine in himself: being a
doctor is the origin and ordering of the treatment. But this apy¥, namely,
this know-how and antecedent view (téyvr,) of what health is and what per-
tains to keeping and regaining it (the €ldog tig Uyielag) — this apy is not
in the human being qua human but is something in addition, attained by
someone only through studying and learning. Consequently, in relation to
regaining health, téy vy itself is always merely something that can appear in
addition. Doctors and the practice of medicine do not grow the way trees
do. Of course, we do speak of a “borm” doctor, by which we mean that a
person brings with him or her the talent for recognizing diseases and treat-
ing the sick. But these talents are never, in the manner of ¢iatc, the apx
for being a doctor, inasmuch as they do not unfold from out of themselves
toward the end of being a doctor.

Nonetheless, at this point the following objection could be raised. Say
two doctors suffer from the same disease under the same conditions, and
each one treats herself. However, between the two cases of illness there
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lies a period of [327] five hundred years, during which the “progress” of
modern medicine has taken place. The doctor of today has at her disposal
a “better” technique, and she regains her health, whereas the one who
lived earlier dies of her disease. So apparently the &px¥ of the cure of
today’s doctor s precisely the téyvrn. However, there is something further
to consider here. For one thing, the fact of not dying, in the sense of
prolonging one’s life, is not yet necessarily the recovery of health. The
fact that people live longer today is no proof that they are healthier; one
might even conclude the contrary. But even supposing that the modemn
doctor, beneficiary of the progress of medicine, not only escapes death
for a while but also recovers her health, even then the art of medicine
has only better supported and guided ¢vois. Téyvr, can merely cooperate
with platg, can more or less expedite the cure; but as téyvy, it can never
replace @il and in its stead become the &py¥ of health as such. This
could happen only if life as such were to become a “technically” producible
artifact. However, at that very moment there would also no longer be
such a thing as health, any more than there would be birth and death.
Sometimes it seems as if modern humanity is rushing headlong toward this
goal of producing itself technologically. If humanity achieves this, it will have
exploded itself, i.e., its essence qua subjectivity, into thin air, into a region
where the absolutely meaningless is valued as the one and only “meaning”
and where preserving this value appears as the human “domination” of the
globe. “Subjectivity” is not overcome in this way but merely “tranquilized”
in the “eternal progress” of a Chinese-like “constancy” [“Konstanz”]. This
is the most extreme nonessence [Unwesen] in relation to ¢'eis-ovala.
Aristotle also uses this example, in which two different kinds of moved-
ness interweave, as an occasion for determining more clearly the mode and
manner in which the rototueva (artifacts) stand in relaton to their &py:

VII. “And the same holds for everything else that belongs among things made. That
is to say, none of them has in itself the origin and ordering of its being-made. [328]
Rather, some have their dpyt| in another being and thus have it from the outside,
such as, for example, a house and anything else made by hand. Others, however, do
indeed have the dpyY, in themselves, but not inasmuch as they are themselves. To
this latter group belong all things that can be ‘causes’ for themselves in an incidental

way.” (192 b27-32)

A house has the origin and ordering of its being a house, i.e., something
constructed, in the constructor’s prior intention to build, which is given
concrete form in the architect’s blueprint. This blueprint - in Greek terms,
the house’s appearance as envisioned beforeband or, literally, the i3¢éa — orders
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each step of the actual constructing and governs the choice and use of
materials. Even when the house “is standing,” it stands on the foundaton
that has been /aid for it; however, it never stands from out of itself, but always
as a mere construction. As long as it stands there - in Greek terms, as long
as it stands forth into the open and unhidden - the bouse, due to its way of
standing, can never place itself back into its &py#. It will never take root in
the earth but will always remain merely placed on the earth, built upon it.

But let us take an example: What if someone were to hit himself in the eye
and injure the eye by a clumsy movement of his own hand? Certainly both
the injury and the movement of the hand are év tadt®, “in” the same being.
However, they do not belong together but have simply happened together,
come together oupfefnxde, incidentally. Therefore, in determining the
essence of the ¢ploer &vta, itis not enough merely to say they have the dpy
of their movedness in themselves. Rather, we are required to add this special
determinadon: in themselves, specifically inasmuch as they are themselves
and are in and with [bef] themselves.

[This word “spedifically” does not restrict matters but requires us to look into the
vast expanse of the unfathomable essence of a mode of being that is denied to all
1€y v7 because téyvn renounces any claim to knowing and grounding srurh as such.]

Aristotle concludes the first stage of his characterization of the essence
of poic by what seems to be merely a superficial [329] clarificaton of the
meaning of the concepts and expressions that gather around the essence
and the concept and the word ¢iotc:

VIII. “®ioug, therefore, is what has been said. Everything that possesses this kind
of origin and ordering ‘has’ piai. And all these things are (have being) of the type
called beingness. ®uais is, in each case, such as lies present of and by itself, and
is always in a thing that lies present in this way (constituting its lying-present). In
accordance with ¢Uatg, however, are these things as well as everything that belongs
to these things in themselves, of and by themselves, as, e.g., it belongs to fire to be
borne upward. In point of fact this (being borne upward) is not piiaic, nor does it
possess puaig, but it certainly is from o and in accordance with ¢aic. So now
it has been settled what ¢vas is, as well as what is meant by ‘from ¢ietg,” and ‘in
accordance with ¢bai.’” (192 b3z-193 a2)

It may strike the reader that even at this point we continue to leave the
basic word ¢prioic untranslated. We do not call it natura or “nature” because
these names are too ambiguous and overburdened and, in general, because
they get their validity as names for ¢'ow only by means of a peculiarly
oriented interpretadon of ¢ias. In fact, we do not even have a word that
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would be appropriate for naming and thinking the essence of giaig as we
have explained it thus far. (We are tempted to say “emergence” [Aufgang],
but without intermediate steps we cannot give this word the fullness and
definiteness it requires.) However, the chief reason for continuing to use
the untranslated and perhaps untranslatable word ¢ots lies in the fact that
everything said up to this point toward the clarificatdon of its essence is
only prologue. In fact, up untl now we do not even know what kind of
reflecdon and inquiry is already at work when we ask about gijoi¢ as we have
been doing. And these things Aristotle tells us only now in the passage we
have just read, a text that establishes with extreme succinctness the horizon
within which the discussion moves, both the preceding part and especially
what is to follow.

The decisive sentence reads: xal a1t xdvta tabta ovaola, “and all these -
namely, pioei-beings — have being of the type called beingness.” This ex-
pression “beingness,” [330] which hardly strikes the ear as elegant, is the
only adequate translation for ojola. Granted, even “beingness” says very
litrle, in fact, almost nothing, but this is precisely its advantage. We avoid
the usual and familiar “transladons” (i.e., interpretations) of oveia as “sub-
stance” and “essence.” $Uaig is ovaia, beingness — that which character-
izes a being as such; in a word: being. The word eloia was not originally a
philosophical “term” any more than was the word xatnyopia, which we have
already explained. The word otela was first coined as a technical “term”
by Aristotle. This coining consists in the fact that Aristotle thoughtfully
draws out of the content of the word a crucial element and then holds on
to it firmly and clearly. Nonetheless, at the dme of Aristotle and even later,
the word stll retained its ordinary meaning, whereby it signified house
and home, holdings, financial means; we might also say “present assets,”
“property,” what lies present. We must think in terms of this meaning if we
want to get at the naming power of oveoia as a basic philosophical word.
And then right away we also see how simple and obvious is the explanation
Aristotle provides for the word ousia in the text above: Yzoxeluevov ydp
TL xai €v Roxewéve €oTiv T, g ael, “for in each case ¢iaig is like a
lving-present and ‘in’ a lying-present.” One might object that our transla-
tion here is “wrong.” Aristotle’s sentence does nor say vzoxeioOar yap T,
a “lying-present” [Vorliegen] but rather “something that lies present” [ein
Vorliegendes|. But here we must pay strict attendon to what the sentence
is supposed to explain: namely, to what extent ots is oysia and thus has
the character of beingness (being). This requires of us (as is so often the
case with the philosophical use of the Greek language, but too little nodced
by later thinkers) that we understand the pardciple “zoxeiuevov in a way
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analogous to our understanding of t6 dv. To év can mean 4 being, i.e., this
particular being itself; but it can also mean that which &, that which has
being. Analogously tzoxeipevov can mean “that which lies present,” but
it can also mean “something distinguished by lying-present,” and so it can
mean the very lying-present itself. [331] (The unusually rich and mani-
fold forms of the participle in the Greek language - the truly philosophical
language - are no mere accident, but their meaning has hardly yet been
recognized.)

In accordance with the explanaton of otiala by way of izoxeluevov,
the beingness of beings means for the Greeks the same as to lie present
“there,” i.e., “in front of...” In this connection let us recall that toward
the beginning of this chapter, at 192 b13 (and later at 193 a36), instead
of t& dvta Aristote says ouveotdta (the stable: that which has taken a
stand). Accordingly, “being” means the same as “standing on its own.”
But “to stand” is quite the opposite of “to lie.” Yes, that is true if we take
each of them separately. But if we take “to stand” and “to lie” in terms of
what they share in common, then each manifests itself precisely through
its opposite. Only what stands can fall and thus lie; and only what lies can
be put upright and thus stand. The Greeks understand “being” sometimes
as “to stand on its own” (Unéotacis, substantia) and sometimes as “lying
present” (Uroxelpevov, subjectum), but both have equal weight, for in both
cases the Greeks have one and the same thing in view: being-present of
and by itself, presencing. The decisive principle that guides Aristotle’s
interpretation of ¢voi¢ declares that ¢pjoic must be understood as oviala, as
a kind and mode of presencing.

Now, it has already been established through éraywy¥ that pioel évta
are xuvovjeva, thatis to say: ¢iioei-beings are beings in the state of moved-
ness. Accordingly, it is now a question of understanding movedness as a
manner and mode of being, i.e., of presencing. Only when this is accom-
plished can we understand ¢vjos in its essence as the origin and ordering of the
movedness of what moves from out of itself and toward itself.5 Thus it is clear in
principle that the question about the (pUoic of the priaer dvta is not a search
for ontc properties to be found in beings of this sort, but rather an inquiry
into the being of those beings, from which being it gets determined an-
tecedently in what way beings of this kind of being can have properdes at all.

(332] The next secton, which forms the transition to a new attempt at
determining the essence of paig, shows how decisively Aristotle's explana-
ton of pisig heretofore has, in the meanwhile, broadened explicitly into a
principled reflection, and it shows how necessary this reflecton is for the
task confronting us:

200



ON THE ESSENCE AND CONCEFP! OF ®uag

IX. “But it is ridiculous to want to prove that prioic is, because this (being as giag)
appears of and by itself, insofar as [not ‘that’] beings of this type show up everywhere
among beings. But to demonstrate something that appears of and by itself (and above
all) to prove something that refuses to appear ~ these are the actions of someone
who cannot distinguish (from one another) something that of and by itself is familiar
to all knowledge from something that of and by itself is not. But that such a thing
can happen (i.e., such an inability to make the distinction) is not outside the realm
of possibility: Someone born blind might try, through a sequence of reflections, to
acquire some knowledge about colors. Of necessity in this case, such people arrive
at an assertion about the nominal meanings of the words for colors, but by these
means they never perceive the least thing about colors themselves.” (193 a3—9)

“But it is ridiculous to try to prove that @iow is.” But why? Should
we not take seriously some such procedure? Without a prior proof that
something like @Uaig “is,” all explanations about ¢Uaig remain pointless.
So let us attempt such a proof. But in that case we have to suppose that
oo is not, or at least that it is not yet proven in its being and as being.
Therefore, in the course of our demonstration we may not permit ourselves
to appeal z0 it. But if we take this restriction seriously, how could we ever
find or point to something like gUoet &vta, growing things — animals, for
example - the very things by means of which the being of gpdotc is supposed
to be proven? Such a procedure is impossible because it must already appeal
to the being of ¢iotg, [333] and precisely for that reason this kind of proof
is always superfluous. Already by its first step it attests of and by itself that
its project is unnecessary. In fact, the whole undermking is ridiculous. The
being of piaig and ¢rioig as being remain unprovable because piaig does
not need a proof, for wherever a prioei-being stands in the open, ¢loig has
already shown itself and stands in view.

Regarding those who demand and attempt such a proof, one can at best
draw their attention to the fact that they do not see the very thing that they
already see, that they have no eye for what already stands in view for them.
To be sure, this eye — which is not just for what one sees but for what one
already has in view when one sees what one sees - this eye does not belong
to everyone. This eye has the ability to differentiate what appears of and by
itself and comes into the open according to its own essence, from what does
not appear of and by itself. What appears antecedently - as ¢ijai does in
the nijoew dvta, as history does in all historical occurrences, as art does in all
artworks, as “life” does in all living things — what already stands in view is
seen with the greatest difficulty, is grasped very seldomly, is almost always
falsified into a mere addendum, and for these reasons simply overlooked. Of
course, not everyone needs to explicitly hold in view what is already seen
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in all experience, but only those who make a claim to deciding, or even
to asking, about nature, history, art, human beings, or beings as a whole.
Certainly not every one of us who through action or thinking dwells in
these regions of beings needs to consider explicitly what is already seen.
But of course neither may we overlook it or toss it off as insignificant, as
something merely “abstract” - that is, if we really want to stand where we
stand.

\What appears in advance, the current being of a being, is not something
abstracted from beings later on, something depleted and thinned out, finally
no more than a vapor, [334] nor is it something that becomes accessible only
when we who are thinking “reflect” on ourselves. On the contrary, the way
to what is already seen but not yet understood, much less conceptualized,
is the leading-toward that we already mentioned, namely, éraywy. Thisis
what lets us see ahead into the distance, into what we ourselves are not and
least of all could ever be, into something far off that nevertheless is most
near, nearer than everything that lies in our hand or resounds in our ear or
lies before our eyes. In order not to overlook what is nearest yet likewise
farthest, we must stand above the obvious and the “factual.” Differentiating
between what appears of and by itself from what does not appear of and by
itself is a xptvewv in the genuinely Greeksense: separating out what is superior
from what is inferior. Through this “critical” ability for differendating,
which is always decision, the human being is lifted out of mere captivation
by what presses upon and preoccupies him or her and is placed out beyond
it, into the relation to being. In the real sense of the word, one becomes
ek-sistent, one ek-sists instead of merely “living” and snatching at “reality”
in the so-called “concern for real life,” where “reality” is only a refuge
in the long-standing flight from being. According to Aristotle, those who
cannot make such a distnction live like people blind from birth who work
at making colors accessible to themselves by reasoning about the names
they have heard them called. They choose a way that can never bring them
to their goal, because the only road leading there is “seeing,” and that is
precisely what is denied to the blind. Just as there are people blind to
colors, so there are people blind to piawc. And if we recall that (o has
been defined as only one kind of uiaia (beingness), then those blind to
e are merely one type of people blind to being. Presumably those
blind to being far outnumber those blind to color, and what is more, the
power of their blindness is even stronger and more obstinate, for they are
less obvious and mostly go unrecognized. As a consequence they even pass
for the only ones who really see. [335] But obviously our relation to that
which, of and by itself, appears in advance and eludes all plans for proof
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must be hard to hold on to in its originality and truth. Otherwise Aristotle
would not need to explicitly remind us of it nor attack this blindness to
being. And our relation to being is hard to hold on to because it seems to
be made easy for us by our common comporunent toward beings - so easy,
in fact, that our relaton to being looks as if it could be supplanted by this
comporunent and be nothing else bur this comporument.

Aristotle’s remarks on the desire to prove that piag “shows up” play a
special role within the whole of his exposition, and we immediately see this
role from the following passage:

X. “But for some (thinkers) a1, and so too the beingness of beings from piai,
appears to be whatever is already and primarily present in any given thing, but
in itself lacking all form. In this view the ¢ of the bedstead is the wood, the
oo of the statue is the bronze. According to Antiphon’s explanadon, this is
shown in the following way: If one buries a bedstead in the earth and if the decay
goes so far that a sprout comes up, then what is generated (from this sprout) is
not a bedstead but wood. Consequently something that has been brought about
in accordance with rules and know-how [e.g., the bedstead made out of wood] is
certainly something there, but only insofar as it has appeared incidentally. But its
beingness lies in that (the ¢voig) which abides through it all, holding itself together
throughout everything it ‘undergoes.” Furthermore, if any one of these [wood,
bronze] has already undergone the same process [of having been brought into a
form] with respect to yet another - as have bronze and gold with respect to water,
or bones and wood with respect to earth, or similarly anything else among all other
beings — then it is precisely the latter (water, earth) that are 0w and that therefore
are the beingness of the former (as beings).” (193 ag-21)

[336] From a superficial point of view, it now seems Aristotle moves
from clarifying the correct attitude for determining the essence of (o as
a manner of being over to characterizing the opinion of other thinkers with
regard to puatc. But his purpose here is not just to mention other views
for the sake of some sort of scholarly completeness. Nor does he intend
simply to reject those other views in order to fashion a contrasting back-
ground for his own interpretation. Rather, Aristotle’s intention is to explain
Antiphon’s interpretation of «Uats in the light of his own formulation of
the question, and so to put Antiphon’s interpretation, for the first ime, on
the only path that can lead to an adequate determination of the essence of
'?uaig as Aristotle envisions it. Up to now we know only this much: o
is onaia, the being of some beings, specifically of those beings that have
heen seen antecedently to have the character of xwvoiueva, beings that are
in movement. Even more clearly: ¢piaic is the origin and ordering (2¢x¥,)
of the movedness of something that moves of itself.
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If pioig is niiaia, a manner of being, then the correct determination of
the essence of o depends, first, on an adequately original grasp of the
essence of olsia and, second, on a corresponding interpretation of what it
is thatwe encounter, in the light of a given conception of being, as a piiaeL-
being. Now, the Greeks understand olaia as stable presencing. They give
no reasons for this interpretation of being any more than they question the
ground of its truth. For in the first beginning of thought, the fact that the
being of beings is grasped at all is more essential than the queston of its
ground.

But how does the Sophist Antphon, who comes from the Eleatic school,
interpret ¢voL in the light of being, conceived as stable presencing? He
says: only earth, water, air, and fire truly are in accordance with giaig. With
this, however, there occurs a decision of the greatest import: what always
seems to be more than mere (pure) earth - e.g., the wood “formed” out of
the earth and even more so [337] the bedstead fashioned from the wood -
all this “more” is in fact /ess being, because this “more” has the character
of articulating, impressing, fitting, and forming, in short, the character of
puBuée. Thingsof thissortchange, areunstable, are withoutstability. From
wood one can just as well make a table and a shield and a ship; what is more,
the wood itself is only something formed out of the earth. The earth is what
truly perdures throughout, whereas the changes of puBuéc happen to it only
now and again. What properly is, is t1& &ppiBuiatov npatov, the primarily
and intrinsically unformed, which remains stably present throughout the
changes of shape and form that it undergoes. From Antiphon’s theses it is
clear that bedsteads, statues, robes, and gownsare only inasmuch as they are
wood, iron, and the like, i.e., only inasmuch as they consist of something
more stable. The most stable, however, are earth, water, fire, and air — the
“elements.” But if the “elemental” is what most is, then this interpretation
of pioig — as the primary formless that sussains everything that is formed -
implies that a decision has likewise been made about the interpretation
of every “being,” and that pies, as conceived here, is equated with being
pure and simple. But this means the essence of oUaia as stable presencing
is given a fixed and very specific direction. According to this definition of
its essence, all things, whether growing things or artifacts, never truly are -
and yet they are not nothing; hence they are non-being, not fully sufficing
for beingness. In contrast with these non-beings, only the “elemental”
qualifies as the essence of being.

The following section givesan insight into the importance of the interpre-
tation of ¢vo.g currently under discussion, i.e., as the rp@tov dppriButotov
xaf)’ éautiv (the primarily and intrinsically unformed):

204



ON THE ESSENCE AND CONCEPT OF ®via

XI. “Therefore different people say thateither fire, or earth, or air, or water, or some
of these (‘elements’), or all of them, are g0t proper and thus are the being of beings
as a whole. For whatever each of these people [338] has taken antecedently (urd) to
be such as lies present in this way, whether it be one or many, that he declares to be
beingness as such, whereas all the restare modifications or states of what properly is
or that into which a being is divided (and thus dissolved into relations); and each of
these (that in each case constitute vjoig) therefore remains the same, staying with
itself (i.e., there does nor accrue to them any change by which they might go out of
themselves), whereas other beings come to be and pass away ‘without limit.’ " (193
az1-28)

Here Aristotle summarizes the distinction between @vaig as the “ele-
mental,” taken as the only proper beings (the zp&tov dpp'ifutotov xaf’
at)), and non-beings (a0, &eig, Biabéaer, pOudc) by once again in-
troducing the opinions of other teachers and by making clear reference
to Democritus. [From the viewpoint of the history of being, the basis of
“materialism” as a metaphysical stance becomes apparent here.]

But more important is the last sentence of the secton, where Aristotle
thinks out and defines this distinction even more precisely by formulating
it in terms of the contrast between &(8tov and yiwvépevov Grerpaxic. We
usually think of this contrast as one between the “eternal” and the “tem-
poral.” On those terms, the primarily-present unformed is the “eternal,”
whereas all puBuée, as change, is the “temporal.” Nothing could be clearer
than this distinction; yet one does not consider that this understanding of
the distincdon between eternity and temporality erroneously reads back
into the Greek interpretaton of “beings” notions that are merely “Hel-
lenistic” and “Chrisdan” and, in general, “modern.” The “eternal” is taken
as what endures without limit, with neither beginning nor end, whereas
the “temporal” is limited duratdon. The viewpoint guiding this distinction
is based on duration. Certainly the Greeks are acquainted also with this
distincdon regarding beings, but they always think the difference on the
basis of their understanding of being. And this is quite distorted by the
“Christan” distinction. [339] Already just from the Greek words for these
concepts it is clear that the opposition of didiov and yiwvéuevov dazepdxig
cannot refer to what limitlessly endures as opposed to what is limited, for
in the text the so-called temporal means /imitless coming-to-be and passing
away. What is opposed to the al3iov, the “eternal” as supposedly “limit-
less,” is also something limitless: &xewpov (cf. xépag). Now, how is all this
supposed to hit upon the decisrve contrast in terms of which “being” proper
is determined? The so-called eternal is in Greek ai3iov — detdiov; and el
means not just “all the ime” and “incessant.” Rather, first of all it means “at
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any given time.” ‘O ael fagireiwv = the one who is ruler at the time — not
the “eternal” ruler. With the word &ei what one has in view is the notion
of “staying for a while,” specifically in the sense of presencing. The a(3tov
is something present of and by itself without other assistance, and for this
reason perhaps something constantly present. Here we are thinking not with
regard to “duration” but with regard to presencing. This is the clue for cor-
rectly interpreting the opposing concept, ywépevov arepaxts. In Greek
thought, what comes to be and passes away is what is sometimes present,
sometimes absent — without limit. But népag in Greek philosophy is not
“limit” in the sense of the outer boundary, the point where something ends.
The limit is always what limits, defines, gives footing and stability, that by
which and in which something begins and is. Whatever becomes present
and absent without limit has of and by itself no presencing, and it devolves
into instability. The distincdon between beings proper and non-beings
does not consist in the fact that beings proper perdure without restriction
whereas non-beings always have their duradon broken off. With regard
to duration both could be either restricted or unrestricted. The decisive
factor is rather that beings proper are present of and by themselves and for
this reason are encountered as what is always already present — Uzoxelpevov
rp®tov. Non-beings, on the other hand, are sometimes present, sometimes
absent, because they are present only on the basis of something already
present; that is, along with it they make their appearance or [340] remain
absent. Beings (in the sense of the “elemental”) are “always ‘there,’” non-
beings are “always gone” — where “there” and “gone” are understood on
the basis of presencing and not with regard to mere “duration.” The later
distinction between aeternitas and sempiternitas would come closest to the
Greek distinctdon we have just clarified. Aeternitas is the nunc stans, sempi-
ternitas is the nunc fluens. But even here the original essence of being, as the
Greeks experienced it, has already vanished. The distinction refers not to
the mode of mere duration but only to that of change. What “stays” is the
unchanging, what flows is the “fleeting,” the changing. But both are equally
understood in terms of something continuing without interruption.

For the Greeks, however, “being” means: presencing into the unbidden.
What is decisive is not the duration and extent of the presencing but rather
whether the presencing is dispensed into the unhidden and simple, and
thus withdrawn into the hidden and inexhausted, or whether presencing
is distorted (&i80¢) into a mere “looks like,” into “mere appearance,” in-
stead of being maintained in #ndistortedness (&-tpéxeia). Only by seeing
the opposition of unhiddenness and seeming can we adequately know what
the essence of oiaia is for the Greeks. Such knowledge is the condition for
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understanding at all Aristotle’s interpretation of ijoug; in particular it deter-
mines whether we can follow the progression of the new approach, which
now follows, toward the conclusive determination of the essence of piatg.

Before attempting this, we must recall, in its simple coherence, what we
have seen up to this point. :

According to éraywy¥, pice-beings are in the state of movedness. But
«a itself is the dpy, the origin and ordering, of movedness. From this we
may readily conclude that the character of a1 as origin and ordering will
be adequately determined only when we achieve an essental insight into
that for which (e is the origin and over which it is the ordering power:
xivrog.

[341] Aristotle lets us see this connection with perfect clarity at the be-
ginning of Book III of the Physic, in the first three chapters of which he
gives the crucial interpretation of the essence of xivrac:

"Ezel 87 f, piaig pév éaiy apyh xvifoewg xal peraPortic. f; 82 uéBodog fulv xepl
piaedg Eatt, et ul AavBdvew tl éatt xlvrow” dvayxatov ydp dyvoouuévng aitig
ayvoelaBat xal thv poawv. (200 br2-15)

“But now because piaig is the origin and ordering of movedness, and thus of the
change that breaks forth, and because our procedure inquires into puatg (ué6odog:
the step-by-step inquiry that pursues the subject matter, not our later ‘method’ in
the sense of a certain kind and manner of péfodog), in no way must we allow what
xivnais is (in its essence) to remain in hiddenness; for if it (xivioic) were to remain
unfamiliar, (o too would necessarily remain in unfamiliarity.” [Compare the
expression yvopov at B, 1, 193 a6, supra, where it was a question of blindness with
regard to being and essence.]

But in the present context the point is merely to sketch out the basic
outline of the essence of 9iais. Then, in section XV to follow (193 b7),
the essence of the xivrioic proper to ¢iaig is finally grasped, but it is not
properly developed. Rather, there it is only differendated from the other
realm of beings, the movedness and the rest of “artifacts.”

diaig is the origin and ordering of the movedness (xivr,ots) of a mov-
ing being (xwvovievov), and more precisely it is so xaf) © aitd xat ut xatd
au3ednxos. A iae-being, in itself, from itself, and unto itself, is such
an origin and ordering of the movedness of the moving being it is: moved
of and by itself and never incidentally. Thus the characteristic of stand-
ing of and by itself must be accorded in a special way to ¢iaei-beings. A
ruae-being is ouaia, beingness, in the sense of the German Liegenschaften,
something lying present of and by itself. And for this reason, some thinkers
are overwhelmed and deceived by what merely seems to be the case (50xzi),
namely, that in general the essence of 9Uais consists simply in being the
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unformed that is primally present, [342] the xp@tov &ppiifuratov, and, as
such, in ruling (=g xov) normatively over the being of everything that in
some other way stll “is.” Aristotle does not formally reject this way of
conceiving iaic. But the word 8oxet hints at such a rejection. We would
do well to consider right now why the interpretation of ¢ve. as put forth
by Antiphon must necessarily remain inadequate:

(1) Andphon’s doctrine does not consider the fact that ¢jaei-beings are
in movedness, that is to say, that movedness co-constitutes the being of
these beings. On the contrary, according to his understanding of ¢vatg,
all character of movement, all alteraton and changing circumstantality
(f0u66) devolves into something only incidentally attaching to beings.
Movement is unstable and therefore a non-being.

(2) Beingness is indeed conceived as stability, but one-sidedly in favor
of the always-already-underlying. Thus,

(3) The other moment of the essence of olola is omitted: presencing,
which is the decisive factor in the Greek concept of being. We try to bring
out in a word what is most proper to it by saying “presencing” [Anwesung]
instead of “presentmess” [Anwesenbeit]. What we mean here is not mere
presence (Vorbandenbeit], and certainly not something that is exhausted
merely in stability; rather: presencng, in the sense of coming forth into the
unhidden, placing itself into the open. One does not get at the meaning of
presencing by referring to mere duration.

(4) But the interpretation of ¢iots given by Antiphon and the others
understands the being of the ¢ioe. dvra via a reference to “beings” (the
“elemental”). This procedure of explaining being through beings instead
of “understanding” beings from being results in the aforementoned mis-
understanding of the character of xivr,oic and the one-sided interpretation
of oela. Accordingly, because Antphon’s doctrine in no way reaches the
proper area for thinking about being, [343] Aristotle obviously must re-
ject this conception of @Uaoig as he makes the transition to his own proper
interpretation of griot. We read:

XII. “Consequently, in one way @tais is spoken of as follows: it is what primarily
and antecedently underlies each single thing as ‘the order-able’ for beings that have
in themselves the origin and ordering of movedness and thus of change. But in the
other way, [pjatg is addressed] as the placing into the form, i.e., as the appearance,
(namely, that) which shows itself for our addressing it.” (193 a28-31)

We read and are astonished, for the sentence begins with ovv, “con-
sequently.” The transition expresses no rejection of the aforementioned
doctrinc. On the contrary, the doctrine is obviously taken over, albeit with
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the stricture that in it we find only el¢ tpérog, one way of understand-
ing the essence of pvioig, namely, as J\y; (“matter”). “Etepog tpdrog, the
other way, which Aristotle develops in the following sections, conceives of
ovaLg as uop@¥, (“form”). In this distinction between A and pope¥ (mat-
ter and form) we quite easily recognize the distinction that we previously
discussed: zp&tov appifiutetoy, that which is primarily unstructured, and
¢10udg, structure. But Aristotle does not simply replace Antiphon’s distinc-
don with that of OAr, and popp¥. Antdphon considered $u.6uég (structure)
only as something unstable that happens to attach itself incidentally to what
alone is stable, to what is unstructured (matter); but for Aristotle, according
to the thesis we have just read, pop¢ too has the distinction of determining
the essence of @ioi. Both interpretations of pioi are given equal rank,
and this offers the possibility of constructing a double concept of piotc.
But in line with this, the first task incumbent upon us is to show that uopep¥,
is the proper characteristic of the essence of @iats.

This is the way it seems at first glance, but in fact everything shapes up
quite differently. The A~ 0p¢¥ distinction is not simply another formula
for applfuiotov—uBude. Rather, it lifts the question of ¢ioic onto an
entrely new level where precisely the unasked question about the x{vnotc-
character of [344)] pVaic gets answered, and where pUao1s for the first time is
adequately conceived as ovala, a kind of presencing. This likewise implies
that, despite appearances to the contrary, the aforementioned theory of
Antphon is rejected with the sharpest kind of refutation. We can see all this
with sufficient clarity only if we understand the now emerging distinction
between HAn—10ppY, in an Aristotelian - i.e., Greek — sense and do not lose
this understanding again right away. We are constantly on the verge of
losing it because the distinction between “matter” and “form” is a common
road that Western thinking has traveled for centuries now. The distinction
between content and form passes for the most obvious of all things obvious.
Therefore, why should not the Greeks, too, have already thoughtaccording
to this “schema™ ~YAr—uopept, was translated by the Romans as materia and
forma. With the interpretation implied in this translation the distincion
was carried over into the Middle Ages and modern times. Kant understands
it as the distinction between “matter” and “form,” which he explains as the
distinction between the “detertninable” and its “determination.” (Cf. The
Critique of Pure Reason, “The Amphiboly of Concepts of Reflection,” A266,
B322.) With this we reach the point furthest removed from Aristotle’s
Greek distinction.

“Yar, in the ordinary sense means “forest,” “thicket,” the “woods” in
which the hunter hunts. But it likewise means the woods that yield wood
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as construction material. From this, %Ay, comes to mean material for any
and every kind of building and “production.” By having recourse to the
“original” meaning of words (as one likes to do) we are supposed to have
demonstrated that .y, means the same as “material.” Yes, except that on
closerinspection it is only that the crucial question now obtrudes for the first
time. If ’or, means “material” for “production,” then the determination of
the essence of this so-called material depends on the interpretation of “pro-
duction.” But surely uop¥ does not mean “production.” Rather, it means
“shape,” and the shape is precisely the “form” into which the “material” is
brought by imprinting and molding, i.e., by the act of “forming.”

[345] Yes, except that fortunately Aristotle himself tells us how he thinks
uogp¥, and he does so in the very sentence that introduces this concept
that is so crucial for his pUaoic-interpretation: ¥ uwopph xai 1 eldog 16
xatd v Aoyov: “Uoppr, and this means 16 eldog that is in accordance
with the A6yoq.” Moprpf must be understood from eldoc, and el8og must
be understood in relation to Aéyog. But eldog (which Plato also expressed
as id¢a) and Adyog name concepts that, under the dtles “idea” and “ratio”
(reason), indicate fundamental positions taken by Western humanity that
are just as equivocal and just as removed from the Greek origin as are
“matter” and “form.” Nonetheless we must try toreach the original. El8o¢
means the appearance of a thing and of a being in general, but “appearance”
in the sense of the aspect, the “looks,” the view, 13¢a, that it offers and can
offer only because the being has been put forth into this appearance and,
standing in it, is present of and by itself - in a word, &s. "13¢a is “the seen,”
but not in the sense that it becomes such only through our seeing. Rather,
i8¢a is what something visible offers to our seeing; it is what offers a view; it
is the sightable. But Plato, overwhelmed as it were by the essence of el3og,
understood it in turn as something independently present and therefore as
something common (xotvév) to the individual “beings” that “stand in such
an appearance.” In this way individuals, as subordinate to the i3¢a as that
which properly is, were displaced into the role of non-beings.

As against this, Aristotle demands that we see that the individual beings
in any given instance (this house here and that mountain there) are not at
all non-beings, but indeed beings insofar as they put themselves forth into
the appearance of house and mountain and so first place this appearance
into presencing. In other words, €l80og is genuinely understood as etdog
only when it appears within the horizon of one’s immediate addressing of
abeing, edog t6 xatd v Adyov. In each case the statement immediately
addresses a this and a that as this and that, i.e., as having such and such an
appcearance. The clue by which we can understand el3o¢ and so also uoprpr,
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[346] is rdyog. Therefore, in interpreting the ensuing determination of
the essence of uoppr, as eldog, we must watch whether and to what extent
Aristotle himself follows this clue. In anticipaton we can say: 110pe¥, is “ap-
pearance,” more precisely, the act of standing in and placing itself into the
appearance; in general, uoppy, means: placing into the appearance. There-
fore, in what follows when we speak simply of “appearance,” we always have
in mind the appearance as (and insofar as) it puts itself forth into a given
thing that is “there for a while” (for example, the “appearance” “table”
that puts Jtself forth into this table here). We call an individual thing das
Jeweilige, “that which is there for a while,” because as an individual thing
it “stays for a while” in its appearance and preserves the “while” (the pres-
encing) of this appearance, and, by preserving the appearance, stands forth
in it and out of it — which means that it “is” in the Greek sense of the word.

By translating pope¥ as placing into the appearance, we mean to express
inidally two things that are of equal importance to the sense of the Greek
term but that are thoroughly lacking in our word “form.” First, placing
into the appearance is a mode of presencing, ooia. MopepY; is not an ontic
property present in matter, but a way of being. Second, “placing into the
appearance” is movedness, xivr,aig, which “moment” is radically lacking in
the concept of form. -

But this reference to the Greek way of understanding the meaning of
1oppY, in no way constitutes a demonstration of what Anistotle has un-
dertaken to show, namely, that piotg itself, according to a second way of
addressing it, is popp¥. This demonstradon, which takes up the rest of the
chapter, goes through various stages in such a way that each swage lifts the
task of the demonstration one level higher. The demonstradon begins in
this way:

XIIL “Just as we (loosely) call by the name téyvr, those things produced according
to such a know-how, as well as whatever belongs to those kinds of beings, so too
we (loosely) designate as piais whatever is according to s and hence belongs
to beings of this kind. But on the other hand, just as we would [347] never say
that something behaves (and is present) in accordance with téyvr;, or that téyvy, is
there, when something is a bedstead merely in terms of appropriateness (S vauet)
but in fact does not at all have the appearance of the bedstead, so neither would
we proceed that way in addressing something that has composed itself into a stand
by way of pJaic. For whatever is flesh and bone only in terms of appropriateness
does not have the m¢ that appertains to it until it achieves the appearance that
we refer to in addressing the thing and that we delineate when we say what flesh or
bone is; nor is (something that is merely appropriate) already a being from ¢\a15.”
(193 a31-b3)
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How are these sentences supposed to prove that poppr, goes to make up
the essence of piaic? Nothing is said about pope¥, at all. On the contrary,
Aristotle begins the demonstration in a wholly extrinsic way with areference
to a way of speaking, one that in fact we stll use. For example, we may
say of a painting by van Gogh, “This is art,” or, when we see a bird of
prey circling above the forest, “That is nature.” In such “language use” we
take a being that, properly considered, is something by virtue of and on
the basis of art, and we call this very thing itself “art.” For after all, the
painting is not art but a work of art, and the bird of prey is not nature but a
natural being. Yet this manner of speaking manifests something essential.
When do we say so emphatically, “This is art” Not just when some piece
of canvas hangs there smeared with dabs of color, not even when we have
just any old “paintng” there in front of us, but only when a being that we
encounter steps forth preeminently into the appearance of a work of art,
only when a being is insofar as it places itself into such an appearance. And
the same holds when we say, “That is nature” - ¢jaic. Therefore, this way
of speaking attests to the fact that we find what is pUaig-like only where
we come upon a placing into the appearance; i.e., only where there is pop .
Thus popep, constitutes the essence of puatg, or at least co-constitutes it.

(348] Yet the demonstration that such is the case is supported only by
our way of speaking. And Aristotle gives here a splendid, if questionable,
example befitting a philosophy based simply on “linguistic usage.” This is
whatsomeone todaymightsay if he or she were ignorant of what A6yog and
Aéyewv mean in Greek. However, to find the direction our thinking must
take in order to grasp the essence of Aéyog, we need only recall the Greek
definition of the essence of the human being as {&ov Aéyov Exov. We can -
in fact, we must - translate &vlpwrog — {@ov Aéyov Eyov as: “the human
being is the living entity to whom the word belongs.” Instead of “word”
we can even say “language,” provided we think the nature of language ade-
quately and originally, namely, from the essence of A6yog correctly under-
stood. The determination of the essence of the human being that became
common through the “definitions” homo: animal rationale and “the human
being: the ratdonal animal,” does not mean that the human being “has”
the “faculty of speech” as one property among others, but rather that the
distinguishing characteristic of the essence of the human being consists in
the fact that one has, and holds oneself in, Aéyog.

What does Aéyos mean? In the language of Greek mathematcs the
word “#6y0og” means the same as “relaton” and “proportion.” Or we say
“analogy,” taken as “correspondence,” and by this we mean a definite kind
of rclaton, a reladon of relatons; but with the word “correspondence”
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we do not think of language and speech. Linguistic usage in mathematics,
and partially in philosophy, holds on to something of the original meaning
of Aéyog. Adyog belongs to Aéyewv, which means and is the same as the
German word Jesen, “to collect” or “to gather” (as in “to gather grapes or
grain at the harvest”). But still, nothing is yet gained by establishing that
Aéyewv means “to collect.” Despite correct reference to root meanings, one
can still misconstrue the genuine content of the Greek word and understand
the concept of Adyog incorrectly by adhering to the meaning that has been
prevalent up undl now.

[349] “To collect,” to gather, means: to bring various dispersed things
together into a unity, and at the same time to bring this unity forth and hand
it over (zapd). Into what? Into the unhidden of presencing [zapovsia =
ovala (drovaia)]. Aéyewv means to bring together into a unity and to bring
forth this unity as gathered, i.e., above all as present; thus it means the same
as to reveal what was formerly hidden, to let it be manifest in its presencing.
Thus according to Aristotle the essence of an asserdon is drégavaig: letdng
be seen, from the being itself, what and how the being is. He also calls this
10 3nhouy, the act of revealing. In so doing, Aristotle is not giving a special
“theory” of A6yog, but only preserves what the Greeks always recognized as
the essence of Méyewv. Fragment 93 of Heraclitus shows this magnificently:
6 &vag, o) 10 pavteidv €att 10 év Aehgoic, o0te Aéyer oOTe xpURTEL GANG
onuaiver. The philologists (e.g., Diels, Snell) translate: “The lord whose
oracle is at Delphi says nothing, does not speak and does not conceal,
but gives a sign.” This transladon deprives Heraclitus’s saying of its basic
content and its authentic Heraclitean tension and resistance. Ofte Aéyel
olite xpinte:: here the word Aéyew is opposed to xpiintetv, “to conceal,”
and for this reason we must translate it as “to unconceal,” i.e., to reveal.
The oracle does not directly #nconceal nor does it simply conceal, but it
points out. This means: it unconceals while it conceals, and it conceals
while it unconceals. [For how this Aéyeuv is related to Aéyog and for what
Aéyog means to Heraclitus, cf. fragments 1 and 2 and others.)

In the Greek definition of the essence of the human being, »éyewv and
Aéyoc mean the relaton on the basis of which what is present gathers itself
for the first ime as such around and for human beings. And only because
human beings are insofar as they relate to beings as beings, unconcealing
and concealing them, can they and must they have the “word,” i.e., speak
of the being of beings. But the words that language uses are only fragments
that have precipitated out of the word, [350] and from them humans can
never find their way to beings or find the path back to them, unless it be on
the basis of Méyewv. Of itself Aéyewv has nothing to do with saying and with
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language. Nonetheless, ifthe Greeks conceive of saying as Aéyev, then this
implies an interpretation of the essence of word and of saying so unique
that no later “philosophy of language” can ever begin to imagine its as yet
unplumbed depths. Only when language has been debased to a means of
commerce and organization, as is the case with us, does thought rooted in
language appear to be a mere “philosophy of words,” no longer adequate to
the “pressing realities of life.” This judgment is simply an admission that
we ourselves no longer have the power to trust that the word is the essental
foundaton of all relations to beings as such.

But why do we lose ourselves in this wide-ranging digression into an
explanation of the essence of A\6yog when our question is about the essence
of piaic? Answer: in order to make clear that when Aristotle appeals to
AéyeoBa he is not relying extraneously on some “linguistic usage” but is
thinking out of the original and fundamental relation to beings. Thus this
seemingly superficial beginning to the demonstration regains its proper
import: if beings having in themselves the origin and ordering of their
movedness are experienced by means of Aéyetv, then as a result popepy itself
and not just JA7 (not to menton &ppYButotov) unveils itself as the @iowc-
character of these beings. To be sure, Aristotle does not show this directly
but rather in a way that clarifies the concept opposed to uop¢t, a concept
that has gone unexplained untl now: An. We do not say, “That is ¢piatc”
when there are only fleshand bones lying around. Theyaretoaliving endty
what wood is to a bedstead: mere “matter.” Then does Ar, mean “matter™?
But let us ask again: What does “matter” mean? Does it mean just “raw
material”?® No, Aristotle characterizes TjAr; as 1o Suvaper. Advapig means
the capacity, or better, the appropriateness for. .. The wood present in the
workshop [351] is in a state of appropriateness for a “table.” Butitis not just
any wood that has the character of appropriateness for a table; rather, only
this wood, selected and cut to order. But the selection and the cut, i.e., the
very character of appropriateness, is decided in terms of the “production”
of “what is to be produced.” But “to produce” means, both in Greek and in
the original sense of the German Herstellen, to place something, as finished
and as looking thus and so, forth, into presencing. “Yar, is the appropriate
orderable, that which, like flesh and bones, belongs to a being that has in
itself the origin and ordering of is movedness. But only in being placed
into the appearance is a being what and how it is in any given case. Thus
Aristotle can conclude:

XIV. “For this reason (then), »ims would be, in another way, the placing into
the appearance in the casc of rhose beings that have in themselves the origin and
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ordering of their movedness. Of course, the placing and the appearance do not
stand off by themselves; rather, it is only in a given being that they can be pointed
out by addressing them. However, that which takes its stand from these (i.e., from
the order-able and from the placing) is certainly not ¢uag itself, although it is a
uae-being — such as, for example, a human being.” (193 b3-6)

These sentences do not simply recapitulate the already proven thesis,
namely, that @ijoig can be spoken of in two ways. Much more imporsant is
the emphasis given to the crucial thought that ¢piiaic, spoken of in two ways,
is not a being buta manner of being. Therefore, Aristotle again presses home
the point: the appearance and the placing into the appearance must not be
taken Platonically as standing apart unto themselves, but as the being [Sein]
in which an individual being stands at any given moment - for example,
this person here. To be sure, this individual being is from GAv, and pope,
but precisely for this reason it is a being and not a way of being — not @i,
as are uop®Y and OAn in theirinherent togetherness. In other words, it now
becomes clear to what extent Aristotle’s [352] distincdon between %A and
uop®y, is not simply another formula for Antdphon’s distinction between
dppuButotov and puBude. These latter terms are intended to define ¢piot,
but they only designate beings — the stable as distinct from the unstable.
They do not grasp, much less conceptualize, @ioig as being, i.e., as what
makes up the stability or standing-on-its-own of o€t vra. Such beingcan
be understood only if we use Aéyog as our clue. But addressing things shows
that the appearance and the placedness into the appearance are primary, and
from them what we call Oy is then determined as the orderable. But with
that, yet another issue already gets decided, but one that prompts the next
step in the demonstration that gioig is popey. Although GAn and popey
both consttute the essence of giotg, they do not carry equal weight. Mopp#,
has priority. With that we are saying that the course of the demonstradon as
carried out so far now lifts the task of the demonstration one level higher.
And Aristotle loses no time in saying so:

XV. “What is more, this (namely, uopef, as the placing into the appearance) is /p's1¢
to a greater degree than the orderable is. For each individual thing is addressed [as
properly being] when it ‘is’ in the mode of having-itself-in-its-end rather than when
it is (only) in the state of appropriateness for...” (193 b6-8)

Why is it that popey, is ¢rioic not only on a par with i, but “to a greater
degree”? Because we speak of something as properly in being only when it
is in the mode of évieréyea. Accordingly, poppr, must somehow have the
intrinsic character of évieiéyeia. To what degree this is true, Aristotle does
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not explain here. Neither does he explain what évtehéyeia means. This
term, coined by Aristotle himself, is the fundamental word of his thinking,
and it embodies that knowledge of being that brings Greek philosophy
to its fulfillment. “"EvteAéyewa” comprises the basic concept of Western
metaphysics in whose changes of meaning we can best estimate, and indeed
must see, the distance between Greek thought in the beginning [353] and
the metaphysics that followed. But at first it is not clear why Aristotle
introduces évtehéyewa here in order to ground the fact that and the degree
to which opp¥ is u@Ahov @iaic. Only one thing do we see clearly: Aristotle
again appeals to Aéyeuv, to the addressing of things, in order to show where
the proper being of a being can be glimpsed. But we can clear up the
initially obscure grounding of the proof by clearing up beforehand what is
to be grounded. What is the meaning of the new claim that overrides the
previously equal status of Ay and j10p¢p¥; by maintaining that j1opp¥ is priaig
toa greater degree? Earlier we came upon the crucial guiding principle: gvog
is ovoia, a kind of beingness or presencing. Therefore, the propositon to
be grounded maintains that j1opepy) fulfills what beingness is more than ikn
does. Earlier sdll it was established that ¢voel 6vta are xuvovpeva: their
being is movedness.

We now have to grasp movedness as ooia,; i.e., we must say what moved-
ness is. Only in this way do we clarify what pie.g is as dpy# xiviigews, and
only from the rhus clarified essence of ¢ioig will we see why j10pep¥ more
fulfills what ovoia is and therefore why it is pUaig to a greater degree.

What is movedness, taken as the being - i.e., the presencing - of a mov-
ing being? Aristotle gives the answer in Physics T' 1-3. It would be pre-
sumptuous to try to capture in a few sentences an essental insight into
Aristotle’s interpretadon of movedness, the most difficult thing Western
metaphysics has had to ponder in the course of its history. Still we must try
to do so, at least to a degree that will allow us to follow the demonstration
of the uoppi-character of piais. The reason for the difficulty in Aristotle’s
definition of the essence [of movedness] lies in the strange simplicity of the
essential insight. It is a simplicity we seldom achieve because even now we
hardly have an inkling of the Greek concept of being, and likewise, in re-
flecdng on the Greek experience of movedness, we forget what is decisive,
namely, that the Greeks conceive of movedness in terms of rest. [354] At
this point we must distinguish between movedness and movement, as well
as between rest and repose. Movedness means the essence from which both
movement and rest are determined. Rest is then the “cessation” (ravieafar,
Metaphysics © 6, 1048 b26) of movement. The lack of movement can be cal-
culated as its limit-case (= o). But in fact even rest, which we thus take to
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be a derivative of movement, also has movedness as its essence. The purest
manifestation of the essence of movedness is to be found where rest does
not mean the breaking off and cessation of movement, but rather where
movedness is gathered up into standing still, and where this ingathermng, far
from excluding movedness, includes and for the first ime discloses it. For
example: épa &ua xal édpaxe (Metaphysics © 6, 1048 bz 3): “Someone sees,
and in seeing he or she has also at the same time (precisely) already seen.”
The movement of seeing and inspecting what is around one is properly
the highest state of movedness only in the repose of (simple) seeing, gath-
ered into itself. Such seeing is the té)Aog, the end where the movement
of seeing first gathers itself up and essentally is movedness. (“End” is not
the result of stopping the movement, but is the beginning of movedness
as the ingathering and storing up of movement.) Thus the movedness of
a movement consists above all in the fact that the movement of a moving
being gathers itself into its end, téhog, and as so gathered within its end,
“has” itself: év téher Exer, éviehéyera, having-itself-in-its-end. Instead of
the word évteAéyeta, which he himself coined, Aristotle also uses the word
évépyewa. Here, in place of téhog, there stands #pyov, the “work” in the
sense of what is to be produced and what has been pro-duced. In Greek
thought évépyeia means “standing in the work,” where “work” means that
which stands fully in its “end.” But in tum the “fully ended or fulfilled” [das
“Vollendete™) does not mean “the concluded,” any more than téAog means
“conclusion.” Rather, in Greek thought té)\og and #pyov are defined by
eldoc; they name the manner and mode in which something stands “finally
and finitely” [“endlich”] in its appearance.

From movedness, understood as évreréyeia, we must now try to under-
stand the movement of what moves as one manner [355] of being, namely,
that of a xuvolpevov. Relying on an example can make the direction of
our essential insight more secure. And following Aristotle’s approach we
choose our example from the field of “production,” the “making” of an
ardfact. Take a case of generation: a table coming into existence. Here we
obviously find movements. But Aristotle does not mean the “movements”
performed by the carpenter in handling the tools and the wood. Rather, in
the generation of the table, Aristotle is thinking precisely of the movement of
what is being generated itself and as such. Kivraig is uetadory, the change of
something into something, such that in the change the very act of change
itself breaks out into the open, i.e., comes into appearance along with the
changing thing. The orderable wood in the workshop changes into a table.
What sort of being does this change have? The thing that changes is the
wood lying present here, notjustany wood but ¢his wood thatis appropriate.
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But “appropriate for” means: tailored to the appearance of a table, hence for
that wherein the generating of the table - the movement - comes to its end.
The change of the appropriate wood into a table consists in the fact that the
very appropriateness of what is appropriated emerges more fully into view
and reaches its fulfillment in the appearance of a table and thus comes to
stand in the table that has been pro-duced, placed forth, i.e., into the unhid-
den. In the rest that goes with this standing (of what has attained its stand),
the emerging appropriateness (8yvauig) of the appropriate (3uvauet) gath-
ers itself up and “has” itself (£xet) as in its end (téAog). Therefore Aristotle
says (Physics I' 1, 201 bgf.): # 1ol Suvatoi fi Suvathv Eviehéyeia pavepdv
ot xivreic éativ: “The having-itself-in-its-end of what is appropriate as
something appropriate (i.e., in its appropriateness) is clearly (the essence
of) movedness.”

But generadon is this kind of generation - i.e., xivnoig in the narrower
sense of movement as opposed to rest — only insofar as that which is appro-
priate has not yet brought its appropriateness to its end, and so is &-tehég —
that is, only insofar as the standing-in-the-work is not yet within its end.
Accordingly Aristotle says (Physics, T 2, 201 b31f.), § te xivnoig évépyea
uév tg elvan Soxet, dtelng 8¢: “Movement does appear as (3 56] something
like standing-in-the-work, but as not yet having come into its end.”

But therefore having-itself-within-its-end (évteAéyewa) is the essence of
movedness (that is, it is the being of a moving being), because this repose
most perfectly fulfills what ojaia is: the intrinsically stable presencing in
the appearance. Aristotle says this in his own way in a sentence we take
from the treatse that deals explicidy with évtehéyera (Metaphysics © 8, 1049
bs): pavepdv St xpdtepov évépyera Buvapeds éativ: “Manifestly standing-
in-the-work is prior to appropriateness for...” In this sentence Aristotle’s
thinking and pari passu Greek thinking, reaches its peak. But if we trans-
late it in the usual way, it reads: “Clearly actuality is prior to potendality.”
"Lvépyewa, standing-in-the-work in the sense of presencing into the ap-
pearance, was translated by the Romans as actus, and so with one blow the
Greek world was toppled. From actus, agere (to effect) came acrualitas, “ac-
tuality.” Ajvauig became potentia, the ability and potendal that something
has. Thus the assertion, “Clearly actuality is prior to potentiality” seems to
be evidently in error, for the contrary is more plausible. Surely in order for
something to be “actual” and to be able to be “actual,” it must first be possi-
ble. Thus, potendality is prior to actuality. But if we reason this way, we are
not thinking either with Aristotle or with the Greeks in general. Certainly
8vvauis also means “ability” and it can be used as the word for “power,”
but when Aristotle employs 37vajig as the opposite concept to évieAéyera
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and évégyewa, he uses the word (as he did analogously with xatryopia and
ovaia) as a thoughtful name for an essendal basic concept in which being-
ness, ouaia, is thought. We already translated 3vauig as appropriateness
and being appropriate for ..., but even bere the danger persists that we will
not think consistently enough in the Greek manner and will shrink from the
hard work of getting clear about the meaning of appropriateness for...as
that manner of emergence which, while still holding itself back and within
itself, comes forth into the appearance [357] wherein such appropriateness
is fulfilled. Avivauig is a mode of presencing. But Aristotle says, évépyeia
(Evienéyewa) is rpdTEPOY, “prior” to Svvaug, “prior,” namely, with regard to
ovata (cf. Metaphysics © 8, 1049 b1o, 11). *Evépyewa more originally fulfills
what pure presencing is insofar as it meansa having-itself-in-the-work-and-
within-the-end that has left behind the entre “not yet” of appropriateness
for..., or better, has precisely brought it forth along with it into the real-
ization of the finite, fulfilled [vol/-“endeten”) appearance. The basic thesis
Aristotle has put forth concerning the hierarchy of évteAéyewa and 4vaug
can be expressed briefly as follows: €vteréyeia is ovaia “to a greater de-
gree” than dvvaug is. "Evépyewa fulfills the essence of intrinsically stable
presencing more essentially than 8%vau.g does.

In Physics B, 1, 193 b6-8 Aristotle says, “What is more, this (namely,
topph) is iows to a greater degree than Ohy, is. For each individual is ad-
dressed [as properly being] when it ‘is’ in the manner of having-itself-
within-its-end rather than when it is (only) in appropriateness for...” It
is still unclear to what degree the second sentence can serve to ground the
claim that pope, is not just another tpéog set on a par with At but rather
is 1)a1g to a greater degree than Ay is. Mopep¥, is the placing into the appear-
ance; i.e., it is xivnat itself, the changing of the appropriate as a breaking
out of its appropriateness. But the essence of x{vrois is évieréyeia, which
for its part fulfills what olaia is to a greater degree and more originally
than 3vajg does. The determination of the essence of ¢iag is ruled
by the guiding principle that ¢piio.c is a kind of oieia. Therefore, because
oppy, is, in essence, évieAéyewa, and thus is ovsia to a greater degree,
then likewise 110ppY; intrinsically is uaiiov iowc. The placing into the
appearance more fulfills what o is: the being of the xtvoiuevov xaf)
29TH.

Therefore, now more than ever we need a correct insight into the kind
of priority that popepy, has over jar, because along with the priority of
uoppT, the essence proper to 10pey is still more clearly revealed. And this
means the task of grasping ¢pvaig as popy, has inevitably moved up to a
new level. Therefore, as we take the step into that next level, we must
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have clearly [358] in view what we saw at the previous level. Mop#o¥ is
tpUoi “to a greater degree,” but not because it supposedly is “form™ that
has subordinate to it a “matter” that it molds. Rather, as the placing into
the appearance, uogpY, surpasses the orderable (0\r;) insofar as popey is
the presencing of the appropriateness of that which is appropriate, and
consequently, in terms of presencing, is more original. But that granted,
what now is the perspective within which the essence of pop¢y is still more
clearly revealed? The following sentence esmblishes that perspectve:

XV1.“Moreover, a human being isgenerated from a human being, but not a bedstead
from a bedstead.” (193 b8—9)

Is this sentence anything more than an empty truism? Yes, it cerminly is.
Even the transitonal word &, “moreover,” indicates the relation to what
went before and at the same time points to an “advance.” "Extt yivetau: we
should translate it more strongly: “Moreover, in the area we are talking
about, what is at stake is generaton (yéveais), and generadon is different
in the cases of human beings and of bedsteads, i.e., of pios. dvta (growing
things) and of roiovueva (artifacts).” (Here where we are dealing with
Yévearg, the human being is taken as only a {&ov, a “living being.”) In
other words, popyy as placing into the appearance is only now explicitly
grasped as yéveais. But yéveor is that kind of movedness Aristotle omitted
when he listed the types of movement in his introductory characterizadon
of x{vr,oic as petafBolt, because to it he reserved the task of distinguishing
the essence of puaig as poper.

Two kinds of generation are contrasted with each other. And from the
way the two are sharply distinguished we have a good opportunity to dis-
cern the essence of generaton. For the crucial characteristic of popep as
movedness — namely, évteAéyeia — was certainly brought to our attenton
with regard to the generaton of a table. But at the same time we have
unwittingly carried over what was said about the generation of an artfact
into the question of the poppt that pertains to pUoic. But is not pUaig then
misunderstood as some sort of self-making artfact? Or is this (3 59] not a mis-
understanding at all but the only possible interpretation of ¢voic, namely,
asa kind of téyvr,? That almost seems to be the case, because modern meta-
physics, in the impressive terms of , for example, Kant, conceives of “nature”
as a “technique” such that this “technique” that constitutes the essence of
nature provides the metaphysical ground for the possibility, or even the ne-
cessity, of subjecting and mastering nature through machine technology.
Be that as it may, Aristotle’s seemingly all-too-obvious statement about the
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difference between the generation of a human being and the generaton
of a table forces us into some crucial reflections in which we will have to
clarify what role is assigned to the contrast of growing things with artifacts
that has been operative from the very beginning of the chapter and has run
through the whole explanation.

When Aristotle time and again characterizes growing things by way of
analogy with artifacts, does this mean he already understands the ¢iae
fvta as self-making artifacts? No, quite the contrary, he conceives of prioig
as self-production. But is not “production” the same as “making™ It is
for us so long as we wander thoughtlessly among womn-out ideas instead
of holding on to what was already pointed out. But what if we should find
our way back to the realm of being as understood by the Greeks? Then we
see that making, rolna., is one kind of production, whereas “growing” (the
going back into itself and emerging out of itself), piarg, is another. Here “to
pro-duce” cannot mean “to make” but rather: to place something into the
unhiddenness of its appearance; to let something become present; presenc-
ing. From this notion of pro-duction the essence of generation [Ent-steben)
and of its various kinds may be determined. Instead of “generaton” we
should have to say “derivation” [Ent-stellung], which is not to be takeniin its
usual sense but rather as meaning: to derive from one appearance that ap-
pearance into which something pro-duced (in any given instance) is placed
and thus is. Now there are different kinds of such “derivatdon.” Something
generated (say, a table) can be derived from one appearance (the appearance
of “table”) and placed forth into the same kind of appearance without the
first appearance, from which [360] the table is derived, itself performing the
placing into the appearance. The first appearance (eldog), “table,” remains
only a zapadetypa, something that certainly shows up in the production but
does nothing more than that and therefore requires something else that can
first place the orderable wood, as something appropriate for appearing as
a table, into that appearance. In those cases where the appearance merely
shows up, and in showing up only guides a know-how in the producing
of it and plays an accompanying role rather than actually performing the
production - there production is a making.

This way of showing up is certainly one kind of presencing, but it is not
the only kind. It is also possible that an appearance — without showing up
specifically as a zapadeiypa, namely, in and for a téyvr, — can directly present
itself as what takes over the placing into itself. The appearance places itself
forth. Here we have the placing of an appearance. And in thus placing itself
forth it places itself into itself; i.e., it imelf produces something with its kind
of appearance. This is uopq, as ¢pioic. And we can easily see thata {&ov (an
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animal) does not“make” itself and its kind, because its appearance is not and
never can be merely a measure or paradigm according to which something is
produced from something orderable. Rather, such appearance is that which
comes to presence [das An-wesende] itself, the self-placing appearance that
alone in each case orders up the orderable and places it as appropriate
into appropriateness. In yéveaig as self-placing, production is endrely the
presencing of the appearance itself without the importation of outside help —
whereas such outside help is what characterizes all “making.” Whatever
produces itself, i.e., places itself into its appearance, needs no fabrication.
If it did, this would mean an animal could not reproduce itself without
mastering the science of its own zoology. All this indicates that popep¥ -
not just more than Ay, but in fact alone and completely - is ¢piotc. And
this is exactly what the supposed truism above would have us understand.
But as soon as it becomes clear that pueig is yévears in this sense, its state
of movedness requires a definitdon, one that in every respect identifies its
uniqueness. Therefore a further step is necessary [361]:

XVII. “Furthermore, ¢, which is addressed as yéveois - i.e., as deriving-and-
placing-something so that it stands for?h — is (nothing less than) being-on-the-way
toward piois. (And this), of course, not as the practice of medicine is said to be the
way not toward the art of medicine but toward health. For whereas the practice of
medicine necessarily comes from the art of medicine, it is not directed toward this
art (as its end). But piaic is not related to piatg in this way (namely, as medicine
is to health). Rather, whatever is a being from and in the manner of el goes
from something toward something insofar as this being is determined by tpatg (in
the movedness of this going). But ‘toward what’ does it go forth in the manner of
wpag? Not toward that ‘from which’ (it is derived in any given instance) but rather
toward that as which it is generated in each instance.” (193 b12-18)

Characterized as yéveoig in the previous section, ¢ioic is now under-
stood as determined by 686¢. We immediately translate 636¢ with “way,”
and we think of this as a stretch lying between the starting point and the
goal. But the “way-ness” of a way must be looked for in another perspec-
tive. A way Jeads through an area; it opens itself up and opens up the area.
A way is therefore the same as the process of passage from something to
something else. It is way as being-on-the-way.

If we are to determine the yéveaig-character of (iaig more exactly, we
have to clarify the movedness of this kind of movement. The moved-
ness of movement is évégyeia aterrg, the standing-in-the-work that has
not yet come into its end. But according to what we said earlier, égyov,
work, means neither making nor the artifact made, but that which is to be
pro-duced, brought into presencing. In itself, évégyeia atenrg is already a

222



ON THE ESSENCE AND CONCEPT OF ¢ia

being-on-the-way that, as such and as a process, places forth what is to be
pro-duced. The being-on-the-way in ¢iaig is pope (self-placing). Now,
the previous section pointed out that from which j10pg¥, as self-placing is
on the way: the appearance of the ¢piioet 8v is what places itself in the self-
placing. But what is yet to be determined is the “whereunto” of the process,
or better, the meaning of 636¢ that results from the determination of the
“whereunto.”

[362] ®iarg is 680 €x @isewg €lg @uawy, the being-on-the-way of a
self-placing thing toward itself as what is to be pro-duced, and this in such
a way that the self-placing is itself wholly of a kind with the self-placing
thing to be pro-duced. What could be more obvious than the opinion that
o is therefore a kind of self-making, hence a téyvy, the only difference
being that the end of this making has the character of ¢iaic? And we do
know of such a téyvn. ’latpuxy, the art of medicine, has its téhog as Oyieta,
a puoic-like condition. ’latpix¥ is 680¢ elg puotv. But just when the road
seems open to an analogy between @uaig and tatpux¥, the basic difference
between the two ways of generating a @ioet 8v comes to light. ’Tatpix¥, as
680g elg pUary, is a being-on-the-way toward something that precisely is not
tatpux¥, not the art of medicine itself, i.e., not a téyvy. *latpuxr would have
to be 680¢ elg latpixrfy in order to be at all analogous to ¢iais. But if it
were, it would no longer be latpix¥, because practicing medicine has as its
end the state of health and this alone. Even if a doctor practices medicine in
order to attain a higher degree of the téyvn, he or she does so only in order
all the more to reach the té)\og of restoring health - provided, of course,
that we are talking about a real doctor and not a medical “entrepreneur” or
“time-server.”

The renewed attempt to clarify the essence of ¢viaic by way of an analogy
with téyvn fails precisely here from every conceivable pointof view. This means:
we must understand the essence of paig entrely from out of itself, and we
should not detract from the astonishing fact of @ioic as 630g piecws elg
Py by overhasty analogies and explanations.

But even when we give up pressing the analogy to téy v, one last tempt-
ing “explanation” now urges itself upon us. As @ioewg 680¢ €ig plaoy, is
not pias a constant circling back upon itself? However, this is precisely
what is not the case. As on the way to pioig, g does not fall back on
whatever it comes forth from. What is generated never places itself back
into what it comes from, [363] precisely because the essence of generatdon
is the self-placing into the appearance. If such placing lets the self-placing
appearance be present, and if the appearance is, in each case, present only
in an individual “this” which has such an appearance, then to this extent,
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that into which the generation places the appearance surely must in each
instance be something other than that “from which” it is generated.

Certainly pJscws 6306 elg piauy is a mode of coming forth into pres-
encing, in which the “from which,” the “to which,” and the “how” of the
presencing remain the same. ®Vag is a “going” in the sense of a going-
forth toward a going-forth, and in this sense it is indeed a going back into
itself; i.e., the se/f to which it returns remains a going-forth. The merely
spatial image of a circle is essentially inadequate because this going-forth
that goes back into itself precisely lets something go forth from which and
to which the going-forth is in each instance on the way.

This essence of piiaig as xivreiq is fulfilled only by the kind of movedness
that popepy is. Therefore the decisive sentence, the one toward which this
whole treatinent of the essence of ¢ijaig has been moving, says succinctly:

XVTIIL. “And so this, the self-placing into the appearance, is piatc.” (193 b18)

In the self-placing, as the évépyeia atelrg characteristic of yéveaig, only
the eldog, the appearance, is present as the “whence,” the “whereunto,” and
the “how” of thisbeing-on-the-way. Sopopey is notonly pioic “toagreater
degree” than Oy is, and still less can it be put merely on a par with G\ such
that the definidon of the essence of piais would leave us with two tpénor of
equal weight, and Antiphon’s doctrine would be entitled to equal authority
next to Aristotle’s. Antphon’s doctrine now gets its stiffest rejection with
the sentence, “Mopep¥, and it alone, fulfills the essence of pieig.” But
in the transition to his own interpretation (193 a28: Eva pév oiv tpdnov
oltwe f puoig Aéyetar),” Aristotle did, after all, take over the doctrine of
Andphon. How can this fact be reconciled with the sentence we have just
reached, which allowsone andonly one 1pé=0¢? To understand this, we must
know the extentto which [364] Aristotle’s acceptance of Antiphon’s doctrine
nevertheless constitutes the sharpest rejection of it. The most drastic way
torejecta proposition is not to dismiss it brusquely as disproven and merely
brush it gside, but on the contrary to take it over and work it into an essental
and grounded connection with one’s own argument - i.e., to take itover and
work it in as the non-essence that necessarily belongs to the essence. For if it
is possible at all tohavetwo tpénotin the interpretation of (o with regard
to unprp¥, and Ay, with the result that O\, can be mistakenly interpreted
as something formless that is stably at hand, then the reason must lie in
the essence of piaig, and that now means: in popepy, itself. Aristotle refers
to this reason in the following passage, where his interpretation of «piaig
reaches its conclusion:
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XIX. “However, the self-placing into the appearance — and therefore pia as well -
is spoken of in two ways, for ‘privaton’ too is something like appearance.” (193
bi8-20)

The reason why ¢iag can be looked at from two viewpoints and spoken
of in two ways consists in the fact that popeY; in itself - and consequently
the essence of puioig as well - is rwofold. The sentence asserting the twofold
essence of @iaig is grounded in the remark following it: “for ‘privaton’ too
is something like appearance.”

As a word, a concept, and an “issue,” atéprois is introduced in this
chapter just as brusquely as was éviehéyeia before it, probably because it
has as decisive a significance in Aristotle’s thought as does évtehéyeia. (On
atépnos, cf. Physics A, 7 and 8, although there, too, it is not explained.)

To interpret this last section of Aristotle’s reading of ¢uaig, we must
answer four questions:

(1) What does otépnoig mean?

(2) How is atépnos related to popep, such that otépnoig can help clarify
the twofoldness of popp¥? [365]

(3) In what sense, then, is the essence of ¢iois twofold?

(4) What consequence does the twofoldness of ¢iotc have for the final
determination of its essence?

Re (1) What does atépnoig mean? Literally translated, 6 tépnoig means
“privation,” but this does not get us very far. On the contrary, this meaning
of the word can even bar the way to understanding the issue if, as always in
such cases, we lack a prior familiarity with, and a knowledge of, the realm in
which the word arises as a name for the issue at stake. The realm is shown us
by the claim that atépnotg, too, is something like €l3og. But we know that
the ldog, specifically the eldog xatd tdv Adyov, characterizes poppr, which
in turn fulfills the essence of pioig as ovela Tou xivouuévov xab * antd, ie.,
of piowg as xivroig. The essence of xivnoig is évteéyeia. This is enough to
let us know that we can adequately understand the essence of atépr,aig only
within the area of, and on the basis of, the Greek interpretation of being.

The Romans translated otépnois as privatio. This word is taken as a kind
of negatio. But negation can be understood as a form of denial, of “saying
no.” Thus atépraic belongs within the realm of “saying” and “addressing” -
xatryopia in the preterminological sense we noted earlier.

Even Aristotle seems to understand otéproic as a kind of saying. As
evidence of this we offer a text from the treatise Ilepl yevéaewg xat phopag
(A 3, 318 b16f.), a text that is, at one and the same time, appropriate for
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clarifying the sentence we are discussing from the Physics while, in addition,
offering us a concrete example of a atépyaig: 16 utv Depudv xatnyopia ug
xat eldog. 7, 8¢ puypdrg atéprow. “‘Warm’ is in a sense a way we can
address things and therefore, properly speaking, an appearance; but ‘cold,’
on the other hand, is a otéproic.” Here “warm” and “cold” are opposed
to each other as xatryopia g versus otéproic. But observe carefully that
Aristotle says xatryopia tig. “Warm?” is a way of addressing things only in
a certain sense — in fact, the word is written in quotadon marks. Hence,
saying something is “warm” is [366] an attributon, saying something fo
something; correspondingly, otéprois is, in a certain sense, a denial, saying
something #way from something. But to what extent is “cold” a denial?

When we say, “The water is cold,” we attribute something ro that being,
yes, but in such a way that, in the very attribution, “warm” is denied of the
water. But what is at stake in this distinction between warm and cold is not
the distinction between attributon and denial; what is at stake, rather, is
that which is attributable or deniable in accordance with its el8o¢. And there-
fore the chapter’s concluding sentence, which is supposed to ground the
twofold essence of pop@¥, and therefore of ¢piarg, by means of a reference
to otépnoig, says: xai Yap ¥, atéprog elddg ndg éotiv. “For privation, too, -
i.e., what is denied or ‘said-away’ - is a kind of appearance.” In the coldness
something appears and is present, something, therefore, that we “sense.” In
this “sensed something” that is present, something else is likewise absent,
indeed in such a way that we sense what is present in a special way precisely
because of this absencing. In atépnais, “privaton,” it is a matter of “taking
something sway” by a kind of saying-it-away. Ltéproic certainly refers to
an “away,” but always and above all it means something falls away, has gone
away, remains away, becomes absent. If we bear in mind that ovaia, being-
ness, means presencing, then we need no further long-winded explanations
to establish where o1épnots as absencing belongs.

And yet right here we reach a danger point in our comprehension. We
could make matters easy for ourselves by taking atépr,01¢ (absencing) merely
as the opposite of presencing. But o1épr,a.s is not simply absenmess [Abwe-
senbeit]. Rather, as absencing, atépnoc is precisely atéproic for presenc-
ing. What then is atépnoic? (Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 22, 1022 b22ff.)
When today, for example, we say, “My bicycle is gone!” we do not mean
simply that it is somewhere else; we mean it is missing. When something
is missing, the missing thing is gone, to be sure, but the goneness itself, the
lack itself, is what irritates and upsets us, and the “lack” can do this only if
the lack itself is “there,” i.e., only if the lack i, i.e., constitutes a manner
of being. Vtégrnig as absencing is not simply absentness; rather, [367] it
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is a presencing, namely, that kind in which the absencing (but not the ab-
sent thing) is present. Ytégnaig is eidog, but etdog zwg, an appearance and
presencing of sorts. Today we are all too inclined to reduce something like
this presencing-by-absencing to a facile dialectcal play of concepts rather
than hold on to what is astonishing about it. For in atépr,ais is hidden the
essence of pioic. To see this we must first answer the next question.

Re (2) How is otégrow related to 1uoprpr? The self-placing into the
appearance is xivro., a change from something to something, a change
that in itself is the “breaking out” of something. When wine becomes sour
and turns to vinegar, it does not become nothing. When we say, “It has
turned to vinegar,” we mean to indicate that it came to “nothing,” i.e., to
what we had not expected. In the “vinegar” lies the nonappearance, the
absencing, of the wine. Mopg¥, as yéveaig is 6365, the being-on-the-way of
a “not yet” to a “no more.” The self-placing into the appearance always
lets something be present in such a way that in the presencing an absencing
simulsneously becomes present. While the blossom “buds forth” (¢pue),
the leaves that prepared for the blossom now fall off. The fruit comes to
light, while the blossom disappears. The self-placing into the appearance,
the uopp¥, has a atéprnaig-character, and this now means: popep is duydg,
intvinsically twofold, the presencing of an absencing. Consequently the third
question already has its answer.

Re (3) In what sense is the essence of ¢iotg twofold? As @ioews 636¢
£ig (pawy, piag is a kind of évépyewa, a kind of ouaia. Specifically it is pro-
ducdon of itself, from out of itself, unto itself. Nonetheless, in essendally
“being-on-the-way,” each being that is pro-duced or put forth (excluding
artifacts) is also put gway, as the blossom is put away by the fruit. But in
this puttng sway, the self-placing into the appearance - ¢piaic — does not
cease to be. On the contrary, the plant in the form of fruit goes back into its
seed, which, according to its essence, is nothing else but a going-forth into
the appearance, 630¢ uocwg eig piawv. With its very coming-to-life every
living thing already begins to die, and conversely, dying is but a [368] kind
of living, because only a living being has the ability to die. Indeed, dying
can be the highest “act” of living. ®a.s is the self-productve putting-away
of itself, and therefore it possesses the unique quality of delivering over to
itself that which through it is first transformed from something orderable
(e.g., water, light, air) into something appropriate for it alone (for example,
into nutriment and so into sap or bones). One can take this “appropriate”
for itself as the orderable and consider this orderable as material, and there-
fore take piaig as mere “change of material.” One can further reduce the
material to what is most constantly present in it, and take this as the stable,
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indeed as the most stable, and thus in a certain sense as that which most
is — and then declare this to be piaig. Looked at in this way, priac offers
the dual possibility of being addressed in terms of matter and form. This
dual way of addressing rpiotg has its basis in the original twofold essence of
pvaic. More precisely it is grounded in a misinterpretation of the 8uvdyuet
ov, one that changes the 3uvaue. dv from “the appropriate” to something
merely orderable and on hand. The doctrine of Antiphon and of his succes-
sors, who have continued in an unbroken line down to today, seizes upon
the most extreme non-essence of piotg and inflates it into the real and only
essence. In fact, such infladon remains the essence of all nonessence.

Re (¢4) What is the consequence of the twofoldness of piaic for the final
determination of its essence? Answer: the simplicity of this essence. If we
keep the whole in mind, then we now have two conceptual determinatons of
the essence of priais. The one takes piaig as apyh, x viigews T0b xvouuévov
xal " a)té, the origin and ordering of the movedness of what moves of and
by itself. The other takes ¢vioig as popepr,, which means as yéveaig, which
means x{vrowc. If we think both determinadons in their unity, then from
the viewpoint of the first one, (Vo is nothing other than apy# piocws,
which is precisely what the second definition says: ¢iotg is prigewg 630g eig
priawy — o is itself the origin and ordering of itself. From the viewpoint
of the second definition, rpoi is the wopept, dpyTig, the self-placing in which
the origin places itself into the ordering process and [369] as that which
orders the self-placing into the appearance. Mopp¥ is the essence of piaig
as apy ¥, and apy, is the essence of priaig as uopept,, insofar as the uniqueness
of wopept, consists in the fact that, in ¢@iaig, the €ldog, of and by itself and
as such, brings itself into presencing. Unlike téyvr, ¢plog does not first
require a supervening rolna. that takes just something lying around (e.g.,
wood) and brings itinto the appearance of “table.” Such a product is never,
of and by itself, on-the-way and never can be on-the-way to a table.

®iai, on the other hand, is the presencing of the absencing of itself, one
that is on-the-way from itself and unto itself. As such an absencing, pvoig
remains a going-back-into-itself, but this going-back is only the going of a
going-forth.

But here in the Physics Aristotle conceives of o as the beingness
(ovaia) of a pardcular (and in itself limited) region of beings, things that
grow as distinguished from things that are made. With regard to their kind
of being, these beings stem precisely from rpias, of which Aristotle therefore
says: €v yag T yévog toi Hvrog T, prag, “diaig is ome branch of being
[among others] for (the many-branched tree of) beings.” Aristotle says
this in a treatise that later, in the definitive ordering of his writings by the
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Peripatetic school, was catalogued with those treatises that ever since have
borne the name ueta & puawxd — which are writings that both do and do
not belong to the puaixd. The sentence we just read comes from chapter
three of the treatise now called Book I' (IV) of the Metaphysics, and the
information it provides about ¢ia1s is identical with the guiding principle
put forth in Physics, Book B, chapter one, which we have just interpreted:
rpiag is one kind of oiola. But this same treatise of the Metaphysics, in its
first chapter, says exactly the opposite: oveia (the being of beings as such
in totality) is Vol tig, something like ¢iorg. But Aristotle is far from
intending to say that the essence of being in general is, properly speaking, of
the same kind as the ¢aic which, a little later, he explicitly characterizes as
only one branch of being [3 70] among others. Rather, this barely adequately
expressed assertion that olola is (pUaLg ti¢ is an echo of the great beginning
of Greek philosophy, the first beginning of Western philosophy. In this
beginning being was thought as ¢iatg, such that the ¢boig that Aristotle
conceptualized can be only a late derivative of originary ¢poic. And amuch
weaker, much harder-to-hear echo of the original (ot that was projected
as the being of beings, is still left for us when we speak of the “nature” of
things, the nature of the “state,” and the “nature” of the human being, by
which we do not mean the natural “foundations” (thought of as physical,
chemical, or biological) but rather the pure and simple being and essence of
those beings.

But how should we think ¢tots in the way it was originally thought? Are
there still traces of its projection in the fragments of the original thinkers?
In fact there are, and not just traces, for everything they said that we can
still understand speaks only of (piiaig, provided we have the right ear for it.
The indirect witness thereof is the nonessence that is the historiographical
interpretation of original Greek thinking as a “philosophy of nature” in the
sense of a “primitive” “chemistry,” an interpretation that has been prevalent
for some time now. But let us leave this nonessence to its own ruin.

In conclusion let us give thought to the saying of a thinker from those
beginnings, one who speaks directly of ¢iowg and who means by it (cf.
Fragment 1) the being of beings as such as a whole. Fragment 123 of
Heraclitus (taken from Porphyry) says: ¢iawg xgizteafiar unei, “Being
loves to hide itself.” What does this mean? It has been suggested, and
still is suggested, that this fragment means being is difficult to get at and
requires great efforts to be brought out of its hiding place and, as it were,
purged of its self-hiding. But what is needed is precisely the opposite. Self-
hiding belongs to the predilection [Vor-liebe] of being; i.e., it belongs to
that wherein being has secured its essence. And the essence of being is to
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unconceal itself, to emerge, to come out into the unhidden [371] - giors.
Only what in its very essence unconceals and must unconceal itself, can
love to conceal itself. Only what is unconcealing can be concealing. And
therefore the xgiizteafia of @riais is not to be overcome, not to be stripped
from ¢iaic. Rather, the task is the much more difficult one of allowing to
oo, in all the purity of its essence, the xpiirteafar that belongs to it.

Being is the self-concealing revealing, piatc in the original sense. Self-
revealing is a coming-forth into unhiddenness, and this means: first preserv-
ing unhiddenness as such by taking it back into its essence. Unhiddenness
is called @-A%Beta. Truth, as we translate this word, is of the origin, i.e.,
it is essentially not a characteristic of human knowing and asserting, and
stll less is it a mere value or an “idea” that human beings (although they
really do not know why) are supposed to strive to realize. Rather, truth as
self-revealing belongs to being itself. $voig is dAfi0era, unconcealing, and
therefore xpriateaOa puiei.

[Because puais in the sense of the Physics is one kind of o'ela, and because ovola
itself stems in its essence from @vo.s as projected in the beginning, therefore &\ fifeia
belongs to being and tberefore presencing into the open of the idéa (Plato) and into
the open of the eidog xata tdv Aéyov (Aristotle) is revealed as one characteristic of
ouala; therefore for Aristotle the essence of x{vnaig becomes visible as évteléyeia and
évépyera.]
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Postscript to “What Is Metaphysics?” '

Translated by William McNeill?

[99] The question “What is metaphysics?” remains a question. For those
who stay with the queston, the following postscript is a more originary
foreword. The questdon “What is metaphysics?” questions beyond meta-
physics. It springs from a thinking that has already entered into the over-
coming of metaphysics. It belongs to the essence of such transitions that,
within cermin limits, they must continue to speak the language of that which
they help overcome. The special occasion on which the question concern-
ing the essence of metaphysics is discussed should not mislead us into the
opinion that such questioning must necessarily take its point of departure
from the sciences. Modern research, with its different ways of representing
beings and its diff erent means of producing them, has assumed the funda-
mental trait of that truth which characterizes all beings by the will to will,
itself prefigured by the appearance of the “will to power.” Understood as a
fundamental trait of the beingness of beings, “will” is the equating of beings
with the actual, in such a way that the actuality of the actual comes to power
in the unconditional atminability of pervasive objectificaion. Modern sci-
ence neither serves a purpose first assigned to it, nor does it seek a “truth
in itself.” As a way of objectifying beings in a calculatve manner, modern
science is a condition posited by the will to will itself, through which the
will to will secures the dominance of its essence. However, because all
objectification of beings is preoccupied with procuring and securing be-
ings and obtains from beings the possibilities of its own continuation, this
objectfication keeps to beings and even considers beings to be being. All
comporunent toward beings thus attests to a knowledge of being, yet at
the same time to [100] an inability to stand of its own accord within the
law [Geserz]* of truth of this knowledge. This truth is a truth about beings.

* Fifth edition, 1949: Gathered setting [Ge-sefz]; event [Ereignis].
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Metaphysics is the history of this truth. It says what beings are in bringing
to a concept the beingness of beings. In the beingness of beings, meta-
physics thinks being, yet without being able to ponder the truth of being
in the manner of its own thinking. Metaphysics everywhere moves in the
realm of the truth of being, which truth, metaphysically speaking,’ remains
its unknown and ungrounded ground. Granted, however, that not only do
beings stem from being, but that being too, in a stll more originary manner,
itself rests within its own truth and that the truth of being unfolds in its
essence as the being of truth, then it is necessary to ask what metaphysics is
in its ground. This questioning must think metaphysically and at the same
time think out of the ground of metaphysics, i.e., in a manner that is no
longer metaphysical. Such questioning remains ambivalent in an essential
sense.

Every attempt to follow the train of thought of the lecture will therefore
meet with obstacles. That is good. Questioning thereby becomes more
genuine. Every queston that does justice to its issue is already a bridge to
the answer. Essential answers are always only the last step in questioning.
This last step, however, cannot be saken without the long series of inital and
subsequent steps. The essendal response draws its sustaining power from
the inherent stance [[nstindigkeit] assumed by questioning. The essential
response is only the beginning of a responsibility. In such responsibility,
questioning awakens in a more originary manner. For this reason too the
genuine quesdon is not superseded by the answer that is found.

The obstacles to following the train of thought of the lecture are of two
kinds. The first arise from the enigmas that conceal themselves in the realm
of what is thought here. The second spring from the inability, indeed often
from the unwillingness, to think. In the realm of thoughtful questioning,
even fleeting reservations — but especially those that are carefully weighed -
may help. Gross errors of opinion may also bear fruit, even when they are
voiced in the heat [101] of blind polemic. Careful thought need only restore
everything to the releasement [Gelassenbeit] of patient reflecdon.

The chief reservadons and errors of opinion arising from this lecture
may be gathered into three main objections. It is said that:

(1) The lecture makes “the nothing” into the sole object of metaphysics.
Yet because the nothing is that which is altogether null, such thinking leads
to the view that all is nothing, so that it is worth neither living nor dying.
A “philosophy of nothing” is complete “nihilism.”

(2) The lecture elevates an isolated and indeed depressed mood, namely,
that of anxicty, to the status of the only fundamental attunement. Yet since
anxicty is the psychic state of the “anxious” and cowardly, such thinking
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denies the high-spirited composure of courage. A “philosophy of anxiety”
paralyzes the will to act.

(3) The lecture decides against “logic.” Yet since the intellect contains
the criteria for all calculadon and classification, such thinking leaves any
judgment concerning truth to our arbitrary moods. A “philosophy of mere
feelings” endangers “exact” thinking and security of action.

The correct response to these propositions will emerge from a renewed
attempt to think through the lecture. Such an attempt may query whether
the nothing, which attunes anxiety in its essence, exhausts itself in an empty
negation of all beings, or whether that which is never and nowhere a being
unveils itself as that which distinguishes itself from all beings, as that which
we call being. No matter where or to what extent all research investigates
beings, it nowhere finds being. It only ever encounters beings, because
from the outset it remains intent on explaining beings. Being, however, is
not an existing quality found in beings. Unlike beings, being cannot. be
represented or brought forth in the manner of an object. As that which
is altogether other* than all beings, being is that which is not. But this
nothing” essentially prevails [102] as being. We too ) quickly abdicate think-
ing when, in a facile explanation, we pass off the nothing as a mere nullity
and equate it with the unreal. Instead of giving way to the haste of such
empty acumen and relinquishing the enigmatdc ambiguites of the nothing,
we must prepare ourselves solely in readiness to experience in the nothing
the pervasive expanse of that which gives every being the warrant® to be.
M&@iﬁ Without being, whose abyssal but yet to be unfolded
essence dispenses the nothing to us in essendal anxiety, all beings would
remain in an absence of being. Yet such absence too, as being’s abandon-
ment, is again not a null nothing if indeed the truth of being entails that
being? nevert prevails in its essence® without beings, that a being never’ is
without being.

An experience of being as that which is other than all beings is bestowed
in anﬁmout of “anxiety” in the face of anxiety, i.e., in the
mere anxiousness that pertains to fear, we do not evade_the silent’ voice

that attunes us toward the horror of the abyss. Certainly if, with this hintl
e TRV I N (R Eage
* Fourth edition, 1943: This too still said mesaphysically, starting from beings. Tt &+~ *
® Fourth edidon, 1943: Of beings. -
“ Fifth edition, 1949: That which grants.
 Fourth edition, 1943: In the sense of beyng.
¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Essential prevailing of being: beyng, difference; “essential prevailing”
[“Wesen™] of being ambiguous: (1) Event [Ereignis], not effected by beings, event - the
granting; (2) Beingness - whamess: enduring, duration, el.
Fifth edition, 1949: “Being” (carrying out [4sstrag)) as the silent voice, the voice of stllness.
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concerning such essential anxiety, we willfully abandon the train of thought
of the lecture; if we dissociate anxiety, as the mood attuned by that voice,$
from its relation to the nothing; then we are left with anxiety as an iso-
lated “feeling” that can be distinguished from other feelings and dissected
amid a familiar assorunent of psychic states observed by psychology. Along
the guidelines of a facile distincdon between “higher” and “lower” these
“moods” can then be classified as either uplifting or depressing. The zeal-
ous pursuit of “types” and “countertypes” of “feelings” and of varietes and
subspecies of these “types” will never run outof prey. Yetsuch anthropolog-
ical investigadon of human beings always remains outside of the possibility
of following the train of thought of the lecture; for this lecture thinks out
of an attentiveness to the voice of being and into the attunement coming
from this voice, attuning the human being in [103] his essence to its claim,
so that in the nothing he may learn to experience being.

/  Readiness for anxiety is a Yes to assuming a stance that fulfills the highest
claim, a claim that is made upon the human essence alone. Of all beings,
only the human being, called upon by the voice of being, experiences the
wonder of all wonders: that beings are. The being that is thus called in
its essence into the truth of being is for this reason always attuned in an
essential manner. The lucid courage for essential anxiety assures us the
enigmatic possibility of experiencing being. For close by essential anxiety
as the horror of the abyss dwells awe. Awe clears and cherishes that locality
of the human essence within which humans remain at home in that which
endures.

By contrast, “anxiety” in the face of anxiety can stray to such an extent
that it fails to recognize the simple relations that obtain in the essence of
anxiety. What would all courage be if it did not find its permanent counter-
part in the experience of essential anxiety? To the degree that we degrade
such essendal anxiety, together with the reladonship of being to humans
that is cleared within it, we denigrate the essence of courage. Yet courage
is able to withstand the nothing. In the abyss of horror, courage recognizes
the scarcely broached realm of being from whose clearing every being first
returns to what it is and can be. This lecture neither propounds a “philos-
ophy of anxiety,” nor does it seek to impress upon us by devious means a
“heroic philosophy.” It thinks only that which dawned on Western thinking
from its beginning as that which has to be thought, and yet has remained
forgotten: being. Yet being is not a product of thinking. By contrast, es-
sential thinking is presumably an event proper to being [ein Ereignis des
Seins).
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For this reason, it now also becomes necessary to ask the question, which
is barely posed, of whether this thinking already stands within the law of
its truth when it merely follows the thinking whose forms and rules are
conceived by “logic.” Why does the lecture place this term [104] in quo-
tatdon marks? So as to indicate that “logic” is only one interpretation of
the essence of thinking, indeed the one that, as its very name shows, rests
upon the experience of being attained in Greek thought. The suspicion
regarding “logic,” whose consequential development degenerates into lo-
gistics, springs from a knowledge belonging to that thinking which finds its
source in the experience of the truth of being, but not in contemplatng the
objectivity of beings. Exact thinking is never the most rigorous thinking, if
rigor indeed receives its essence from the kind of rigorous effort whereby
knowledge in each case maintains itself within a relation to what is essendal
in beings. Exact thinking merely binds itself to the calculation of beings
and serves this end exclusively.

All calculation lets what is countable be resolved into something count-
ed that can then be used for subsequent counting. Calculation refuses to
let anything appear except what is countable. Everything is only whatever
it counts. What has been counted in each instance secures the continu-
ation of counting. Such counting progressively consumes numbers, and
is itself a continual self-consumpdon. The calculatve process of resolv-
ing beings into what has been counted counts as the explanadon of their
being. Calculation uses all beings in advance as that which is countable,
and uses up what is counted for the purpose of counting. This use of be-
ings that consumes them betrays the consuming character of calculation.
Only because number can be infinitely muldplied, irrespectve of whether
this occurs in the direction of the large or the small, can the consum-
ing essence of calculadon hide behind its products and lend to calculative
thinking the semblance of productivity — whereas already in its anticipa-
tory grasping, and not primarily in its subsequent results, such thinking lets
all beings count only in the form of what can be set at our disposal and
consumed. Calculative thinking compels itself into a compulsion to master
ceverything on the basis of the consequendal correctness of its procedure. It
is unable to foresee that everything calculable by calculaton - prior to the
sum-totals and products that it produces by calculation in each case - is al-
ready a whole, a whole whose unity indeed [105] belongs to the incalculable
that withdraws itself and its uncanniness from the claws of calculation. Yet
that which everywhere and always from the outset has closed itself off from
the intent behind calculation, and yet, in its enigmatic unfamiliarity, is at
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all imes nearer to the human being than all those beings in which he es-
tablishes himself and his intentions, can at times attune the essence of the
human being to a thinking whose truth no “logic” is capable of grasping.
That thinking whose thoughts not only cannot be calculated, but are in
general determined by that which is other than beings, may be called es-
sential thinking. Instead of calculatively counting on beings by means
of beings, it expends itself in being for the truth of being. Such think-
ing responds to the claim of being, through the human being letting his
historical essence be responsible to the simplicity of a singular necessity,
one that does not necessitate by way of compulsion, but creates the need
‘that fulfills itself in the freedom of sacrifice. The need is for the truth of
being to be preserved, whatever may happen to human beings aad_to all
beings. The sacrifice is that of the human essence expending itself-in a
manner removed from all compulsion, because it arises from the abyss of
freedom - for the preservation of the truth of being for beings. In sacrifice
there occurs [ereignet sich) the concealed thanks that alone pays homage to
the grace that being has bestowed upon the human essence in thinking, so
that human beings may, in their relation to being, assume the guardianship
of being. Originary thinking [Das anfingliche Denken]’ is the echo of bemgs
favor, of a favor in which a singular event is cleared and lets come to pass_
[sich ereignen:®® that beings are. This echo is the human response to the
word of the silent voice of bemg The response of thinking? is the origin
of the human word, which word first lets language arise as the sounding
of the word into words. Were there not at times a concealed thinking*®
in the ground of the ess:ncenfhm;gncal human beings, then human be-

someﬂung and i m’e’v‘e_l_'y thankmg” there must indeed be a thinking that
thinks the truth of being in an originary manner. [106] Yet how else would
a particular humankind ever find its way into an originary thanking unless
the favor of being, through an open relaton to such favor, granted human
beings the nobility of a poverty in which the freedom of sacrifice conceals
the treasure of its essence? Sacrifice is the departure from beings on the
path to preserving the favor of being. Sacrifice can indeed be prepared and
served by working and achievement with respect to beings, yet never ful-
filled by such acdvities. Its accomplishment stems from that inherent stance
[Instindigkeit] out of which every historical human being through action -
and essendal thinking is an acton - preserves the Dasein he has attained

 Fifth edition, 1949: Culculating: domination - ordering into place; Thinking: releasement
for the propriation of usage - telling renunciation [Enr-sagen).
" Fifth edition, 1949: Event (Ereignis).
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for the preservation of the dignity of being. Such a stance is the equanimity
that allows nothing to assail its concealed readiness for the essental de-
parture that belongs to every sacrifice. Sacrifice is at home in the essence
of the event [Ereignis] whereby being lays claim upon® the human being for
the truth of being. For this reason, sacrifice tolerates no calculaton, which
can only ever miscalculate it in terms of udility or uselessness, whether the
ends are placed low or set high. Such miscalculation distorts the essence
of sacrifice. The obsession with ends confuses the clarity of the awe, ready
for anxiety, that belongs to the courage of sacrifice which has taken upon
itself the neighborhood of the indestrucdble.

The thinking of being seeks no hold in beings. Essental thinking heeds
the measured signs of the incalculable and recognizes in the latter the un-
foreseeable arrival of the unavoidable. Such thinking is attentive to the truth
of being and thus helps the being of truth to find its site within historical
humankind. This help does not effect any results, because it has no need of
effect. Essendal thinking helps in its simple stance within Dasein insofar
as such a stance, without being able to dispose over or even know of this,
kindles its own kind.

Thinking, obedient to the voice of being, seeks from being the word
through which the truth of being comes to language. Only when the lan-
guage of historical human beings springs from the word [107] does it ring
true. Yet if it does ring true, then it is beckoned by the testimony granted
it from the silent voice of hidden sources. The thinking of being protects
the word, and in such protectiveness fulfills its vocaton. It is a care for our
use of language. The saying of the thinker comes from a long-protected
speechlessness and from the careful clarifying of the realm thus cleared. Of
like provenance is the naming of the poet. Yet because that which is like is
so only as difference allows, and because poetizing and thinking are most
purely alike in their care of the word, they are at the same tme farthest sep-
arated in their essence. The thinker says being. The poet names the holy.
And yet the manner in which - thought from out of the essence of being -
poetizing, thanking, and thinking are directed toward one another and are
at the same dme different, must be left open here. Presumably thanking
and poetizing each in their own way spring from originary thinking, which
they need, yet without themselves being able to be a thinking.

We may know much about the reladon between philosophy and poetry.
Yet we know nothing of the dialogue between poets and thinkers, who
“dwell near one another on mountains most separate.”

? Fifth editon, 1949: Appropriates in its event [er-cignet], needs and uses.
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One of the essental sites of speechlessness is anxiety in the sense of
the horror to which the abyss of the nothing artunes human beings. The
nothing, as other than beings, is the veil of being.” Every destiny of beings
has already in its origins come to its completion in being.

The last poetizing of the last poet in the dawn of the Greek world,
namely, Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus, closes with words that, in a manner
impossible for us to follow, hark back to the concealed history of that people
and preserve their entry into the unknown truth of being:

ark’ aroravete und’ éxl mheiw

Opivov éyeipete

xdviwg yap Exel 1d3e xipog.

[108] But cease now, and nevermore hereafter

Awaken such lament;

For what has happened keeps with it everywhere preserved a decision
of compledon.

? Fifth edition, 1949: The nothing: That which annuls, i.e., as difference, is as the veil of
being, i.e., of beyng in the sense of the appropriative event of usage.
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Letter on “Humanism”?

Translated by Frank A. Capuzzi*

[145] We are stll far from pondering the essence of action decisively
enough. We view action only as causing an effect. The actuality of the

effect is valued according to its udlity. But the essence of acton is ac- !

complishment. To accomplish means to unfold something into the fullness
of its essence, to lead, it forth into this fullness — producere. Therefore only
what already is can really be accomplished. But what “is” above all is being.
Thinking accomplishes the relation of being to the essence of the human
being. It does not make or cause the relaton. Thinking brings this rela-
tion to being solely as something handed over to thought itself from being.
Such offering consists in the fact that in thinking being comes to language.
Language is the house of being. In its home human beings dwell. Those
who think and those who create with words are the guardians of this home.
Their guardianship accomplishes the manifestation of being insof ar as they

bring this manifestaton to language and preserve it in language through
. . . . . '
their saying. Thinking does not become action only because some effect

issues from it or because it is applied. Thinking acts insofar as it thinks.
Such action is presumably the simplest and at the same time the highest
because it concerns the relaton of being to humans. But all working or
effecting lies in being and is directed toward beings. Thinking, in contrast,
lets itself be claimed by being so that it can say the truth of being. Think-
ing accomplishes this letting. Thinking is /engagement par I'Etre pour IEtre
[engagement by being for being]. I do not know whether it is linguisdcally
possible to say both of these (“par” and “pour”) at once in this way: penser,

* First edition, 1949: What is said here was not first thought up when this letter was written,
but is based on the course taken by a path that was hegun in 1936, in the “moment” of
an attempt to say the truth of being in a simple manner. The letter continues to speak in
the language of metaphysics, and does so knowingly. The other language remains in the
background.
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c'est 'engagement de I'Etre [thinking is the engagement of being]. Here
the possessive form “de I' ...” is supposed to express both subjective and
objectve genitive. In this regard “subject” and “object” are inappropriate
terms of metaphysics, which very early on in [146] the form of Occidental
“logic” and “grammar” seized control of the interpretaton of language.
We today can only begin to descry what is concealed in that occurrence.
The liberation of language from grammar into a more original essential
framework is reserved for thought and poetic creadon. Thinking is not
merely /'engagement dans 'action for and by beings, in the sense of whatever
is actually present in our current situadon. Thinking is /’engagement by
and for the truth of being. The history of being is never past but stands
ever before us; it sustains and defines every condition et situation humaine. In
order to learn how to experience the aforementioned essence of thinking
purely, and that means at the same time to carry it through, we must free
ourselves from the technical interpretation of thinking. The beginnings of
that interpretation reach back to Plato and Aristotle. They take thinking
itself to be a téyvm, a process of deliberation in service to doing and mak-
ing. But here deliberaton is already seen from the perspective of zpaZig
and roiroic. For this reason thinking, when taken for itself, is not “pract-
cal.” The characterizaton of thinking as fswgia and the determination of
knowing as “theoretical” comportment occur already within the “techni-
cal” interpretaton of thinking. Such characterization is a reactive attempt
to rescue thinking and preserve its autonomy over against acting and doing.
Since then “philosophy” has been in the constant predicament of having to
jusdfy its existence before the “sciences.” It believes it can do that most ef-
fectvely by elevating itself to the rank of a science. But such an effortis the
abandonment of the essence of thinking. Philosophy is hounded by the fear
that it loses prestige and validity if it is not a science. Not to be a science is
taken as a failing that is equivalent to being unscientfic. Being,” as the ele-
ment of thinking, is abandoned by the technical interpretation of thinking.
“Logic,” beginning with the Sophists and Plato, sanctions this explanaton.
[147] Thinking is judged by a standard that does not measure up to it.
Such judgment may be compared to the procedure of trying to evaluate the
essence and powers of a fish by seeing how long it can live on dry land. For
a long time now, all too long, thinking has been stranded on dry land. Can
then the effort to return thinking to its element be called “irrationalism™?

* First edition, 1949: Being as event of appropriation [Ereignis], event of appropriation: the
saying [Sage|; thinking: renunciative saying in response [Entsagen| to the saying of the event
of appropriation.
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Surely the questions raised in your letter would have been better an-
swered in direct conversation. In written form thinking easily loses its
flexibility. But in writing it is difficult above all to retain the multdi-
mensionality of the realm peculiar to thinking. The rigor of thinking,® in
contrast to that of the sciences, does not consist merely in an artificial, that
is, technical-theoretical exactness of concepts. It lies in the fact that saying
remains purely in the element of the truth of* being and lets the simplicity
of its manifold dimensions rule. On the other hand, written composition
exerts a wholesome pressure toward deliberate linguistic formulaton. To-
day I would like to grapple with only one of your questions. Perhaps its
discussion will also shed some light on the others.

You ask: “Comment redonner un sens au mot ‘Humanisme’?” [How
can we restore meaning to the word “humanism™?] This queston proceeds
from your intention to retain the word “humanism.” I wonder whether that
is necessary. Or is the damage caused by all such terms stll not sufficiently
obvious? True, “-isms” have for a long time now been suspect. But the
market of public opinion continually demands new ones. We are always
prepared to supply the demand. Even such names as “logic,” “ethics,”
and “physics” begin to flourish only when originary thinking comes to an
end. During the time of their greatness the Greeks thought without such
headings. They did not even call thinking “philosophy.” Thinking comesto
an end when it slips out of its element. The element is what enables thinking
to be a thinking. The element is what properly enables: it is the enabling
[das Vermaigen]. It embraces thinking and so brings it into its essence. [148]
Said plainly, thinking is the thinking of being. The genitve says something
twofold. Thinking is of being inasmuch as thinking, propriated® by being,
belongs to being. At the same time thinking is of being insofar as thinking,
belonging to being, listens to being. As the belonging to being that listens,
thinking is what it is according to its essential origin. Thinking is — this
says: Being has embraced its essence in a destinal manner in each case. To
embrace a “thing” or a “person” in their essence means to love them, to favor
them. Thought in a more original way such favoring means the bestowal
of their essence as a gift. Such favoring [Maigen] is the proper essence of
enabling [Vermogen], which not only can achieve this or that but also can
let something essentally unfold in its provenance, that is, let it be. It is on
the “strength” of such enabling by favoring that something is properly able

* First edition, 1949: “Thinking” already conceived here as thinking of the truth of briag.
> First edition, 1949: Only a pointer in the language of metaphysics. For “Ereignis,” “event
of appropriation,” has been the guiding word of my thinking since 1936.
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to be. This enabling is what is properly “possible” [das “Magliche”), whose
essence resides in favoring. From this favoring being enables thinking. The
former makes the latter possible. Being is the enabling-favoring, the “may
be” [das “Mog-liche”]. As the element, being is the “quiet power” of the
favoring-enabling, that is, of the possible. Of course, our words miglich
[possible| and Meaglichkeit [possibility), under the dominance of “logic” and
“metaphysics,” are thought solely in contrast to “actuality”; that is, they
are thought on the basis of a definite — the metaphysical - interpretation
of being as actus and potentia, a distincton identified with that between
existentia and essentia.3 When I speak of the “quiet power of the possible”
I do not mean the possibile of a merely represented possibilitas, nor potentia
as the essentia of an actus of existentia; rather, I mean being itself, which in
its favoring presides over thinking and hence over the essence of humanity,
and that means over its relaton to being. To enable something here means
to preserve it in its essence, to maintain it in its element.

When thinking comes to an end by slipping out of its element it replaces
this loss by procuring a validity for itself as téx vy, as an instrument of educa-
ton and therefore as a classroom matter [149] and later a cultural concern.
By and by philosophy becomes a technique for explaining from highest
causes. One no longer thinks; one occupies oneself with “philosophy.” In
competition with one another, such occupations publicly offer themselves
as “-isms” and try to outdo one another. The dominance of such terms is
not accidental. Itrests above all in the modern age upon the peculiar dic-
tatorship of the public realm. However, so-called “private existence” is not
really essential, that is tosay free, human being. Itsimply ossifies in a denial
of the public realm. It remains an offshoot that depends upon the public
and nourishes itself by a mere withdrawal from it. Hence it testifies, against
its own will, to its subservience to the public realm. But because it stems
from the dominance of subjectivity the public realm itself is the metaphysi-
cally conditioned establishment and authorization of the openness of beings
in the unconditional objectification of everything. Language thereby falls
into the service of expediting communication along routes where objectifi-
cation - the uniform accessibility of everything to everyone — branches out
and disregards all limits. In this way language comes under the dictatorship
of the public realm, which decides in advance what is intelligible and what
must be rejected as unintelligible. What is said in Being and Time (1927),
sections 27 and 35, about the “they” in no way means to furnish an inciden-
tal contribution to sociology. Just as little does the “they” mean merely the
opposite, understood in an ethical-existentiell way, of the selfhood of per-
sons. Rather, what is said there contains a reference, thought in terms of the
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question of the truth of being, to the primordial belonging of the word to
being. This relation remains concealed amid the dominance of subjectvity
that presents itself as the public realm. But if the truth of being has become
thought-provoking for thinking, then reflection on the essence of language
must also attain a different rank. It can no longer be a mere philosophy of
language. [150] Thatis the only reason Being and Time (section 34) contains
a reference to the essential dimension of language and touches upon the
simple question as to what mode of being language as language in any given
case has. The widely and rapidly spreading devastation of language notonly
undermines aesthetc and moral responsibility in every use of language; it
arises from a threat to the essence of humanity. A merely cultvated use
of language is still no proof that we have as yet escaped this danger to our
essence. These days, in fact, such usage might sooner testify that we have
not yet seen and cannot see the danger because we have never yet placed
ourselves in view of it. Much bemoaned of late, and much too lately, the
decline of language is, however, not the grounds for, but already a conse-
quence of, the state of affairs in which language under the dominance of the
modern metaphysics of subjectivity almost irremediably falls out of its ele-
ment. Language still denies usitsessence: thatitis the house of the truth of
being. Instead, language surrenders itself to our mere willing and traffick-
ing as an instrument of dominatdon over beings. Beings themselves appear
as actualities in the interaction of cause and effect. We encounter beings as
actualides in a calculatdve businesslike way, but also scientifically and by way
of philosophy, with explanatons and proofs. Even the assurance that some-
thing is inexplicable belongs to these explanations and proofs. With such
statements we believe that we confront the mystery. As if it were already
decided that the truth of being lets itself at all be established in causes and ex-
planatory grounds or, what comes to the same, in their incomprehensibility.

But if the human being is to find his way once again into the nearness of
being he must first learn to exist in the nameless. In the same way he must
recognize the seductions of the public realm as well as the impotence of the
private. Before he speaks the human being must first let himself be claimed
again by being, taking the risk that under this claim he will seldom have
much to say. Only thus will [151] the pricelessness of its essence be once
more bestowed upon the word, and upon humans a home for dwelling in
the truth of being.

But in the claim upon human beings, in the attempt to make humans
ready for this claim, is there not implied a concern about human beings?
\Where else does “care” tend but in the direction of bringing the human
being back to his essence? What else does that in turn betoken but that
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man (bomo) become human (bumanus)? Thus bumanitas really does remain
the concern of such thinking. For this is humanism: meditatng and caring,
that human beings be human and not inhumane, “inhuman,” that s, outside
their essence. But in what does the humanity of the human being consist?
It lies in his essence.

But whence and how is the essence of the human being determined?
Marx demands that “the human being’s humanity” be recognized and ac-
knowledged. He finds it in “society.” The “social” human is for him the
“natural” human. In“society” human “nature,” that is, the totality of “nat-
ural needs” (food, clothing, reproduction, economic sufficiency), is equably
secured. The Christian sees the humanity of man, the bumanitas of homo,
in contradistinction to Deitas. He is the human being of the history of re-
demption who as a “child of God” hears and accepts the call of the Father
in Christ. The human being is not of this world, since the “world,” thought
in terms of Platonic theory, is only a temporary passage to the beyond.

Humanitas, explicitly so called, was first considered and striven for in the
age of the Roman Republic. Homo humanus was opposed to homo barbarus.
Homo bumanus here means the Romans, who exalted and honored Roman
virtus through the “embodiment” of the rai3¢ia [educaton] taken over from
the Greeks. These were the Greeks of the Hellenistic age, whose culture
was acquired in the [152] schools of philosophy. It was concerned with
eruditio et institutio in bonas artes [scholarship and training in good conduct].
[Tatdeia thus understood was translated as bumanitas. The genuine roman-
itas of homo romanus consisted in such humanitas. We encounter the first
humanism in Rome: it therefore remains in essence a specifically Roman
phenomenon, which emerges from the encounter of Roman civilization
with the culture of late Greek civilizadon. The so-called Renaissance of
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries in Italy is a renascentia romanitatis. Be-
cause romanitas is what matters, it isconcerned with humanitas and therefore
with Greek =aideia. But Greek civilization is always seen in its later form
and this itself is seen from a Roman point of view. The homo romanis of
the Renaissance also stands in opposition to homo barbarus. But now the
in-humane is the supposed barbarism of Gothic Scholasticism in the Mid-
dle Ages. Therefore a studium humanitatis, which in a certain way reaches
back to the ancients and thus also becomes a revival of Greek civiliza-
don, always adheres to historically understood humanism. For Germans
this is apparent in the humanism of the eighteenth century supported by
Winckelmann, Goethe, and Schiller. On the other hand, Hélderlin does
not belong to “humanism,” precisely because he thought the destiny of the
essence of the human being in a more original way than “humanism” could.
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Butif oneunderstands humanism in general as a concern thatthe human
being become free for his humanity and find his worth in it, then humanism
differs according to one’s conception of the “freedom” and “nature” of the
human being. So too are there various paths toward the realizaton of such
conceptions. The humanism of Marx does not need to return to antquity
any more than the humanism that Sartre conceives existentialism to be. In
this broad sense Christianity too is a humanism, in that according to its
teaching everything depends on human salvaton (salus aeterna); the history
of the [153] human being appears in the context of the history of redemp-
tion. However different these forms of humanism may be in purpose and in
principle, in the mode and means of their respective realizations, and in the
form of their teaching, they nonetheless all agree in this, that the bumanitas
of homo bumanus is determined with regard to an already established inter-
pretation of nature, history, world, and the ground of the world, that is, of
beings as a whole.

Every humanism is either grounded in a metaphysics or is itself made
to be the ground of one. Every determination of the essence of the hu-
man being that already presupposes an interpretation of beings without
asking about the truth of being, whether knowingly or not, is metaphysi-
cal. The result is that what is peculiar to all metaphysics, specifically with
respect to the way the essence of the human being is determined, is that it
is “humanistic.” Accordingly, every humanism remains metaphysical. In
defining the humanity of the human being, humanism not only does not
ask about the relaton of being® to the essence of the human being; be-
cause of its metaphysical origin humanism even impedes the question by
neither recognizing nor understanding it. On the contrary, the necessity
and proper form of the question concerning the truth of being, forgotten®
in and through metaphysics, can come to light only if the question “What
is metaphysics?” is posed in the midst of metaphysics’ domination. Indeed,
every inquiry into “being,” even the one into the truth of being, must at
first introduce its inquiry as a “metaphysical” one.

The first humanism, Roman humanism, and every kind that has emerged
from that time to the present, has presupposed the most universal “essence”
of the human being to be obvious. The human being is considered to be
an animal rationale. This definition is not simply the Latin translation of

* First edition, 1949: “Being” and “being itsel™ at once enter the isolarion of the Absolute
through this way of saying things. Yet so long as the event of appropriation is held back,
i this way of saying things is unavoidable.
Plato’s Doctrine of Truth, first edition, 1947: But this “forgetting” is to be thought starting
from *\i.¥fieia in terms of the event of appropriation.
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the Greek {&ov noyov Eqov, but rather a metaphysical interpretation of
it. This essential definition of the human being is [154] not false. But it
is conditioned by metaphysics. The essential provenance of metaphysics,
and not just its limits, became questionable in Being and Time. What is
questionable is above all commended to thinking as what is to be thought,
but not at all left to the gnawing doubts of an empty skeptcism.
Metaphysics does indeed represent beings in their being, and so it also4
thinks the being of beings. But it does not think being as such,’ does not
think the difference between being and beings. (Cf. “On the Essence of
Ground” [1929], p. 8; also Kant andthe Problem of Metaphysics [1929), p. 225;
and Being and Time, p. 230.) Metaphysics does not ask about the truth of
being itself. Nor does it therefore ask in what way the essence of the human
being belongs to the truth of being. Metaphysics has not only failed up to
now to ask this question, the question is inaccessible to metaphysics as
such. Being is still waiting for the time when It itself will become thought-
provoking to the human being. With regard to the definition of the essence
of the human being, however one may determine the ratio of the animal
and the reason of the living being, whether as a “faculty of principles” or
a “faculty of categories” or in some other way, the essence of reason is
always and in each case grounded in this: for every apprehending of beings
in their being, being in each case® is already cleared, it is? propriated in
its truth. So too with animal, {&ov, an interpretadon of “life” is already
posited that necessarily lies in an interpretation of beings as (w7, and ¢vaug,
within which what is living appears. Above and beyond everything else,
however, it finally remains to ask® whether the essence of the human being
primordially and most decisively lies in the dimension of animalitas at all.
Are we really on the right track toward the essence of the human being
as long as we set him off as one living creature among others in contrast
to plants, beasts, and God?> We can proceed in that way; we can in such
fashion locate the human being among beings as one being among others.
We will thereby always be able to state something correct about the human
being. [155] But we must be clear on this point, that when we do this
we abandon the human being to the essental realm of animalitas even if
we do not equate him with beasts but attribute a specific difference to
him. In principle we are sdll thinking of homo animalis - even when anima
[soul] is posited as animus sive mens [spirit or mind], and this in twm is
later posited as subject, person, or spirit. Such positing is the manner of
metaphysics. But then the essence of the human being is too little heeded
and not thought in its origin, the essental provenance that is always the
essential future for historical mankind. Metaphysics thinks of the human
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being on the basis of animalitas and does not think in the direction of his
bumanitas.

Metaphysics closes itself to the simple essential fact that the human being
essentially occurs in his essence only where he is claimed by being. Only
from that claim “has” he found that wherein his essence dwells. Only from
this dwelling does he “have” “language” as the home that preserves the
ecstatic for his essence. Such standing in the clearing of being I call the
ek-sistence of human beings. This way of being is proper only to the human
being. Ek-sistence so understood is not only the ground of the possibility
of reason, ratio, but is also that in which the essence of the human being
preserves the source that determines him.

Ek-sistence can be said only of the essence of the human being, that
is, only of the human way “to be.” For as far as our experience shows,
only the human being is admitted to the destiny of ek-sistence. Therefore
ek-sistence can also never be thought of as a specific kind of living crea-
ture among others - granted that the human being is destined to think the
essence of his being and not merely to give accounts of the nature and his-
tory of his constitution and activites. Thus even what we attribute to the
human being as animalitas on the basis of the comparison with “beasts” is
itself grounded in the essence of ek-sistence. The human body is something
essentially [156] other than an animal organism. Nor is the error of biolo-
gism overcome by adjoining a soul to the human body, a mind to the soul,
and the existendell to the mind, and then louder than before singing the
praises of the mind - only to let everything relapse into “life-experience,”
with a warning that thinking by its inflexible concepts disrupts the flow
of life and that thought of being distorts existence. The fact that physi-
ology and physiological chemistry can scientifically investigate the human
being as an organism is no proof that in this “organic” thing, that is, in
the body sciendfically explained, the essence of the human being consists.
That has as little validity as the notion that the essence of nature has been
discovered in atomic energy. It could even be that nature, in the face it
turns toward the human being’s technical mastery, is simply concealing its
essence. Just as little as the essence of the human being consists in being
an animal organism can this insufficient definition of the essence of the
human being be overcome or offset by outfitting the human being with an
immortal soul, the power of reason, or the character of a person. In each
instance its essence is passed over, and passed over on the basis of the same
metaphysical projection.

What the human being is - or, as it is called in the tradidonal language
of metaphysics, the “essence” of the human being - lies in his ek-sistence.
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But ek-sistence thought in this way is not identical with the traditdonal
concept of existentia, which means actuality in contrast to the meaning of
essentia as possibility. In Being and Time (p. 42) this sentence is italicized:
“The ‘essence’ of Dasein lies in its existence.” However, here the opposi-
tion between existentia and essentia is not what is at issue, because neither
of these metaphysical determinations of being, let alone their relationship,
is yet in quesdon. Still less does the sentence contain a universal statement
[157] about Dasein, in the sense in which this word came into fashion in
the eighteenth century, as a name for “object,” intending to express the
metaphysical concept of the actuality of the actual. On the contrary, the
sentence says: the human being occurs essendally in such a way that he is
the “there” (das “Da”), that is, the clearing of being. The “being” of the
Da, and only it, has the fundamental character of ek-sistence, that is, of an
ecstatic inherence in the truth of being. The ecstatic essence of the human
being consists in ek-sistence, which is different from the metaphysically
conceived existentia. Medieval philosophy conceives the latter as actuali-
tas. Kant represents existentia as actuality in the sense of the objectvity
of experience. Hegel defines existentia as the self-knowing Idea of abso-
lute subjectivity. Nietzsche grasps existentia as the eternal recurrence of the
same. Here it remains an open question whether through existentia - in
these explanations of it as actuality that at first seem quite different - the
being of a stone or even life as the being of plants and animals is adequately
thought. In any case living creatures are as they are without standing out-
side their being as such and within the truth of being, preserving in such
standing the essendal nature of their being. Of all the beings that are, pre-
sumnably the most difficult to think about are living creatures, because on
the one hand they are in a certain way most closely akin to us, and on the
other they are at the same time separated from our ek-sistent essence by
an abyss. However, it might also seern as though the essence of divinity is
closer to us than what is so alien in other living creatures, closer, namely,
in an essental distance that, however distant, is nonetheless more familiar
to our ek-sistent essence than is our scarcely conceivable, abysmal bodily
kinship with the beast. Such reflections cast a strange light upon the cur-
rent and therefore always sdll premature designation of the human being as
animal rationale. Because plants and animals are lodged in their respective
environments but are never placed freely into the clearing of being which
alone is “world,” they lack language. [158] But in being denied language
they are not thereby suspended worldlessly in their environment. Sdll, in
this word “environment” converges all that is puzzling about living crea-
tures. In iss essence, language is not the utterance of an organism; nor is it
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the expression of a living thing. Nor can it ever be thought in an essentially
correct way in terms of its symbolic character, perhaps not even in terms of
the character of signification. Language is the clearing-concealing advent
of being itself.

Ek-sistence, thoughtin terms of ecstasis, does not coincide with existentia
in either form or content. In terms of content ek-sistence means standing
out® into the truth of being. Existentia (existence) means in contrast actualitas,
actuality as opposed to mere possibility as Idea. Ek-sistence identfies the
determination of what the human being is in the destiny of truth. Existentia
is the name for the realizaton of something that is as it appears in its Idea.
The sentence “The human being ek-sists” is not an answer to the question
of whether the human being actually is or not; rather, it responds to the
question concerning the “essence” of the human being. We are accustomed
to posing this question with equal impropriety whether we ask what the
human being is or who he is. For in the Who? or the What? we are already
on the lookout for something like a person or an object. But the personal
no less than the objective misses and misconstrues the essental unfolding
of ek-sistence in the history of being. That is why the sentence cited from
Being and Time (p. 42) is careful to enclose the word “essence” in quosation
marks. This indicates that “essence” is now being defined neither from esse
essentiae nor from esse existentiae but rather from the ek-static character of
Dasein. As ek-sisting, the human being sustains Da-sein in that he skes the
Da, the clearing of being, into “care.” But Da-sein itself occurs essendally as
“thrown.” It unfolds essentially in the throw of being as a destinal sending.

But it would be the uldmate error if one wished to explain the sentence
about the human being’s eksistent essence as if it were the [159] secular-
ized transference to human beings of a thought that Christan theology
expresses about God (Deus est ipsum esse [God is his being]); for ek-sistence
is not the realization of an essence, nor does ek-sistence itself even effect
and posit what is essential. If we understand what Being and Time calls
“projection” as a representational positing, we take it to be an achievement
of subjectivity and do not think it in the only way the “understanding of be-
ing” in the context of the “existental analysis” of “being-in-the-world” can
be thought — namely, as the ecstatic relation® to the clearing of being. The
adequate execution and completion of this other thinking that abandons
subjectivity is surely made more difficult by the fact that in the publicatdon
of Being and Time the third division of the first part, “Time and Being,” was
* Plato’s Doctrine of ‘Ii-uth, first edition, 1947: “Out™ into the “out” of the “out of one ano-

X ther™ of the difference (the “there™), not “out™ out of an interior.
First edition, 1949: Imprecise, hetter: ekstatic in-standing within the clearing.
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held back (cf. Being and Time, p. 39). Here everything® is reversed. The
division in question was held back because thinking failed in the adequate
saying” of this turning [Kebre] and did not succeed with the help of the
language of metaphysics. The lecture “On the Essence of Truth,” thought
out and delivered in 1930 but not printed undl 1943, provides a certain
insight into the thinking of the turning from “Being and Time” to “Time
and Being.” This turning is not a change of standpoint® from Being and
Time, but in it the thinking that was sought first arrives at the locality of
that dimension out of which Being and Time is experienced, that is to say,
experienced in* the fundamental experience of the oblivion of being.*

= By way of contrast, Sartre expresses the basic tenet of existentalism in

“this way: Existence precedes essence. In this statement he is taking existentia
and essentia according to their metaphysical meaning, which from Plato’s
ame on has said that essentia precedes existentia. Sartre reverses this state-
ment. But the reversal of a metaphysical statement remains a metaphysical
statement. { With it he stays with metaphysics in oblivion of the truth of
being. For even if philosophy wishes to determine the relation of essen-
tia and existentia in the sense it had in medieval controversies, in Leibniz’s
sense, or in some other way, it still [160] remains to ask first of all from
what destiny of being this differentiation® in being as esse essentiae and esse
existentiae comes to appear to thinking. We have yet to consider why the
question about the destiny of being was never asked and why it could never
be thought. Or is the fact that this is how it is with the differendation of
essentia and existentia not a sign of forgetfulness of being? We must presume
that this desdny does not rest upon a mere failure of human thinking, let
alone upon a lesser capacity of early Western thinking. Concealed in its es-
sendal provenance, the differentiation of essentia (essendality) and existentia
(actuality) completely dominates the destiny of Western history and of all
history determined by Europe.

Sartre’s key proposition about the priority of existentia over essentia does,
however, justify using the name “existentialism” as an appropriate title for a
philosophy of this sort. But the basic tenet of “existentalism” has nothing
at all in common with the statement from Being and Time — apart from the

* First edition, 1949: In terms of the “what” and “how” of that which is thought-worthy and
of thinking.

* First edition, 1949: Letting itself show.

“ First edition, 1949: Le., of the question of being.

“ First edition, 1949: Forgottenness — \if)r, - concealing — withdrawal — expropriation:
event of appropriation.

¢ First edition, 1949: This distinction, however, is not identical with the ontological differ-
ence. Within the latter, the said distinction belongs on the “side” of being.
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fact that in Being and Time no statement about the relation of essentia and
existentia can yet be expressed, since there it is stll a question of preparing
something precursory. As is obvious from what we have just said, that
happens clumsily enough. What still today remains to be said could perhaps
become an impetus for guiding the essence of the human being to the point
where it thoughtfully attends to that dimension of the truth of being that
thoroughly governs it. But even this could take place only to the honor of
being and for the benefit of Da-sein, which the human being ek-sistingly
sustains; not, however, for the sake of the human being, so that civilization
and culture through human doings might be vindicated.

But in order that we today may attain to the dimension of the truth of
being in order to ponder it, we should first of all make clear how being
concerns the human being and how it claims him. Such an essental expe-
rience happens to us when it dawns on us that [161] the human being is in
that he ek-sists. Were we now to say this in the language of the traditon,
it would run: the ek-sistence of the human being is his substance. That is
why in Being and Time the sentence often recurs, “The ‘substance’ of the
human being is existence” (pp. 117, 212, 314). But “substance,” thought
in terms of the history of being, is already a blanket translation of oVaia, a
word that designates the presence of what is present and at the same time,
with puzzling ambiguity, usually means what is present itself. If we think
the metaphysical term “substance” in the sense already suggested in accor-
dance with the “phenomenological destructdon” carried out in Being and
Time (cf. p. 25), then the statement “The ‘substance’ of the human being
is ek-sistence” says nothing else but that the way that the human being in
his proper essence becomes present to being is ecstatic inherence in the
truth of being. Through this determination of the essence of the human
being the humanistic interpretations of the human being as anmmal rationale,
as “person,” as spiritual-ensouled-bodily being, are not declared false and
thrustaside. Rather, the sole implication is that the highest determinations
of the essence of the human being in humanism stll do not realize the
proper dignity® of the human being. To that extent the thinking in Being
and Time is against humanism. But this opposition does not mean that such
thinking aligns iself against the humane and advocates the inhuman, that
it promotes the inhumane and deprecates the dignity of the human being.
Ilumanism is opposed because it does not set the bumanitas of the human
being high enough. Of course the essential worth of the human being does

? First edition, 1949: The dignity proper to him, i.e., that has come to be appropniate,
appropriated in the event: propriation and event of appropriation.
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not consist in his being the substance of beings, as the “Subject” among
them, so that as the tyrant of being he may deign to release the beingness
of beings into an all too loudly glorified “objectvity.”

The human being is rather “thrown” by being itself into the truth of
being, so that ek-sisting in this fashion he might guard the truth of being,
in order that beings might appear in the light of being [162] as the beings
they are. Human beings do not decide whether and how beings appear,
whether and how God and the gods or history and nature come forward
into the clearing of being, come to presence and depart. The advent of
beings lies in the destiny® of being. But for humans it is ever a question
of finding what is fitting in their essence that corresponds to such destiny;
for in accord with this destiny the human being as ek-sisting has to guard
the truth of being. The human being is the shepherd of being. Itis in this
direction alone that Being and Time is thinking when ecstatc existence is
experienced as “care” (cf. section 44c, pp. 226ff.).

Yet being — whatis being? It “is”" Itiwself. The thinking that is to come
must learn to experience that and to say it. “Being” — that is not God and
not a cosmic ground. Being is essentially® farther® than all beings and is
yet nearer to the human being than every being, be it a rock, a beast, a
work of art, a machine, be it an angel or God. Being is the nearest. Yet the
near remains farthest'? from the human being. Humnan beings at first cling
always and only to beings. But when thinking represents beings as beings
it no doubt relates itself to being. In truth, however, it always thinks only
of beings as such; precisely not, and never, being as such. The “question of
being” always remains a question about beings. It is stll not at all what its
elusive name indicates: the queston in the direction of being. Philosophy,
even when it becomes “critical” through Descartes and Kant, always follows
the course of metaphysical representation. It thinks from beings back to
beings with a glance in passing toward being. For every departure from
beings and every return to them stands already in the light of being.

But metaphysics recognizes the clearing of being either solely as the view
of what is present in “outward appearance” (i3¢a) or critically as what is seen
in the perspect of categorial representation on the part of subjectivity. This
means that the truth of being as the clearing itself remains concealed for
metaphysics. [163] However, this concealment is not a defect of meta-
physics but a treasure withheld from it yet held before it, the treasure of

? First edition, 1949: Gathered sending [Ge-schick|: gathering of the epachs of being used by
the need of letting-presence.
First edition, 1949: Fxpanse: not that of an embracing, but rather of the locality of appro-
priation; as the expanse of the clearing.
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its own proper wealth. But the clearing itself is being. Within the destiny
of being in metaphysics the clearing first affords a view by which what is
present comes into touch with the human being, who is present to it, so
that the human being himself can in apprehending (voeiv) first touch upon
being (f.yeiv, Aristotle, Metaphysics ©, 10). This view first draws the per-
spect toward it. It abandons itself to such a perspect when apprehending
has become a setting-forth-before-itself in the perceptio of the res cogitans
taken as the subiectum of certitudo.

But how - provided we really ought to ask such a queston at all - how
does being relate to ek-sistence? Being itself is the relaton? to the extent
that It, as the locality of the truth of being amid beings, gathers to itself and
embraces ek-sistence in its existential, that is, ecstatic, essence. Because the
human being as the one who ek-sists comes to stand in this relaton that
being destnes for itself, in that he ecstadcally sustains it, that is, in care
takes it upon himself, he at first fails to recognize the nearest and attaches
himself to the next nearest. He even thinks that this is the nearest. But
nearer than the nearest, than beings,’+ and at the same time for ordinary
thinking farther than the farthest is nearness itself: the truth of being.

Forgettng the truth of being in favor of the pressing throng of beings
unthought in their essence is what “falling” [Verfallen] means in Being and
Time. This word does not signify the Fall of Man understood in a “moral-
philosophical” and at the same time secularized way; rather, it designates
an essential relatdonship of humans to being within being’s relaton to the
essence of the human being. Accordingly, the terms “authenticity”® and
“inauthendcity,” which are used in a provisional fashion, do not imply a
moral-existentiell or an “anthropological” distincdon but rather a relation
that, because it has been hitherto concealed from philosophy, has yet to be
thought for the first time, an “ecstatic” relation of the essence of the human
being to the truth of being. But this [164) reladon is as it is not by reason
of ek-sistence; on the contrary, the essence of ek-sistence is destined's
existentially-ecstatically from the essence of the truth of being.

The one thing thinking would like to attain and for the first time tries
to articulate in Being and Time is something simple. As such, being re-
mains mysterious, the simple nearness of an unobtrusive prevailing. The
nearness‘ occurs essentially as language itself. But language is not mere

* Plato’s Doctrine of Trutb, first edition, 1947: Relatdon from out of restraint (withholding) of
refusal (of withdrawal).

: l-:_im cdition, 1949: ‘To be thought from out of what is proper to ap-propriating.
First edition, 1949: In the sense of ncaring: holding ready in clearing, holding as
safeguarding,
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speech, insofar as we represent the latter at best as the unity of phoneme
(or written character), melody, rhythm, and meaning (or sense). We think
of the phoneme and written character as a verbal body for language, of
melody and rhythm as its soul, and whatever has to do with meaning as
its spirit. We usually think of language as corresponding to the essence of
the human being represented as animal rationale, that is, as the unity of
body-soul-spirit. But just as ek-sistence — and through it the relaton of the
truth of being to the human being - remains veiled in the bumanitas of hormo
animalis, so does the metaphysical-animal explanaton of language cover up
the essence of language in the history of being. According to this essence,
language is the house of being, which is propriated by being and pervaded
by being. And so it is proper to think the essence of language from its
correspondence to being and indeed as this correspondence, that is, as the
home of the human being’s essence.

But the human being is not only a living creature who possesses language
along with other capacities. Rather, language is the house of being in which
the human being ek-sists by dwelling, in that he belongs to the tuth of
being, guarding it.

So the point is that in the determination of the humanity of the human
being as ek-sistence what is essential is not the human being but being - as
the dimension of the ecstasis of ek-sistence. However, the dimension is not
something spatial in the familiar sense. Rather, everything spatial* and all
tme-space occur essentially in the dimensionality that being itself is.

[165] Thinking attends to these simple relatonships. It tries to find the
right word for them within the long-traditonal language and grammar of
metaphysics. But does such thinking - granted that there is something in
a name - still allow itself to be described as humanism? Certainly not so
far as humanism thinks metaphysically. Certainly not if humanism is exis-
tendalism and is represented by what Sartre expresses: précisément nous
sommes sur un plan ou il y a seulement des hommes [We are precisely in a
situation where there are only human beings] (Existentialism Is a Humanism,
p- 36). Thought from Being and Time, this should say instead: précisément
nous sommes sur un plan ot il y a principalement I'Etre [We are precisely
in a situation where principally there is being]. But where does/e plan come
from and whatiis it? L'Etre et le plan are the same. In Being and Time (p. 212)
we purposely and cautiously say, il y a I'Etre: “there is / it gives” [“es gibt"]
being. 1!y a translates “it gives” imprecisely. For the “it” that here “gives” is

2 Plato’s Doctrine of Truth, first edition, 1947: Space neither alongside time, nor dissolved into
time, nor deduced from time.
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being itself. The “gives” names the essence of being thatis giving, granting
its truth. The self-giving into the open, along with the open region itself,
is being itself.

At the same time “it gives” is used preliminarily to avoid the locution
“being is”; for “is” is commonly said of some thing that is. We call such
a thing a being. But being “is” precisely not “a being.” If “is” is spoken
without a closer interpretation of being, then being is all too easily repre-
sented as a “being” after the fashion of the familiar sorts of beings that act
as causes and are actualized as effects. And yet Parmenides, in the early age
of thinking, says, £ot. y&p €elvay, “for there is being.” The primal mystery
for all thinking is concealed in this phrase. Perhaps “is” can be said only
of being in an appropriate way, so that no individual being ever properly
“is.” But because thinking should be directed only toward saying being in
its truth, instead of explaining it as a particular being in terms of beings,
whether and how being is must remain an open question for the careful
attention of thinking.

The £ott yap elvac of Parmenides is stll unthought today. That allows
us to gauge how things stand with the progress of philosophy. [166] When
philosophy attends to its essence it does not make forward strides at all. It
remains where it is in order constantly to think the Same. Progression, that
is, progression forward from this place, is a mistake that follows thinking
as the shadow that thinking itself casts. Because being is still unthought,
Being and Time too says of it, “there is / it gives.” Yet one cannot spec-
ulate about this i/ y a precipitately and without a foothold. This “there
is / it gives” rules as the destiny of being. Its history comes to language
in the words of essential thinkers. Therefore the thinking that thinks into
the truth of being is, as thinking, historical. There is not a “systematic”
thinking and next to it an illustrative history of past opinions. Nor is there,
as Hegel thought, only a systematics that can fashion the law of its think-
ing into the law of history and simultaneously subsume history into the
system. Thought in a more primordial way, there is the history of be-
ing to which thinking belongs as recollection of this history, propriated by
it. Such recollective thought differs essentally from the subsequent pre-
sentation of history in the sense of an evanescent past. History does not
take place primarily as a happening. And its happening is not evanescence.
The happening of history occurs essentially as the destny of the truth of
being and from it (cf. the lecture on Hélderlin’s hymn “As when on feast
day ...” [1941], p. 31). Being comes to its destiny in that It, being, gives
itself. But thought in terms of such destiny this says: It gives itself and
refuses itself simultaneously. Nonetheless, Hegel’s definition of history as
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the development of “Spirit” is not untrue. Neither is it partly correct and
partly false. It is as true as metaphysics, which through Hegel first brings to
language its essence — thought in terms of the absolute - in the system. Ab-
solute metaphysics, with its Marxian and Nietzschean inversions, belongs
to the history of the truth of being. Whatever stems from it cannot be
countered or even cast aside by refutadons. It can only be taken up in such
a way that its truth is more primordially sheltered in being itself [167] and
removed from the domain of mere human opinion. All refutation in the
field of essental thinking is foolish. Strife among thinkers is the “lovers’
quarrel” concerning the matter itself. Itassists them mutually toward a sim-
ple belonging to the Same, from which they find what is fitting for them in
the destiny of being.

Assuming that in the future the human being will be able to think the
truth of being, he will think from ek-sistence. The human being swands
ek-sistngly in the destny of being. The ek-sistence of the human being
is historical as such, but not only or primarily because so much happens
to the human being and to things human in the course of dme. Because
it must think the ek-sistence of Da-sein, the thinking of Being and Time is
essentially concerned that the historicity of Dasein be experienced.

But does not Being and Time say on p. 212, where the “there is / it gives”
comes to language, “Only so long as Dasein is, is there [gibt es] being™? To
be sure. It means that only so long as the clearing of being propriates does
being convey itself to human beings. But the fact that the Da, the clearing
as the truth of being itself, propriates is the dispensation of being itself.
This is the destny of the clearing. But the sentence does not mean that the
Dasein of the human being in the traditional sense of existentia, and thought
in modern philosophy as the actuality of the ego cogito, is that entity through
which being is first fashioned. The sentence does not say that being is the
product of the human being. The Introducton to Being and Time (p. 38)
says simply and clearly, even in italics, “Being is the transcendens pure and
simple.” Just as the openness of spatial nearness seen from the perspective
of a pardcular thing exceeds all things near and far, so is being essentally
broader than all beings, because it is the clearing itself. For all that, being
is thought on the basis of beings, a consequence of the approach - at first
unavoidable — within a metaphysics that is stll dominant. Only from such
a perspective does being show itself in and as a transcending.

(168] The introductory definition, “Being is the transcendens pure and
simple,” articulates in one simple sentence the way the essence of being
hitherto has been cleared for the human being. This retrospectve defi-
nition of the essence of the being of beings'® from the clearing of beings
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as such'? remains indispensable for the prospective approach of thinking
toward the question concerning the truth of being. In this way thinking
attests to its essential unfolding as destiny. It is far from the arrogant pre-
sumpton that wishes to begin anew and declares all past philosophy false.
But whether the definitdon of being as the transcendens pure and simple re-
ally does name the simple essence of the truth of being - this and this alone
is the primary question for a thinking that attempts to think the truth of
being. That is why we also say (p. 2 30) that how being £, is to be understood
chiefly from its “meaning” [Sinn], that is, from the truth of being. Being
is cleared for the human being in ecswadc projecton [Entwurf]. But this
projection does not create being.

Moreover, the projection is essentially a thrown projecdon. What throws
in such projection is not the human being but being itself, which sends the
human being into the ek-sistence of Da-sein that is his essence. This des-
tny propriates as the clearing of being — which it is. The clearing grants
nearness to being. In this nearness, in the clearing of the Da, the human
being dwells as the ek-sisting one without yet being able properly to ex-
perience and sake over this dwelling today. In the lecture on Hélderlin's
elegy “Homecoming” (1943) this nearness “of” being, which the Da of
Dasein is, is thought on the basis of Being and Time, it is perceived as spo-
ken from the minstrel's poem; from the experience of the oblivion of being
it is called the “homeland.” The word is thought here in an essental sense,
not patriotically or nationalistically, but in terms of the history of being.
The essence of the homeland, however, is also mentoned with the inten-
don of thinking the homelessness of contemporary human beings from the
essence of being’s history. Nietzsche was the last to experience this home-
lessness. [169] From within metaphysics he was unable to find any other
way out than a reversal of metaphysics. But that is the height of fudility.
On the other hand, when Hélderlin composes “Homecoming” he is con-
cerned that his “countrymen” find their essence. He does not at all seek
that essence in an egoism of his people. He sees it rather in the context of a
belongingness to the destiny of the West. But even the West is not thought
regionally as the Occident in contrast to the Orient, nor merely as Europe,
but rather world-historically out of nearness to the source. We have still
scarcely begun to think the mysterious relations to the East that have come
to word in Holderlin’s poetry (cf. “The Ister”; also “The Journey,” third
strophe ff.). “German” is not spoken to the world so that the world might
be reformed through the German essence; rather, it is spoken to the Ger-
mans so that from a destinal belongingness to other peoples they might be-
come world-historical along with them (sce remarks on Hélderlin’s poem
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“Remembrance” | “Andcnken”). Tiibinger Gedenkschrift [1943), P-322). The
homeland of this historical dwelling is nearness to being.?

In such nearness, if at all, a decision may be made as to whether and how
God and the gods withhold their presence and the night remains, whether
and how the day of the holy dawns, whether and how in the upsurgence of
the holy an epiphany of God and the gods can begin anew.éut the holy,
which alone is the essental sphere of divinity, which in turn alone affords
a dimension for the gods and for God, comes to radiate only when being
itself beforehand and after extensive preparadon has been cleared and is
experienced in its trutg Only thus does the overcoming of homelessness
begin from being, a homelessness in which not only human beings but the
essence of the human being stumbles aimlessly about.

Homelessness so understood consists in the abandonment of beings by
being. Homelessness is the symptom of oblivion of being. Because of it the
truth of being remains unthought. The oblivion of being makes itself known
indirectly through the fact that the [170] human being always observes
and handles only beings. Even so, because humans cannot avoid having
some notion of being, it is explained merely as what is “most general”
and therefore as something that encompasses beings, or as a creation of the
infinite being, or as the product of a finite subject. At the same time “being”
has long stood for “beings” and, inversely, the latter for the former, the two
of them caught in a curious and stll unraveled confusion.

As the destiny that sends truth, being remains concealed. But the destiny
of world is heralded in poetry, without yet becoming manifest as the history
of being. The world-historical thinking of Hélderlin that speaks out in the
poem “Remembrance” is therefore essentally more primordial and thus
more significant for the future than the mere cosmopolitanism of Goethe.
For the same reason Holderlin’s relation to Greek civilization is something
essentially other than humanism. When confronted with death, therefore,
those young Germans who knew about Holderlin lived and thought some-
thing other than what the public held to be the typical German attitude.

Homelessness is coming to be the destiny of the world. Hence it is
necessary to think that destiny in terms of the history of being. What Marx
recognized in an essental and significantsense, though derived from Hegel,
as the estrangement of the human being has its roots in the homelessness
of modern human beings. This homelessness is specifically evoked from
the destiny of being in the form of metaphysics, and through metaphysics

2 Plato’s Doctrine of Truth, first edition, 1947: Being itself preserves and shelters itself as this
nearmess.
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is simultaneously entrenched and covered up as such. Because Marx by
experiencing estrangement attains an essential dimension of history, the
Marxist view of history is superior to that of other historical accounts. But
since neither Husserl nor - so far as I have seen till now - Sartre recognizes
the essendal importance of the historical in being, neither phenomenology
nor existentalism enters that dimension within which a productive dialogue
with Marxism first becomes possible.

[171] For such dialogue it is certainly also necessary to free oneself from
naive notions about materialism, as well as from the cheap refutadons that
are supposed to counter it. The essence of materialism does not consist in
the assertion that everything is simply matter but rather in a metaphysical
determination according to which every being appears as the material of
labor. The modern metaphysical essence of labor is andcipated in Hegel’s
Phenomenology of Spirit as the self-establishing process of unconditdoned
producton, which is the objectfication of the actual through the human
being, experienced as subjectivity. The essence of materialism is concealed
in the essence of technology, about which much has been written but little
has been thought. Technology is in its essence a destiny within the his-
tory of being and of the truth of being, a truth that lies in oblivion. For
technology does not go back to the téyvr, of the Greeks in name only but
derives historically and essendally from téyvn as a mode of aarfederv, a
mode, that is, of rendering beings manifest. As a form of truth technol-
ogy is grounded in the history of metaphysics, which is itself a distinctive
and up to now the only surveyable phase of the history of being. No
matter which of the various positdons one chooses to adopt toward the doc-
trines of communism and to their foundadon, from the point of view of
the history of being it is certain that an elemental experience of what is
world-historical speaks out in it. Whoever takes “communism” only as a
“party” or a “Welsanschauung” is thinking too shallowly, just as those who
by the term “Americanism” mean, and mean derogatorily, nothing more
than a pardcular lifestyle. The danger® into which Europe as it has hitherto
existed is ever more clearly forced consists presumably in the fact above all
thatits thinking — once its glory — is falling behind® the essential course® of

? First edition, 1949: The danger has in the meantime come more clearly to light. The
collapse of thinking back into metaphysics is taking on a new form: itis the end of philosophy
in the sense of its complete dissolution into the sciences, whose unity is likewise unfolding
in a new way in cybemetics. The power of science cannot be stopped by an intervention
or offensive of whatever kind, because “science” belongs in the gathered setting-in-place

! [Ge-stell] that continues to obscure the place [verstellr] of the event of appropriation.

First edition, 1949: Falling back into metaphysics.
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a dawning world destiny that nevertheless in the basic traits of its essen-
tal provenance remains European by definition. No metaphysics, whether
idealistic, materialistic, or Christdan, can in accord with its essence, and
surely not in [172] its own attempts to explicate itself, “get a hold on” this
destiny, and that means thoughtfully to reach and gather together what in
the fullest sense of being now is.?

In the face of the essental homelessness of human beings, the approach-
ing destiny of the human being reveals itself to thought on the history of
being in this, that the human being find his way into the truth of being
and set out on this find. Every nationalism is metaphysically an anthro-
pologism, and as such subjectvism. Nationalism is not overcome through
mere internationalism; it is rather expanded and elevated thereby into a
system. Natonalism is as little brought and raised to humanitas by inter-
natonalism as individualism is by an ahistorical collecdvism. The latter
is the subjectivity® of human beings in totality. It completes subjectivity’s
unconditoned self-assertion, which refuses to yield. Nor can it be even
adequately experienced by a thinking that mediates in a one-sided fash-
ion. Expelled from the truth of being, the human being everywhere circles
around himself as the animal rationale.

But the essence of the human being consists in his being more than
merely human, if this is represented as “being a ratdonal creature.” “More”
must not be understood here additively, as if the traditional definition of the
human being were indeed to remain basic, only elaborated by means of an
existentiell postscript. The “more” means: more originally and therefore
more essentially in terms of his essence. But here something enigmatic
manifests itself: the human being is in thrownness. This means that the
human being, as the ek-sisting counterthrow [Gegenwurf] of being,* is more
than animal rationale precisely to the extent that he is less bound up with
the human being conceived from subjectvity. The human being is not the
lord of beings. The human being is the shepherd of being. Human beings
lose nothing in this “less”; rather, they gain in that they attain the truth
of being. They gain the essential poverty of the shepherd, whose dignity
consists in [173] being called by being itself into the preservadon of being’s
truth. The call comes as the throw from which the thrownness of Da-sein

* Plato’s Doctrine of Truth, first edition, 1947: What is it that now is - now in the era of the
will to will> What now is, is unconditional neglect of preservation [Verwabrlosung), this
word taken in a strict sense in terms of the history of being: wabr-los [without preservation);
conversely: in terms of destining.

" First edition, 1949: Industrial society as the subject thatprovides the measure - and thinking
as “politics.”

€ First cdition, 1949: Better: within being qua event of appropriation.
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derives. In his essential unfolding within the history of being, the human
being is the being whose being as ek-sistence consists in his dwelling in the
nearness of being. The human being is the neighbor of being.

But - as you no doubt have been wanting to rejoin for quite a while now -
does notsuch thinking think precisely the bumanitas of homo humanus? Does
it not think humanitas in a decisive sense, as no metaphysics has thought it
or can think it? Is this not “humanism” in the extreme sense? Certainly. It
is a humanism that thinks the humanity of the human being from nearness
to being. But at the same time it is a humanism in which not the human
being but the human being’s historical essence is at stake in its provenance
from the truth of being. But then does not the ek-sistence of the human
being also stand or fall in this game of stakes? Indeed it does.

In Being and Time (p. 38) it is said that every question of philosophy
“returns to existence.” But existence here is not the actuality of the ego
cogito. Neither is it the actuality of subjects who act with and for each
other and so become who they are. “Ek-sistence,” in fundamental contrast
to every existentia and “existence,” is ek-stadc dwelling in the nearness of
being. It is the guardianship, that is, the care for being. Because there is
something simple to be thought in this thinking it seems quite difficult to
the representational thought that has been transmitted as philosophy. But
the difficulty is not a matter of indulging in a special sort of profundity and
of building complicated concepts; rather, it is concealed in the step back
that lets thinking enter into a questioning that experiences — and lets the
habitual opining of philosophy fall away.

It is everywhere supposed that the attempt in Being and Time ended
in a blind alley. Let us not comment any further upon that opinion. The
thinking that hazards a few steps in Being and Time [174] has even today
not advanced beyond that publication. But perhaps in the meantime it has
in one respect come further into its own matter. However, as long as
philosophy merely busies itself with continually obstructing the possibility
of admittance into the matter for thinking, i.e., into the truth of being,
it stands safely beyond any danger of shattering against the hardness of
that matter. Thus to “philosophize” about being shattered is separated
by a chasm from a thinking that is shattered. If such thinking were to
go fortunately for someone, no misfortune would befall him. He would
receive the only gift that can come to thinking from being.

But it is also the case that the matter of thinking is not achieved in the
fact that idle talk about the “truth of being” and the “history of being” is
set in modon. Everything depends upon this alone, that the truth of being
come to language and that thinking arttain to this language. Perhaps, then,
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language requires much less precipitate expression than proper silence. But
who of us today would wantto imagine that his attempts to think are athome
on the path of silence? At best, thinking could perhaps point toward the
truth of being, and indeed toward it as what is to be thought. It would thus
be more easily weaned from mere supposing and opining and directed to
the now rare handicraft of writing. Things that really matter, although they
are not defined for all eternity, even when they come very late still come at
the right time.

Whether the realm of the truth of being is a blind alley or whether it
is the free space in which freedom conserves its essence is something each
one may judge after he himself has tried to go the designated way, or even
better, after he has gone a better way, that is, a way befitting the question.
On the penultimate page of Being and Twne (p. 437) stand the sentences:
“The conflict with respect to the interpretation of being (that is, therefore,
not the interpretation of beings or of the being of the human being) cannot
be settled, [175] because it has not yet been kindled. And in the end it is not
a question of ‘picking a quarrel,’ since the kindling of the conflict does
demand some preparation. To this end alone the foregoing investigation is
under way.” Today after two decades these sentences still hold. Let us also
in the days ahead remain as wanderers on the way into the neighborhood
of being. The queston you pose helps to clarify the way.

You ask, “Comment redonner un sens au mot ‘Humanisme’?” “How
can some sense be restored to the word ‘humanism’?” Your question not
only presupposes a desire to resin the word “humanism” but also contains
an admission that this word has lost iss meaning.

It has lost it through the insight that the essence of humanism is mesa-
physical, which now means that metaphysics not only does not pose the
question concerning the truth of being but also obstructs the question, in-
sofar as metaphysics persists in the oblivion of being. But the same thinking
that has led us to this insight into the questionable essence of humanism
has likewise compelled us to think the essence of the human being more
primordially. With regard to this more essental bumanitas of homo humanus
there arises the possibility of restoring to the word “humanism” a historical
sense that is older than its oldest meaning chronologically reckoned. The
restoration is not to be understood as though the word “humanism” were
wholly without meaning and a mere flarus vocis [empty sound]. The “bu-
manum” in the word points to bumanitas, the essence of the human being;
the “-ism” indicates that the essence of the human being is meant to be
taken essentially. This is the sense that the word “humanism” has as such.
To restore a sense to it can only mean to redefine the meaning of the word.
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That requires that we first experience the essence of the human being more
primordially; but it also demands that we show to what extent this essence
in its own way becomes destinal. The essence of [176] the human being
lies in ek-sistence. That is what is essentally — that is, from being itself — at
issue here, insofar as being appropriates the human being as ek-sisting for
guardianship over the truth of being into this truth itself. “Humanism” now
means, in case we decide to retain the word, that the essence of the human
being is essential for the truth of being, specifically in such a way that what
matters is not the human being simply as such. So we are thinking a curious
kind of “humanism.” The word results in a name that is a lucus a non lucendo
(literally, a grove where no light penetrates).

Should we still keep the name “humanism” for a “humanism” thatcontra-
dicts all previous humanism - although it in no way advocates the inhuman?
And keep it just so that by sharing in the use of the name we might perhaps
swim in the predominant currents, stifled in metaphysical subjectivism and
submerged in oblivion of being? Or should thinking, by means of open
resistance to “humanism,” risk a shock that could for the first time cause
perplexity concerning the bumanitas of homo humanus and its basis? In this
way it could awaken a reflection - if the world-historical moment did not
itself already compel such a reflection — that thinks not only about the hu-
man being but also about the “nature” of the human being, not only about
his nature but even more primordially about the dimension in which the
essence of the human being, determined by being itself, is at home. Should
we not rather suffer a little while longer those inevitable misinterpretatdons
to which the path of thinking in the element of being and time has hitherto
been exposed and let them slowly dissipate? These misinterpretatons are
natural reinterpretations of what was read, or simply mirrorings of what
one believes he knows already before he reads. They all betray the same
structure and the same foundation.

Because we are speaking against “humanism” people fear a defense of the
inhuman and a glorificadon [177] of barbaric brutality. For what is more
“logical” than that for somebody who negates humanism nothing remains
but the affirmation of inhumanity?

Because we are speaking against “logic” people believe we are demanding
that the rigor of thinking be renounced and in its place the arbitrariness of
drives and feelings be installed and thus that “irrationalism” be proclaimed
as true. For what is more “logical” than that whoever speaks against the
logical is defending the alogical?

Because we are speaking against “values” people are horrified at a phi-
losophy that ostensibly dares to despise humanity’s best qualities. For what
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is more “logical” than that a thinking that denies values must necessarily
pronounce everything valueless?

Because we say that the being of the human being consists in “being-in-
the-world” people find that the human being is downgraded to a merely
terrestrial being, whereupon philosophy sinks into positvism. For what is
more “logical” than that whoever asserts the worldliness of human being
holds only this life as valid, denies the beyond, and renounces all “Tran-
scendence”?

Because we refer to the word of Nietzsche on the “death of God” people
regard such a gesture as atheism. For what is more “logical” than that who-
ever has experienced the death of God is godless?

Because in all the respects mentoned we everywhere speak against all
thathumanity deems high and holy our philosophy teaches an irresponsible
and destructive “nihilism.” For what is more “logical” than that whoever
roundly denies what is truly in being puts himself on the side of nonbeing
and thus professes the pure nothing as the meaning of reality?

What is going on here? People hear talk about “humanism,” “logic,”
“values,” “world,” and “God.” They hear something about opposition to
these. They recognize and accept these things [178] as positive. But with
hearsay — in a way that is not strictly deliberate — they immediately assume
that what speaks against something is automatcally its negation and that
this is “negative” in the sense of destructive. And somewhere in Being and
Time there is explicit talk of “the phenomenological destruction.” With the
assistance of logic and ratio often invoked, people come to believe that what-
ever is not positive is negative and thus that it seeks to degrade reason and
therefore deserves to be branded as depravity. We are so filled with “logic”
that anything that disturbs the habitual somnolence of prevailing opinion
is automatically registered as a despicable contradiction. We pitch every-
thing that does not stay close to the familiar and beloved positive into the
previously excavated pit of pure negation, which negates everything, ends
in nothing, and so consummates nihilism. Following this logical course we
let everything expire in a nihilism we invented for ourselves with the aid of
logic.

But does the “against” which a thinking advances against ordinary opin-
ion necessarily point toward pure negaton and the negative? This hap-
pens —and then, to be sure, happens inevitably and conclusively, that is,
without a clear prospect of anything else — only when one posits in advance
what is meant as the “positive” and on this basis makes an absolute and
simultaneously negative decision about the range of possible opposition to
it. Concealed in such a procedure is the refusal to subject to reflection this
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presupposed “positive” together with its position and opposition in which it
is thought to be secure. By continually appealing to the logical one conjures
up the illusion that one is entering straightforwardly into thinking when in
fact one has disavowed it.

It ought to be somewhat clearer now that opposition to “humanism” in
no way implies a defense of the inhuman but rather opens other vistas.

“Logic” understands thinking to be the representation of beings in their
being, which representation proposes to itself in the generality of the con-
cept. [179] But how is it with meditatdon on being itself, that is, with the
thinking that thinks the truth of being? This thinking alone reaches the
primordial essence of AGyog, which was already obfuscated and lost in Plato
and in Aristotle, the founder of “logic.” To think against “logic” does not
mean to break a lance for the illogical but simply to trace in thought the
A6Y0¢ and its essence, which appeared in the dawn of thinking, that is, to
exert ourselves for the first time in preparing for such reflecdon. Of what
value are even far-reaching systems of logic to us if, without really knowing
what they are doing, they recoil before the task of simply inquiring into
the essence of Aéyog? If we wished to bandy about objections, which is of
course fruitless, we could say with more right: irrationalism, as a denial of
ratio, rules unnoticed and uncontested in the defense of “logic,” which be-
lieves it can eschew meditation on A6yog and on the essence of ratio, which
has its ground in Aéyoc.

To think against “values” is not to maintain that everything interpreted
as “a value” - “culture,” “art,” “science,” “human dignity,” “world,” and
“God” ~ is valueless. [!Bather, it is important finally to realize that pre-
cisely through the characterizatdon of something as “a value” what is so
valued is robbed of its worth.] That is to say, by the assessment of some-
thing as a value what is valued is admitted only as an object for human
esimation. But what a thing is in its being is not exhausted by its be-
ing an object, partdcularly when objectivity takes the form of value. Every
valuing, even where it values positively, is a subjectivizing. It does not let
beings: be. Rather, valuing lets beings: be valid - solely as the objects of
its doing. The bizarre effort to prove the objectivity of values does not
know what it is doing. When one proclaims “God” the altogether “highest
value,” this is a degradation of God’s essence. Here as elsewhere think-
ing in values is [180] the greatest blasphemy imaginable against being.[zTo
think against values therefore does not mean to beat the drum for the val-
uelessness and nullity of beings. It means rather to bring the clearing of the
truth of being before thinking, as against subjectivizing beings into mere
objects.
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The reference to “being-in-the-world” as the basic trait of the bumanitas
of homo humanus does not assert that the human being is merely a “worldly”
creature understood in a Christian sense, thus a creature turned away from
God and so cut loose from “Transcendence.” What is really meant by this
word would be more clearly called “the transcendent.” The transcendent
is a supersensible being. This is considered the highest being in the sense
of the first cause of all beings. God is thought as this first cause. How-
ever, in the name “being-in-the-world,” “world” does not in any way imply
earthly as opposed to heavenly being, nor the “worldly” as opposed to the
“spiritual.” For us “world” does not at all signify beings or any realm of
beings but the openness of being. The human being is, and is human, in-
sofar as he is the ek-sisting one. He stands out into the openness of being.
Being itself, which as the throw has projected the essence of the human
being into “care,” is as this openness. Thrown in such fashion, the hu-
man being stands “in” the openness of being. “World” is the clearing of
being into which the human being swnds out on the basis of his thrown
essence. “Being-in-the-world” designates the essence of ek-sistence with
regard to the cleared dimension out of which the “ek-" of ek-sistence es-
sendally unfolds. Thought in terms of ek-sistence, “world” is in a certain
sense precisely “the beyond” within eksistence and for it. The human being
is never first and foremost the human being on the hither side of the world,
as a “subject,” whether this is taken as “I” or “We.” Nor is he ever simply
a mere subject that always simultaneously is related to objects, so that his
essence lies in the subject-object relation. Rather, before all this, the hu-
man being in his essence is ek-sistent [181] into the openness of being, into
the open region that first clears the “between” within which a “reladon” of
subject to object can “be.”

The statement that the essence of the human being consists in being-in-
the-world likewise contains no decision about whether the human being in a
theologico-metaphysical sense is merely a this-worldly or an other-worldly
creature.

With the existential determination of the essence of the human being,
therefore, nothing is decided about the “existence of God” or his “non-
being,” no more than about the possibility or impossibility of gods. Thus
it is not only rash but also an error in procedure to maintain that the in-
terpretation of the essence of the human being from the reladon of his
essence to the truth of being is atheism. And what is more, this arbitrary
classification betrays a lack of careful reading. No one bothers to notice
that in my essay “On the Essence of Ground” (1929) the following appears
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(p. 28, note 1): “Through the ontological interpretation of Dasein as being-
in-the-world no decision, whether positive or negative, is made concerning
a possible being toward God. Itis, however, the case that through an illumi-
nation of transcendence we first achieve an adequate concept of Dasein, with
respect to which it can now be asked how the relatdonship of Dasein to God
is ontologically ordered.” If we think about this remark too quickly, as is
usually the case, we will declare that such a philosophy does not decide ei-
ther for or against the existence of God. It remains stalled in indifference.
Thus it is unconcerned with the religious queston. Such indifferendsm
uldmately falls prey to nihilism.

But does the foregoing observation teach indifferentism?> Why then
are partdcular words in the note imlicized - and not just random ones? For
no other reason than to indicate that the thinking that thinks from the
question concerning the truth of being questdons more primordially than
metaphysics can. Only from the truth of being can the essence of the holy be
thought. [182] Only from the essence of the holy is the essence of divinity
to be thought. Only in the light of the essence of divinity can it be thought
or said what the word “God” is to signify. Or should we not first be able
to hear and underswmand all these words carefully if we are to be permitted
as human beings, that is, as eksistent creatures, to experience a relation of
God to human beings? How can the human being at the present swmge of
world history ask at all seriously and rigorously whether the god nears or
withdraws, when he has above all neglected to think into the dimension
in which alone that question can be asked? But this is the dimension of
the holy, which indeed remains closed as a dimension if the open region of
being is not cleared and in its clearing® is near to humans. Perhaps what is
distinctive about this world-epoch consists in the closure of the dimension
of the hale [des Heilen). Perhaps that is the sole malignancy [Unbeil].

But with this reference the thinking that points toward the tuth of
being as what is to be thought has in no way decided in favor of theism. It
can be theistic as little as atheistic. Not, however, because of an indifferent
attitude, but out of respect for the boundaries that have been set for thinking
as such, indeed set by what gives itself to thinking as what is to be thought,
by the truth of being. Insofar as thinking limits itself to its task it directs
the human being at the present moment of the world’s destiny into the
primordial dimension of his historical abode. When thinking of this kind
speaks the truth of being it has entrusted itself to what is more essendal than

! First edition, 1949: Clearing as clearing of self-concealing sheltering.
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all values and all types of beings. Thinking does not overcome metaphysics
by climbing sdll higher, surmounting it, transcending it somehow or other;
thinking overcomes metaphysics by climbing back down into the nearness
of the nearest. 'The descent, particularly where human beings have strayed
into subjectivity, is more arduous and more dangerous than the ascent.
The descent leads to the poverty of the ek-sistence of homo humanus. In
ek-sistence [183] the region of homo animalis, of metaphysics, is abandoned.
The dominance of that region is the mediate and deeply rooted basis for the
blindness and arbitrariness of what is called “biologism,” but also of what
is known under the heading “pragmatsm.” To think the truth of being at
the same tdme means to think the humanity of homro humanus. What counts
is humanitas in the service of the truth of being, but without humanism in
the metaphysical sense.

But if humanitas must be viewed as so essential to the thinking of being,
must not “ontology” therefore be supplemented by “ethics”? Is not that ef-
fort endrely essental which you express in the sentence, “Ce que je cherche
a faire, depuis longtemps déja, c’est péciser le rapport de I'ontologie avec
une éthique possible” [“What I have been trying to do for a long time now
is to determine precisely the relation of ontology to a possible ethics”]?

Soon after Being and Time appeared a young friend asked me, “When
are you going to write an ethics?” Where the essence of the human be-
ing is thought so essentally, i.e., solely from the question concerning the
truth of being, and yet without elevating the human being to the center of
beings, a longing necessarily awakens for a peremptory directive and for
rules that say how the human being, experienced from ek-sistence toward
being, ought to live in a fiting manner. The desire for an ethics presses
ever more ardently for fulfillment as the obvious no less than the hidden
perplexity of human beings soars to immeasurable heights. The greatest
care must be fostered upon the ethical bond at a ime when technological
human beings, delivered over to mass society, can attain reliable constancy
only by gathering and ordering all their plans and actvities in a way that
corresponds to technology.

Who can disregard our predicament? Should we not safeguard and se-
cure the existing bonds even if they hold human beings together ever so
tenuously and merely for the present? Certainly. But does this need ever
release thought from the task of thinking what still remains principally [184]
to be thought and, as being, prior to all beings, is their guarantor and their
truth? Even further, can thinking refuse to think being after the latter has
lain hidden so long in oblivion but at the same time has made itself known
in the present moment of world history by the uprooting of all beings?
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Before we attempt to determine more precisely the relatonship be-
tween “ontology” and “ethics” we must ask what “ontology” and “ethics”
themselves are. It becomes necessary to ponder whether what can be des-
ignated by both terms stll remains near and proper to what is assigned to
thinking, which as such has to think above all the truth of being.

Of course if both “ontology” and “ethics,” along with all thinking in
terms of disciplines, become untenable, and if our thinking therewith be-
comes more disciplined, how then do matters stand with the question about
the relatdon between these two philosophical disciplines?

Along with “logic” and “physics,” “ethics” appeared for the first ime in
the school of Plato. These disciplines arose at a ime when thinking was
becoming “philosophy,” philosophy értatfun (science), and science itself
a matter for schools and academic pursuits. In the course of a philosophy
so understood, science waxed and thinking waned. Thinkers prior to this
period knew neither a “logic” nor an “ethics” nor “physics.” Yet their
thinking was neither illogical nor immoral. But they did think ¢joig in
a depth and breadth that no subsequent “physics” was ever again able to
attain. The tragedies of Sophocles - provided such a comparison is at all
permissible — preserve the #680o¢ in their sayings more primordially than
Aristotle’s lectures on “ethics.” A saying of Heraclitus that consists of only
three words says something so simply that from it the essence of ethos
immediately comes to light.

(185] The saying of Heraclitus (Fragment 119) goes: #0o¢ avBpine
8aiuwv. This is usually translated, “A man’s character is his daimon.” This
translation thinks in a modern way, not a Greek one. #0o¢ means abode,
dwelling place. The word names the open region in which the human being
dwells. The open region of his abode allows what pertains to the essence of
the human being, and what in thus arriving resides in nearness to him, to
appear. The abode of the human being contains and preserves the advent of
what belongs to the human being in his essence. According to Heraclitus’s
phrase this is 3aipwv, the god. The fragment says: The human being
dwells, insofar as he is a human being, in the nearness of god. A story that
Aristotle reports (De partibus animalium, A, s, 645 a17ff.) agrees with this
fragment of Heraclitus. It runs:

l];ix)\snog Aéyetal 2pdg Tog Eévoug eirelv tolg Bovhouévoug Eviuyelv
21514, of ExedT, Rpoatdvies eldov antov Depduevov rpog 16 avd Eatroay,
exéngue yap aitong eiaévan Nagpoiviag elvar yag xat éviaifia eoi ...

The story istold of something Heraclitus said to some strangers who wanted to come
visit him. Having arrived, they saw him warming himself at a stove. Surprised, they

269



PATHMARKS

stood there in consternation - above all because he encouraged them, the astounded
ones, and called to them to come in, with the words, “For here too the gods are
present.”

The story certainly speaks for itself, but we may stress a few aspects.

The group of foreign visitors, in their importunate curiosity about the
thinker, are disappointed and perplexed by their first glimpse of his abode.
They believe they should meet the thinker in circumstances that, contraryto
the ordinary round of human life, everywhere bear traces of the exceptional
and rare and so of the exciting. The group hopes that in their visit to the
thinker they will find things that will provide material for entertaining
conversation — at least for a while. The foreigners who wish to visit the
thinker [186] expect to catch sight of him perchance at that very moment
when, sunk in profound meditadon, he is thinking. The visitors want this
“experience” not in order to be overwhelmed by thinking but simply so
they can say they saw and heard someone everybody says is a thinker.

Instead of this the sightseers find Heraclitus by a stove. That is surely
a common and insignificant place. True enough, bread is baked here. But
Heraclitus is not even busy baking at the stove. He stands there merely
to warm himself. In this altogether everyday place he betrays the entire
poverty of his life. The vision of a shivering thinker offers little of in-
terest. At this disappointing spectacle even the curious lose their desire to
come any closer. What are they supposed to do here? Such an everyday
and unexciting occurrence — somebody who is chilled warming himself at a
stove — anyone can find any time at home. So why look up a thinker? The
visitors are on the verge of going away again. Heraclitus reads the frus-
trated curiosity in their faces. He knows that for the crowd the failure of
an expected sensation to materialize is enough to make those who have just
arrived leave. He therefore encourages them. He invites them explicitly to
come in with the words elvat y&p xal évranfa Beovic, “Here too the gods
come to presence.”

This phrase places the abode (#00¢) of the thinker and his deed in another
light. Whether the visitors understood this phrase at once - or at all - and
then saw everything differently in this other light the story does not say. But
the story was told and has come down to us today because what it reports
derives from and characterizes the atmosphere surrounding this thinker.
xai évraifa, “even here,” at the stove, in that ordinary place where every
thing and every circumstance, each deed and [187] thought is intimate and
commonplace, that is, familiar [gebexer], “even there” in the sphere of the
familiar, etvat feovis, it is the case that “the gods come to presence.”
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Heraclitus himself says, #)o¢ avfpdrw dalpwy, “The (familiar) abode for
humans is the open region for the presencing of god (the unfamiliar one).”

If the name “ethics,” in keeping with the basic meaning of the word #fog,
should now say that ethics ponders the abode of the human being, then that
thinking which thinks the truth of being as the primordial element of the
human being, as one who eksists, is in itself originary ethics. However, this
thinking is not ethics in the first instance because it is ontology. For on-
tology always thinks solely the being (v) in its being. But as long as the
truth of being is not thought all ontology remains without its foundation.
Therefore the thinking that in Being and Time tries to advance thoughtin a
preliminary way into the truth of being characterizes itself as “fundamental
ontology.” It strives to reach back into the essential ground from which
thought concerning the truth of being emerges. By initiadng another in-
quiry this thinking is already removed from the “ontology” of metaphysics
(even that of Kant). “Ontology” itself, however, whether transcendental or
precritical, is subject to critique, not because it thinks the being of beings
and in so doing reduces being to a concept, but because it does not think the
truth of being and so fails to recognize that there is a thinking more rigor-
ous than conceptual thinking. In the poverty of its first breakthrough, the
thinking that tries to advance thought into the truth of being brings only a
small part of that wholly other dimension to language. This language even
falsifies itself, for it does not yet succeed in retaining the essental help of
phenomenological seeing while dispensing with the inappropriate concern
with “science” and “research.” But in order to make the attempt at thinking
recognizable and at the same time understandable for existing philosophy,
it could at first be expressed only within the horizon of [188] that existing
philosophy and the use of its current terms.

In the meantme I have learned to see that these very terms were bound
to lead immediately and inevitably into error. For the terms and the con-
ceptual language corresponding to them were not rethought by readers
from the matter particularly to be thought; rather, the matter was con-
ceived according to the established terminology in its customary meaning.
The thinking that inquires into the truth of being and so defines the hu-
man being’s essential abode from being and toward being is neither ethics
nor ontology. Thus the queston about the relation of each to the other no
longer has any basis in this sphere. Nonetheless, your question, thought in
a more original way, retains a meaning and an essential importance.

For it must be asked: If the thinking that ponders the truth of being
defines the essence of bumanitas as ek-sistence from the latter’s belonging-
ness to being, then does thinking remain only a theoretical representation
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of being and of the human being; or can we obtain from such knowledge
directives that can be readily applied to our active lives?

The answer is that such thinking is neither theoretical nor practical. It
comes to pass [ereignet sich] before this distinction. Such thinking is, insofar
as it is, recollection of being and nothing else. Belonging to being, because
thrown by being into the preservadon of its truth and claimed for such
preservation, it thinks being. Such thinking has no result. It has no effect.
It satisfies its essence in that it is. But it is by saying its matter. Historically,
only one saying [Sage] belongs to the matter of thinking, the one that is
in each case appropriate to its matter. Its material relevance is essentally
higher than the validity of the sciences, because it is freer. For it lets being -
be.

Thinking builds upon the house of being, thehousein whichthe jointure
of being, in its destinal unfolding, enjoins the essence of the human being in
each case to dwell in the truth of being. [189] This dwelling is the essence
of “being-in-the-world.” The reference in Being and Time (p. 54) to “being-
in” as “dwelling” is not some etymological play. The same reference in the
1936 essay on Holderlin’s word, “Full of merit, yet poetically, man dwells
upon this earth,” is not the adornment of a thinking that rescues itself from
science by means of poetry. The talk about the house of being is not the
transfer of the image “house” onto being. But one day we will, by thinking
the essence of being in a way appropriate to its matter, more readily be able
to think what “house” and “dwelling” are.

And yet thinking never creates the house of being. Thinking conducts
historical eksistence, that is, the humanitas of homo humanus, into the realm
of the upsurgence of healing [des Heilen).

With healing, evil appears all the more in the clearing of being. The
essence of evil does not consist in the mere baseness of human action, but
rather in the malice of rage. Both of these, however, healing and the raging,
can essentially occur in being only insofar as being itself is in strife. In it is
concealed the essental provenance of nihiladon. What nihilates comes to
the clearing as the negative. This can be addressed in the “no.” The “not” in
no way arises from the no-saying of negation. Every “no” that does not mis-
take itself as willful assertion of the positing power of subjectivity, but rather
remains a letting-be of ek-sistence, answers to the claim of the nihilation
that has come to the clearing. Every “no” is simply the affirmation of the
“not.” Every affirmation consists in acknowledgment. Acknowledgment
lets that toward which it goes come toward it. It is believed that nihilatdon
is nowhere to be found in beings themselves. This is correct as long as one
seeks nihilation as some kind of being, as an existing quality in beings. But
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in so seeking, one is not seeking nihilaton. Neither is being any existng
quality that allows itself to be ascertained among beings. [190] And yet be-
ing is more in being® than any beings. Because nihilation occurs essentally
in being itself we can never discern it as something in beings. Reference
to this impossibility never in any way proves that the origin of the not is
no-saying. This proof appears to carry weight only if one posits beings as
what is objective for subjectivity. From this alternative it follows that every
“not,” because it never appears as something objective, must inevitably be
the product of a subjective act. But whether no-saying first posits the “not”
as something merely thought, or whether nihilation first requires the “no”
as what is to be said in the letting-be of beings — this can never be decided at
all by a subjective reflection of a thinking already posited as subjectivity. In
such a reflection we have not yet reached the dimension where the question
can be appropriately formulated. It remains to ask, grantng that thinking
belongs to ek-sistence, whether every “yes” and “no” are not themselves
already eksistent in the truth of being. If they are, then the “yes” and the
“no”® are already intrinsically in thrall to being. As enthralled, they can
never first posit the very thing to which they themselves belong.

Nihilation unfolds essendally in being itself, and not at all in the existence
of the human being - so far as this existence is thought as the subjectivity
of the ego cogito. Existence [Dasein] in no way nihilates as a human subject
who carmies out nihilaton in the sense of denial; rather, Da-sein nihilates
inasmuch as it belongs to the essence of being as that essence in which
the human being ek-sists. Being nihilates — as being. Therefore the “not”
appears in the absolute Idealism of Hegel and Schelling as the negadv-
ity of negadon in the essence of being. But there being is thought in the
sense of absolute actuality as the unconditioned will that wills itself and
does so as the will of knowledge and of love. In this willing being as will
to power is stll concealed. But just why the negatvity of absolute sub-
jectvity is “dialectical,” and why nihilation comes to the fore through this
dialectic but at the same ume is veiled in its essence, cannot be discussed
here.

[191] The nihilating in being is the essence of what I call the nothing.
Hence, because it thinks being, thinking thinks the nothing.

To healing being first grants ascent into grace; to raging its compulsion
to malignancy.

* First edition, 1949: Insofar as being lets beings “be.”

* First edition, 1949: Affirmation and denial, acknowledgment and rejection already used in
the gathered call [Gebeiff| of the event of appropriation - called into renunciative saying in
response [Entsagen| to the gathered call of the distinction.
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Only so far as the human being, ek-sisting into the truth of being, be-
longs to being can there come from being itself the assignment of those
directives that must become law and rule for human beings. In Greek, to
assign is véuewv. Naouog is not only law but more originally the assignment
contained in the dispensaton of being. Only this assignment is capable of
enjoining humans into being. Only such enjoining is capable of supporting
and obligating. Otherwise all law remains merely something fabricated by
human reason. More essential than instituting rules is that human beings
find the way to their abode in the truth of being. This abode first yields the
experience of something we can hold on to. The truth of being offers a hold
forall conduct. “Hold” in our language means protective heed. Being is the
protective heed that holds the human being in his ek-sistent essence to the
truth of such protective heed - in such a way that it houses ek-sistence in
language. Thus language is at once the house of being and the home of the
human essence. Only because language is the home of the essence of the
human being can historical humankind and human beings not be at home
in their language, so that for them language becomes a mere container for
their sundry preoccupatons.

But now in what relation does the thinking of being stand to theoretcal
and practical comportment? It exceeds all contemplation because it cares
for the light in which a seeing, as theoria, can first live and move. Think-
ing attends to the clearing of being in that it puts its saying of being into
language as the home of eksistence. Thus thinking is a deed. But a deed
that also surpasses all praxis. Thinking permeates action and production,
not through the grandeur of its achievement and not as a consequence of
[192] its effect, but through the humbleness of its inconsequential accom-
plishment.

For thinking in its saying merely brings the unspoken word of being to
language.

The usage “bring to language” employed here is now to be taken quite
literally. Being comes, clearing itself, to language. It is perpetually under
way to language. Such arriving in its turn brings ek-sisting thought to lan-
guage in its saying. Thus language itself is raised into the clearing of being.
Language thus is only in this mysterious and yet for us always pervasive way.
To the extent that language that has thus been brought fully into its essence
is historical, being is entrusted to recollecton. Ek-sistence thoughtfully
dwells in the house of being. In all this it is as if nothing at all happens
through thoughtful saying.

But just now an example of the inconspicuous deed of thinking mani-
fested itself. For to the extent that we expressly think the usage “bring to
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language,” a usage destined to language, thinking only that and nothing
further, to the extent that we retain this thought in the heedfulness of say-
ing as what in the future continually has to be thought, we have brought
something of the essential unfolding of being itself to language.

What is strange in this thinking of being is its simplicity. Precisely this
keeps us from it. For we look for thinking — which has its world-historical
prestige under the name “philosophy” - in the form of the unusual, which
is accessible only to initiates. At the same time we conceive of thinking on
the model of scientfic knowledge and its research projects. We measure
deeds by the impressive and successful achievements of praxir.ﬁ?out the deed
of thinking is neither theoretical nor practcal, nor is it the conjunction of
these two forms of comportment

Through its simple essence, the thinking of being makes itself unrecog-
nizable to us. But if we become acquainted with the unusual character of
the simple, then another plight immediately befalls us. The suspicion arises
that such thinking of [193] being falls prey to arbitrariness; for it cannot
cling to beings. Whence does thinking take its measure? What law governs
its deed?

Here the third queston of your letter must be entermined: Comment
sauver I'élément d’aventure que comporte toute recherche sans faire de la
philosophie une simple aventuriere? [How can we preserve the element
of adventure that all research contains without simply turning philosophy
into an adventuress?] I shall mendon poetry now only in passing. It is
confronted by the same question, and in the same manner, as thinking. But
Aristotle’s words in the Poetics, although they have scarcely been pondered,
are still valid — that poetizing is truer than the exploration of beings.

But thinking is an aventure not only as a search and an inquiry into the
unthought. Thinking, in its essence as thinking of being, is claimed by
being. Thinking is related to being as what arrives (/'avenant). Thinking as
such is bound to the advent of being, to being as advent. Being has already
been destined to thinking. Being is as the destny of thinking. But destiny
is in itself historical. Its history has already come to language in the saying
of thinkers.

To bring to language ever and again this advent of being that remains,
and in its remaining waits for human beings, is the sole matter of thinking.
For this reason essental thinkers always say the Same. But that does not
mean the identical. Of course they say it only to one who undertakes to
meditate on them. Whenever thinking, in historical recollection, attends
to the destiny of being, it has already bound itself to what is fitdng for it
in accord with its destiny. To flee into the identcal is not dangerous. To
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venture into discordance in order to say the Same is the danger. Ambiguity
threatens, and mere quarreling.

The fittingness of the saying of being, as of the destiny of truth, is the
first law of thinking — not the rules of logic, which can become rules only on
the basis of the law of being. [194] To attend to the fittingness of thoughtful
saying does not only imply, however, that we contemplate at every turn what
is to be said of being and how it is to be said. It is equally essential to ponder
whether what is to be thought is to be said ~ to what extent, at what moment
of the history of being, in what sort of dialogue with this history, and on the
basis of what claim, it ought to be said. The threefold issue mentioned in
an earlier letter is determined in its cohesion by the law of the fittingness of
thought on the history of being: rigor of meditaton, carefulness in saying,
frugality with words.

Itis time to break the habit of overestimating philosophy and of thereby
asking too much of it. What is needed in the present world crisis is less
philosophy, but more attentveness in thinking; less literature, but more
cultivation of the letter.

The thinking that is to come is no longer philosophy, because it thinks
more originally than metaphysics — a name idendcal to philosophy. How-
ever, the thinking that is to come can no longer, as Hegel demanded, set
aside the name “love of wisdom” and become wisdom itself in the form of
absolute knowledge. Thinking is on the descent to the poverty of its provi-
sional essence. Thinking gathers language into simple saying. In this way
language is the language of being, as clouds are the clouds of the sky. With
its saying, thinking lays inconspicuous furrows in language. They are sdll
more inconspicuous than the furrows that the farmer, slow of step, draws

through the field.
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Translated by Walter Kaufmann'

THE WAY BACK INTO THE GROUND
OF METAPHYSICS

[195] Descartes, writing to Picot, who translated the Principia Philosophiae
into French, observed: “Ainsi toute la Philosophie est comme un arbre, dont
les racines sont la Métaphysique, le tronc est la Physique, et les branches
qui sortent de ce tronc sont toutes les autres sciences. .. ” [Thus the whole
of philosophy is like a tree: the roots are metaphysics, the trunk is physics,
and the branches that issue from the trunk are all the other sciences. . . ]
(Opp. ed. Ad. et Ta. IX, 14).

Staying with this image, we ask: In whatsoil do the roots of the tree of
philosophy take hold? Out of what ground do the roots, and thereby the
whole tree, receive their nourishing juices and strength? What element,
concealed in the ground and soil, enters and lives in the roots that sup-
port and nourish the tree? What is the basis and element of the essence?
of metaphysics? What is metaphysics, viewed from its ground?> What is
metaphysics itself, at bottom?

Metaphysics thinks beings as beings. Wherever the queston is asked
what beings are, beings as such are in sight. Metaphysical representaton
owes this sight to the light of Being. The light itself, i.e., that which such
thinking experiences as light, no longer comes within the range of meta-
physical thinking; for metaphysics always represents beings only as beings.
Within this perspective, metaphysical thinking does, of course, inquire
about the being that is the source and originator of this light. But the
light itself is considered sufficiently illuminated through its granting the
transparency for every perspective upon beings.

* Fifth edition, 1949: Clearing.
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In whatever manner beings are interpreted — whether as spirit, after the
fashion of spiritualism; or as matter and force, after the fashion of material-
ism; oras becoming and life; or as representation, will, substance, subject, or
energeia; or as the eternal recurrence of the same — every time, [196] beings
as beings appear in the light of Being. Wherever metaphysics represents be-
ings, Being has been cleared. Being has arrived in a state of unconcealedness
(" An¥0ca). But whether and how Being brings such unconcealedness with
it, whether and how It brings itself within, and as, metaphysics,* remains
veiled. Being in its essence as revealing, i.e., in its truth, is not thought.
Nevertheless, when metaphysics gives answers to its question concerning
beings as such, metaphysics speaks from out of the unnoticed manifestness
of Being. The truth of Being may thus be called the ground in which meta-
physics, as the root of the tree of philosophy, is kept and from which it is
nourished.

Because metaphysics interrogates beings as beings, it remains concerned
with beings and does not turn itself to Being as Being. As the rootof the tree,
it sends all nourishment and all strength into the cunk and its branches.
The root branches out into the soil and ground to enable the tree to grow
out of the ground and thus to leave it. The tree of philosophy grows out of
the soil in which metaphysics is rooted. The ground and soil is the element
in which the root of the tree lives, but the growth of the tree is never able
to absorb this soil in such a way that it disappears in the tree as part of the
tree. Instead, the roots, down to the subtlest tendrils, lose themselves in the
soil. The ground is ground for the roots, and in the ground the roots forget
themselves for the sake of the tree. The roots stll belong to the tree even
when they abandon themselves, after a fashion, to the element of the soil.
They squander themselves and their element on the tree. As roots, they do
not tumn toward the soil — atleast not as if it were their essence to grow only
into this element and to spread out in it. Presumably, the element would
not be the element either if the roots did not live in it.

Metaphysics, insofar as it always represents only beings as beings, does
not recall Being itself. Philosophy [197] does not gather itself upon its
ground.® It always leaves its ground - leaves it by means of metaphysics.
And yet it never escapes its ground. Insofar as a thinking sets out to ex-
perience the ground of metaphysics, insofar as such thinking attempts to

? Fifth edition, 1949: Bringing within: Granting unconcealment, and therein what is uncon-
cealed, present. In presencing there lies concealed: The bringing of unconcealment that
lets presence that which is present. “Being itself™ is Being in its truth, which truth belongs
to Being, i.c., into which truth “Being” disappears.

b Fifth cdition, 1949: Being and ground: the Same.
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recall the cruth of Being itself instead of merely representing beings as
beings, thinking has in a sense left metaphysics. From the point of view
of metaphysics, such thinking goes back into the ground of metaphysics.
But what still appears as ground® from this point of view is presumably
something else, once it is experienced in its own terms — something as yet
unsaid, and accordingly the essence of metaphysics, too, is something other
than metaphysics. '

Such thinking, which recalls the mruth of Being, is no longer satsfied
with metaphysics, to be sure; but it does not oppose and think against
metaphysics either. To return to our image, it does not tear up the root of
philosophy. It dlls the ground and plows the soil for this root. Metaphysics
remains what comes first in philosophy. What comes first in thinking, how-
ever, it does not reach. When we think the truth of Being, metaphysics is
overcome. We can no longer accept the claim of metaphysics to preside
over our fundamental reladon to “Being” or to decisively determine every
relation to beings as such. But this “overcoming of metaphysics” does not
abolish metaphysics. As long as man remains the animal rationale, he is the
animal metaphysicum. As long as man understands himself as the rational
animal, metaphysics belongs, as Kant said, to the nature of man. Butif our
thinking should succeed in its efforts to go back into the ground of meta-
physics, it might well help to bring about a change in the human essence, a
change accompanied by a transformadon of metaphysics.

If, as we unfold the question concerning the truth of Being, we speak of
overcoming metaphysics, this means: recalling Being itself. Such recalling
goes beyond the traditional failure to think the [198] ground of the root of
philosophy. The thinking attempted in Being and Titme (192 7) sets out on
the way to prepare an overcoming of metaphysics, so understood. That,
however, which sets such thinking on its way can only be that which is to be
thought.® That Being itself and how Being itself concerns our thinking does
not depend upon our thinking alone. That Being itself, and the manner in
which Being itself, strikes a particular thinking, lets such thinking spring
forth in springing from Being itself in such a way as to respond to Being as
such.¢

Why, however, should such an overcoming of metaphysics be necessary?
Is the point merely to underpin that discipline of philosophy which was the
root hitherto and to supplant it with a yet more original discipline? Is it a
question of changing the philosophic system of instrucdon? No. Or are
? Fifth edition, 1949: Being as nonground, giourd.

'f Fifth edition, 1949: What calls for thinking?
© Fifth edition, 1949: Fvent of appropriation [Ereignis).
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we trying to go back into the ground of metaphysics in order to uncover a
hitherto overlooked presupposition of philosophy, and thereby to show that
philosophy does not yet stand on an unshakable foundaton and therefore
cannot yet be the absolute science? No.

It is something else that is at stake with the arrival of the truth of Being
or its failure to arrive: it is neither the state of philosophy nor philosophy
itself alone, but rather the proximity or remoteness of that from which
philosophy, insofar as it means the representation of beingsas such, receives
its essence and its necessity. What is to be decided is whether Being itself,
out of its own proper truth, can come to pass® in a relation appropriate
to the essence of human beings; or whether metaphysics, in turning away
from its own ground, continues to prevent the relatdon of Being to man
from lighting up, out of the essence of this very relaton, in such a way as
to bring human beings into a belonging to Being.

In its answers to the question concerning beings as such, metaphysics
operates with a prior representation of Being. It speaks of Being necessarily
and hence continually. But [199] metaphysics does notinduce Being itselfto
speak, for metaphysics does not give thoughtto Beingin its truth, nor doesit
think such truth as unconcealedness, nor does it think this unconcealedness
in its essence.” To metaphysics the essence of truth always appears only
in the already derivative form of the truth of cognitive knowledge and the
truth of propositons that formulate such knowledge. Unconcealedness,
however, could be something more primordial than all truth in the sense
of veritas. *AMOewa could be the word that offers a hitherto unnoticed
hint concerning the unthought essence of esse. If this should be so, then
the representational thinking of metaphysics could certainly never attain
this essence of truth, however zealously it might devote itself to historical
studies of pre-Socratc philosophy; for what is at stake here is not some
renaissance of pre-Socratic thinking: any such attempt would be vain and
absurd. What is at stake is rather an attentiveness to the arrival of the
hitherto unspoken essence of unconcealedness that Being has announced
itself to be. Meanwhile the truth of Being has remained concealed from
metaphysics during its long history from Anaximander to Nietzsche. Why
does metaphysics not recall it? Is the failure to recall it due simply to the
nature of metaphysical thinking? Or does itbelong to the essental destiny
of metaphysics that its own ground withdraws from it because in the rise of
? Fifth edition, 1949: Usage [Brauch).

b Kifth edition, 1949: Gathered, revealing-sheltering granting as Ereignis.

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Veritasin Thomas Aquinas always in intellectu, be it the intellectus drvinus.
d Fifth edition, 1949: Being, truth, world, Betag, Ereignis.
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unconcealedness its essential core, namely, concealedness,* remains absent
in favor of that which is unconcealed, which can thereby first appear as
beings??

Metaphysics, however, speaks contnually, and in the most various ways,
of Being. Metaphysics gives, and seems to confirm, the appearance that it
asks and answers the question concerning Being. In fact, metaphysics never
answers the question concerning the truth of Being, for it never asks this
question. Metaphysics does not ask this question because it thinks Being
only by representing beings as beings. It means beings as a whole, although
it speaks of Being. It names Being and means beings as beings. From its
beginning to its completion, the propositions of metaphysics have been
[200] strangely involved in a persistent confusion® of beings and Being.
This confusion, to be sure, must be considered an event and not a mere
mistake. It cannot by any means have its ground in a mere negligence of
thought or a carelessness of expression. Owing to this persistent confusion,
the claim that metaphysics poses the question of Being lands us in utter
error.

Due to the manner in which it thinks of beings, metaphysics almost
seems to be, without knowing it, the barrier that refuses human beings the
primordial® relation of Being! to the human essence.

What if the absence of this relation and the oblivion of this absence de-
termined the entire modern age from afar? What if the absence of Being
abandoned man more and more exclusively to beings, leaving him forsaken
and far from any relation of Being to his (human) essence, while this for-
sakenness itself remained veiled? What if this were the case — and had been
the case for a long time now? What if there were signs that this oblivion
will enter into oblivion still more decisively in the future?

Would there still be occasion for a thinker to give himself arrogant airs
in view of this destiny of Being? Would there still be occasion, if this
forsakenness of Being should be our situation, to indulge in some other
pretense, and to do so in some artficially induced elation? If the oblivion
of Being that has been described here should be our situation, would there
not be occasion enough for a thinking that recalls Being to experience a
genuine horror? What can such thinking do other than to endure anxiously

" Fifth edition, 1949: \f0r, as concealmg
' Fifth edition, 1949: Confusion: remaining tied to passing over to Being and back to beings.

One always stands in the other and for the other, “interchange,” “exchange,” first this way,
then the other.

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: The initiatory event [an-fungende Ereignis) that prevails in initiation - in
usage — disappropriation [Enteignis).

4 Fieh edition, 1949: Being itself = Beiag.
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this destiny of Being, so as first of all to bring the oblivion of Being to bear
upon us? But how could thought achieve this if the anxiety destined to it
were merely a mood of depression? What does such anxiety, as a destiny
of Being, have to do with psychology or psychoanalysis?

[201] Granted that the overcoming of metaphysics corresponded to the
endeavor to first learn to attend to the oblivion of Being, in order to expe-
rience this oblivion and to absorb this experience into the relation of Being
to man, and to preserve it there, then in the need belonging to the oblivion
of Being, the question “What is metaphysics?” might well remain what is
most needed of all that is necessary for thought.

Thus everything depends on this: that our thinking should become more
thoughtful in its season. This is achieved when our thinking, instead of im-
plementing a higher degree of exertion, is directed toward another prove-
nance. The thinking that is set in place by beings as such, and is therefore
representational and illuminadng in that way, must then be relinquished to
a thinking that is brought to pass by Being itself and is therefore in thrall
to Being.

All attempts are futle that seek to make representational thinking, which
remains metaphysical, and only metaphysical, effective, and useful for im-
mediate action in everyday public life. For the more thoughtful our think-
ing becomes and the more responsive it is in accomplishing its relation to
Being, the more purely our thinking will stand of its own accord in the sole
action appropriate to it: namely, in the thinking of that which is thought
for i* and has thus already been thought.

But who still recalls what has been thought? One makes inventons. The
thinking attempted in Being and Time is “under way” toward bringing our
thinking onto a way through which it may enter the relation of the truth of
Beingtothe essence of man, toward opening up a path for thinking on which
it may explicitly ponder Being itself in its truth.® On this way - that is, in
the service of the question concerning the truth of Being - it becomes nec-
essary to meditate upon the essence of human beings; for the experience of
the oblivion of Being, which is notspecifically mendoned because it still had
to be demonstrated, involves the crucial conjecture that in accordance with
the unconcealedness of Being the relation of Being to the human essence
belongs to Being itself. But how could this [202] conjecture, which is ex-
perienced here, become an explicit question before every attempt had been
made to liberate the determinaton of the human essence from subjectivity,

* Fifth edition, 1949: Addressed o it, gathered and granted it, appropriated for it.
b Eifuh edition, 1949: Preservation [Wabrnis) as Ereignis.
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but also from the definition of animal rationale? To characterize with a single
term both the relation of Being to the essence of man and the essential
relation of man to the openness (“there” [“Da”)) of Being [Sein] as such, the
name of “Dasein” there-being] was chosen for the essental realm in which
man stands as man. This term was employed even though in metaphysics
it is used interchangeably with existentia, actuality, reality, and objectivity,
and although this metaphysical usage is further supported by the common
[German)] expression “menschliches Dasein” [human existence]. Any attempt
at thoughtfulness is therefore thwarted as long as one is satisfied with the
observation that in Being and Time the term “Dasein” is used in place of
“consciousness.” As if this were simply a matter of using different words!
As if it were not the one and only thing at stake here: namely, to bring us
to think the reladon of Being to the essence of man and thus, from our
point of view,” to present initally an experience of the human essence that
may prove sufficient to direct our inquiry. The term “Dasein” neither takes
the place of the term “consciousness,” nor does the “matter” designated as
“Dasein” take the place of what we represent to ourselves when we speak
of “consciousness.” Rather, “Dasein” names that which is first of all to be
experienced, and subsequently thought accordingly, as a place® - namely,
as the locality of the truth of Being.

What the term “Dasein” means throughout the treatse Being and Time
is indicated already by the guiding thesis: “The ‘essence’ of Dasein lies in its
existence” (Being and Time, p. 42).

To be sure, in the language of metaphysics the word “existence” is a
synonym of “Dasein”: both refer to the actuality of anything at all that
is actual, from God to a grain of sand. As long, therefore, as the quoted
sentence is understood only superficially, [203] the difficulty of what is
to be thought is merely transferred from the word “Dasein” to the word
“existence.” In Being and Time, the term “existence” is used exclusively for
the Being of the human being. Once “existence” is understood correctly,
the “essence” of Dasein can be thought, in whose openness Being itself
announces and conceals itself, grants itself and withdraws; at the same
time, this truth of Being does not exhaust itself in Dasein, nor can it by
any means simply be identified with it after the fashion of the metaphysical
Proposition that all objectivity is as such also subjectvity.

What does “existence” mean in Being and Time? The word names a way
of Being; specifically, the Being of that being which stands open for the

* Fifth edition, 1949: But no longer starting from “us” as subjects.
" Fifth cdition, 1949: Inadequately said: the locality dwelt in by mortals, the mortal region
of the locality.
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openness of Being in which it stands in withstanding it. This withstanding
is experienced under the name of “care.” The ecstatic essence of Dasein
is thought in termns of care, and, conversely, care is experienced adequately
only in its ecstatic essence. Withstanding, experienced in this manner, is
the essence of the ecstasis that is to be thought here. The ecstatic essence of
existence is therefore still understood inadequately as long as one thinks of
it as merely a “standing out,” while interpreting the “out” as meaning “away
from” the interior of an immanence of consciousness or spirit. For in this
manner, existence would stll be represented in terms of “subjectivity” and
“substance”; while, in fact, the “out” ought to be understood in terms of
the “outside itself” of the openness of Being itself. The stasis of the ecstatc
consists — strange as it may sound - in standing in the “out” and “there”
of unconcealedness, which prevails as the essence of Being itself. What is
meant by “existence” in the context of a thinking that is prompted by, and
directed toward, the truth of Being, could be most felicitously designated
by the word “in-standing” [Instindigkeit]. We must think at the same time,
however, of standing in the openness of Being, of sustaining this standing-
in (care), and of enduring in what is most extreme (being toward death);*
for together they consttute the full essence of existence.®

[204] The being that exists is the human being. The human being alone
exists. Rocks are, but they do not exist. Trees are, but they do not exist.
Horses are, but they do not exist. Angels are, but they do not exist. God
is, but he does not exist. The propositon “the human being alone exists”
does not at all mean that the human being alone is a real being while all
other beings are unreal and mere appearances or human representations.
The proposition “the human being exists” means: the human being is that
being whose Being is distinguished by an open standing that stands in the
unconcealedness of Being, proceeding from Being, in Being. The® exis-
tental essence of the human being is the reason why human beings can
represent beings as such, and why they can be conscious of such repre-
sentations. All consciousness presupposes existence, thought as ecstatic, as
the essentia of the human being — essentia meaning that as which the human
being essentally prevails insofar as he is human. But consciousness does
not itself create the openness of beings, nor is it consciousness that makes it
possible for the human being to stand open for beings. Whither and whence

? Fifth edition, 1949: Letting death come toward and upon oneself, holding oneself in the
arrival of death as'the gathered shelter [Ge-Birg] of Beiag.

b Fifth edition, 1939: Dwelling, as “building.”
¢ Fifth edition, 1949: Used and appropriated.
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and in what free dimension could the intentionality of consciousness move,
ifin-standing were not the essence of the human being in the first instance?
\What else could be the meaning - if anybody has ever seriously thought
about this — of the word sein [being] in the [German] words BewufStsein
[“consciousness”; literally: “being conscious”] and SelbstbewufStsein “self-
consciousness”] if it did not name the existental essence of that which is
insofar as it exists? To be a self is admittedly one feature of the essence of
that being which exists; but existence does not consistin being a self, nor can
itbe defined in such terms. Yet because metaphysical thinking understands
the human being’s selfhood in terms of substance or - and at bottom this
amounts to the same - in terms of the subject, the first path that leads from
metaphysics to the ecstatic existental essence of the human being must
lead through the metaphysical determination of human selfhood (Being and
Time, §§63 and 64).

The question concerning existence, however, is always subservient to
the singular question of thought. This queston, yet [205] to be unfolded,
concerns the truth of Being as the concealed ground of all metaphysics. For
this reason the treatise that seeks to point the way back into the ground of
metaphysics does not bear the dtle “Existence and Time,” nor “Conscious-
ness and Time,” but Being and Time. Nor can this title be understood as
if it were parallel to the customary juxtapositions of Being and Becoming,
Being and Seeming, Being and Thinking, or Being and Ought. For in all
these cases Being is conceived as limited, as if Becoming, Seeming, Think-
ing, and Ought did not belong to Being, although it is obvious that they are
not nothing and thus do belong to Being. In Being and Time, Being is not
something other than time: “Time” is a preliminary name for the truth of
Being, and this truth is what prevails as essential in Being and thus is Being
itself. But why “time” and “being”?

By recalling the beginnings of that history in which Being unveiled itself
in the thinking of the Greeks, it can be shown that the Greeks from early on
experienced the Being of beings as the presence of what is present. When
we translate elvat as “being,” our translaton is linguistically correct. Yet
we merely substitute one set of sounds for another. As soon as we examine
oursclves it becomes obvious that we neither think elvat in a Greek manner,
nor do we think a correspondingly clear and univocal determinaton when
we speak of “being.” What, then, are we saying when instead of elva. we say
“being,” and instead of “being,” elvat and esse? We are saying nothing. The
Greek, Latin, and German words all remain equally obtuse. As long as we
adhere to customary usage we merely betray ourselves as the pacemakers
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of the greatest thoughtlessness that has ever gained currency in human
thought and that has remained dominant undl this moment. This elva,
however, means: to presence. The essence of this presencing lies deeply
concealed in the early names for Being. But for us elvat and ovaia as rap-
and a=ouaia mean this in the first instance: in presencing there prevails, in
an unthought and concealed manner, presence and duradon - there prevails
dame. Being as such is thus unconcealed [206] in terms of tme. Thus time
points to unconcealedness, i.e., to the uth of Being. But the time that
is to be thought here is not experienced through the changing course that
beings take. Time is evidently of an altogether different essence,” which
not only has not yet been thought by way of the concept of time belonging
to metaphysics, but never can be thought in this way. Thus time becomes
the preliminary name - a name that has first to be pondered - for the truth
of Being that is yet to be experienced.

Just as a concealed essence of time speaks not only in the first meta-
physical names for Being, so too it speaks in its last name, in “the eternal
recurrence of the same.” In the epoch of metaphysics,® the history of Being
is pervaded by an unthought essence of tme. Space is neither simply co-
ordinated nor merely subordinated to such tme.*

An attempt to make a transition from the representation of beings as
such to recalling the truth of Being must, in starting from such represen-
tation, stll represent, in a certain sense, the truth of Being, too; with the
result that this latter representation must necessarily be of another kind
and uldmately, insofar as it is representation, inappropriate to that which
is to be thought. This relaton, which comes out of metaphysics and tries
to enter into the relaton of the truth of Being to the human essence, is
conceived as “understanding.” But here understanding is thought at the
same time from out of the unconcealedness of Being. Understanding is
ecstatic, thrown projection,® ecstatic here meaning: standing in the realm
of the open. The realm that opens up for us® in projection, in order that
something (Being in this case) may prove itself as something (in this case,
Being as itself in its unconcealedness), is called meaning’ (cf. Being and
Time, p. 151). “Meaning of Being” and “truth of Being” say the same.

? Fifth edition, 1949: Time is four-dimensional: The firsr dimension, which gathers every-
thing, is nearnes.

Fifth edition, 1949: This epoch is the whole history of Being.

Fifth cdition, 1949: Time-space.

Fifth cdition, 1949: Thrownness and Ereigmis. Throwing, throwing toward, sending; pro-
jection: responding to the throw.

Fifth edition, 1949: Brings itself to us.

Fifth edition, 1949: Meaning - pointing the path toward the matter [Sach-verbalt].
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Granted that time belongs to the truth of Being in a way that is still
concealed: then every projective holding open of the truth of Being, as an
understanding of Being, must look toward tme as the possible* horizon of
an understanding of Being (cf. Being and Time, §§31-34 and 68).

The preface to Being and Time, on the first page of the treadse, ends
with these sentences: “The concrete working out of [207] the question
concerning the meaning of ‘Being’ is the intention of the following treatse.
The interpretaton of time as the possible horizon of every understanding
of Being whatsoever is its provisional goal.”

All philosophy has fallen into the ablivion of Being that has, at the same
time, become and remained the destinal claim upon thinking in Being and
Time; and philosophy could hardly have given a clearer demonstraton of
the power of this oblivion of Being than it has furnished us by the som-
nambulistic assurance with which it has passed by the proper and singular
question of Being and Time. What is at stake here is, therefore, not a series
of misunderstandings of a book but our abandonment by Being.

Metaphysics states what beings are as beings. It offers a Aéyog (state-
ment) about the 8v (beings). The later ttle “ontology” characterizes its
essence, provided, of course, that we understand it in accordance with its
proper significance and not through its narrow Scholastic meaning. Meta-
physics moves in the sphere of the 8v §; 3v. Its representing concerns beings
as beings. In this manner, metaphysics always represents beings as such in
their totality; it represents the beingness of beings (the oloia of the &v).
But metaphysics represents the beingness of beings in a twofold manner:
in the first place, the toulity of beings as such with an eye to their most
universal traits (5v xaf6iou, xotvév); but at the same tme also the totality
of beings as such in the sense of the highest and therefore divine being
(8v xafhdhon. axpétatov. Ociov). In the metaphysics of Aristotle, the un-
concealedness of beings as such has specifically developed in this twofold
manner (cf. Metaphysics, T . E, K).

Because it represents beings as beings, metaphysics is, in a twofold and
yet unitary manner, the tuth of beings in their universality and in the
highest being. According to its essence, metaphysics is at the same tme
both ontology in the narrower sense, and theology. This ontotheological
essence of philosophy proper (zpétr phosorpia) must indeed be grounded
|208] in the way in which the &v opens up in it, namely, as év. Thus
the theological character of ontology is not merely due to the fact that
Greek metaphysics was later taken up and transformed by the ecclesiastic

* Fifth edition, 1949: Enabling.
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theology of Christianity. Rather it is due to the manner in which beings as
beings have revealed themselves from early on. It was this unconcealedness
of beings that first provided the possibility for Christan theology to make
possession of Greek philosophy — whether for better or for worse may be
decided by the theologians on the basis of their experience of what is Chris-
dan, in pondering what is written in the First Epistle of Paul the Apostle to
the Corinthians: oyl éudpavev 6 fedg thv cogiav toi xéauou: “Has not
God let the wisdom of this world become foolishness?”(I Corinthians 1:20).
The oo¢la T0 xdouou [wisdom of this world], however, is that which, ac-
cording to 1:22, the "EAArveg {nroiioiy, the Greeks seek. Aristotle even
calls zpatr, (phosorpia (philosophy proper) quite explicitly {rroupévy, that
which is sought after. Will Chrisdan theology one day resolve to take se-
riously the word of the apostle and thus also the concepton of philosophy
as foolishness?

As the truth of beings as such, mesaphysics has a twofold character. The
reason for this twofoldness, however, let alone its origin, remains closed to
metaphysics; and this is no accident, nor due to mere neglect. Metaphysics
has this twofold character because it is what it is: the representation of
beings as beings. Metaphysics has no choice. As metaphysics, it is by its
very essence excluded from the experience of Being; for it always repre-
sents beings (6v) only with an eye to that aspect of them that has already
manifested itself as being (f} v). But metaphysics never pays attention to
what has concealed itself in this very v insofar as it became unconcealed.

Thus the dme came when it became necessary to make a fresh attempt
to attend thoughtfully to what precisely is said when we speak of dv or use
the word “being” [seiend ). Accordingly, the question concerning the 6v was
[209)] retrieved for thinking (cf. Being and Time, Preface). But this retrieval
is no mere repetition of the Platonic-Aristotelian question; instead it asks
about that which conceals itself in the év.?

Metaphysics is founded upon that which remains concealed in the 6v as
long as its representng devotes itself to the v f; 6v. The attempt to inquire
back into what is thus concealed therefore seeks, from the point of view
of metaphysics, the fundament of ontology. For this reason, that attempt
is called, in Being and Time (p. 13), “fundamental ontology.” Yet this ttle,
like any title, is soon seen to be inappropriate. From the point of view of
metaphysics, to be sure, it says something that is correct; but precisely for
that reason it is misleading, for what matters is undertaking the transition
from metaphysics to recalling the truth of Being. As long as this thinking

? Fifth cdition, 1949: The distinction.
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calls itself “fundamental ontology” it blocks and obscures its own path by
this very designation. For what the title “fundamental ontology” suggests
is that the thinking that attempts to think the truth of Being - and not, like
all ontology, the truth of beings - is, as fundamental ontology, stll a kind of
ontology. In fact, the attempt to recall the truth of Being, as a going back
into the ground of metaphysics, has already left the realm of all ontology
with its very first step. On the other hand, every philosophy that revolves
around an indirect or direct representation of “transcendence” remains of
necessity essentially an ontology, whether it achieves a new foundation of
ontology or whether it assures us that it repudiates ontology as a conceptual
freezing of experience.

If, coming from the old custom of representing beings as such, the very
thinking that attempts to think the truth of Being itself becomes entangled
in such representation, then it would seem that both for a preliminary
orientation and in order to prepare the transition from representational
thinking to a thinking that recalls (das andenkende Denken), nothing becomes
more necessary than the quesdon: What is metaphysics?

[2 10] The unfolding of this question in the following lecture culminates,
for iw part, in another questdon. This is called the grounding question of
metaphysics: Why are there beings at all, and not rather Nothing? In
the interim, people have mlked back and forth a great deal about anxiety
and the Nothing, both of which are spoken of in this lecture. But one has
never yet deigned to ask oneself why a lecture that attempts to recall the
Nothing from out of a thinking of the truth of Being, and from there tries
t think into the essence of metaphysics, should claim that this question is
the grounding question of metaphysics. How can an attentive reader help
feeling on the dp of his tongue an objecton that is far more weighty than
all protests against anxiety and the Nothing? The final question provokes
the objection that a meditation that attempts to recall Being by way of the
Nothing returns in the end to a questdon concerning beings. On top of
that, the question even proceeds in the customary manner of metaphysics
by beginning with a causal “Why?” To this extent, then, the attempt to
recall Being is fully repudiated in favor of a representational knowledge
of beings in terms of beings. And to make matters stll worse, the final
question is obviously the queston that the metaphysician Leibniz posed in
his Principes de la nature et de la grice: “Pourquoi il y a plutét quelque chose
que rien?” (Opp. ed. Gerh. tom. VI, 602 n. 7).

Does the lecture, then, fall short of its intention? After all, this would be
quite possible in view of the difficulty of effecting a transition from meta-
physics to another kind of thinking. Does thelecture end up by asking with
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Leibniz® the metaphysical question about the supreme cause of all that is?
Why, then, is Leibniz's name not mentioned, as would seem appropriate?

Or is the question asked in an altogether different sense? If it does not
concern itself with beings and inquire about their first cause among all
beings, then the question must begin from that which is not a being. And
this is precisely what the questdon names, and it capitalizes the word: the
Nothing. This is the sole [211] topic of the lecture. The demand seems
obvious that the end of the lecture should be thought through, for once,
in its own perspective that guides the whole lecture. What is called the
grounding question of metaphysics would then have to be understood and
asked in terms of fundamental ontology as the question that comes out of
the ground of metaphysics and as the question about this ground.

But if we grant this lecture that in the end it thinks in the direction of
its own distinctive concern, how then are we to understand this question?

The queston is: Why are there beings at all, and not rather Nothing?
Granted that we do not remain within metaphysics to ask metaphysically
in the customary manner, but that we recall the truth of Being out of the
essence and truth of metaphysics, then this might be asked as well: How
does it come about that beings take precedence everywhere and lay claim
to every “is,” while that which is not a being — namely, the Nothing thus
understood as Being itself - remains forgotten? How does it come about
that with Being It* is really nothing and that the Nothing does not properly
prevail? Is it perhaps from this that the as yet unshaken presumpton has
entered all metaphysics that an understanding of “Being” may simply be
taken for granted and that the Nothing can therefore be dealt with more
easily than beings? That is indeed the situation regarding Being and Noth-
ing. If it were different, then Leibniz could not have said in the same place
by way of an explanation: “Car le rien est plus simple et plus facile que
quelque chose [For the nothing is simpler and easier than any thing].”

What is more enigmatic: that beings are, or that Being “is”> Or does
even this reflecton fail to bring us close to that enigma which has occurred
[sich ereignet]® with the Being of® beings?

Whatever the answer may be, the time should have ripened meanwhile
for thinking through the lecture “What Is Metaphysics?,” which has been
subjected to so many attacks, from its end, for once - from its end and not
from some imaginary end.

? Fifth edition, 1949: And Schelling.

b Fifth edition, 1949: As such.

¢ Fifth edition, 1949: For metaphysics.

4 Fifth edition, 1949: The event [Ereignis] of the forgortenness of the distinction.
¢ Fifth edition, 1949: The distinction.
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On the Question of Being

Translated by William McNeill*

FOREWORD

[213] This essay presents the unaltered, slightly expanded (pp. 24ff.) text
of a contribution to a publicadon in honor of Emnst Jiinger (1955). The
title has been altered. It formerly read: Concerning “The Line” [Uber “Die
Linie”). The new dtle is meant to indicate that the meditadon on the
essence of nihilism stems from a discussion locating [Erirterung),® being
as briqg. In accordance with the tradition, philosophy understands the
question of being as the question concerning beings as beings. This is the
question of metaphysics. The answers to this question in each case appeal
to an interpretaton of being that remains unquestioned and that prepares
the ground and soil for metaphysics. Metaphysics does not go back into
its ground. Such a return is addressed in the “Introducton to ‘What Is
Metaphysics?,’” ” which since the fifth edition (1949) has been placed before
the text of the lecture (seventh editon [1955], pp. 7-23).

CONCERNING “THE LINE"
Dear Herr Jiinger!

My greeting on your sixdeth birthday adopts, with a slight change, the
title of the treatise that you dedicated to me on the same occasion. Your
contribution .Across the Line (Uber die Linie] has meanwhile appeared as a
separate publication, expanded in a few places. It is an “assessment of our
situation,” concerned with “crossing” the line, yet does not confine itself
merely to describing the situation. The line is also called the “zero merid-
ian” (p. 29). You speak (on pp. 22 and 31) of the “zero point.” [214] The
zero indicates the nothing, indeed an empty nothing. Where everything
presses toward nothing, nihilism reigns. At the zero meridian it approaches
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its consummaton. Taking up an interpretation of Nietzsche’s, you under-
stand nihilism as the process whereby “the highest values become devalued”
(The Will to Power, aphorism no. 2, from the year 1887).

As meridian, the zero line has its zone. The realm of consummate
nihilism consttutes the border between two world eras. The line that
designates this realm is the critical line. By this line will be decided whether
the movement of nihilism comes to an end in a nihilistic nothing, or whether
it is the transition to the realm of a “new turning of being” (p. 32). The
movement of nihilism must thus of its own accord be disposed toward
different possibilities and in keeping with its essence be ambiguous.

Your assessment of the situation follows the signs whereby we may rec-
ognize whether and to what extent we are crossing the line and thereby
exiting from the zone of consummate nihilism. In the dtle of your essay
Uber die Linie the iiber means as much as: across, trans, uetd. By contrast, the
following remarks understand the 7iber only in the sense of de, =epi. They
deal “with” the line itself, with the zone of self-consummating nihilism.
Keeping to the image of the line, we find that it traverses a space that
is itself determined by a locale. The locale gathers. Gathering shelters
that which is gathered in the direction of its essence. From the locale of
the line, the provenance of the essence of nihilism and its consummation
emerge.

My letter seeks to think ahead to this locale of the line and thus locate the
line. Your assessment of the situation under the title trans /ineam and my
discussion locating the line under the title de /inea belong together. Yours
entails mine. Mine remains directed toward yours. With this, I am telling
you nothing special. You know that an assessment of the human situation
in relatdon to the movement of nihilism and within this movement demands
an [215) adequate determination of the essential. Such knowledge is exten-
sively lacking. This lack dims our view in assessing our situation. It makes a
judgment concerning nihilism ready and easy and blinds us to the presence
of “this most uncanny of all guests” (Nietzsche, The Will to Power, Out-
line. Werke, vol. XV, p. 141). Itis called the “most uncanny” [unbeimlichste)
because, as the unconditional will to will, it wills homelessness [Heimat-
losigkeit] as such. This is why it is of no avail to show it the door, because
it has long since been roaming around invisibly inside the house. The task
is to catch sight of and see through this guest. You yourself write (p. 11):
“A good definitdon of nihilism would be comparable to making visible the
cancer-causing agent. It would not mean the healing, but presumably its
precondition, insofar as human beings in general play a role here. We are,
after all, concerned with a process that far exceeds history.”
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“A good definition of nihilism” could thus be expected from a discussion
de linea, provided that a humanly possible concern for healing can indeed
be compared to being escorted trans lineam. You indeed emphasize that
nihilism is not to be equated with illness, nor for that matter with chaos
or evil. As with the cancer-causing agent, nihilism itself is not something
diseased. With regard to the essence of nihilism there is no prospect and
can be no meaningful claim of healing. And yet your text maintains the
stance of a doctor, as indicated by its division into prognosis, diagnosis, and
therapy. The young Nietzsche once named the philosopher the “doctor of
culture” (Werke, vol. X, p. 225). Yet now it is no longer merely a matter
of culture. You rightly say: “The whole is at stake.” “It is a matter of
the planet in general” (p. 28). Healing can concern itself only with the
malevolent consequences and threatening phenomena that accompany this
planetary process. An awareness and knowledge of the cause, i.e., of the
essence, of nihilism are all the moreurgently needed. Thinking is needed all
the more urgently, granted that an adequate experience of this essence can
be prepared only in a responsive [216] thinking. Yet in the same measure
that the possibilities of any immediately effective healing disappear, the
capability for thought has also already diminished. The essence of nihilism
is neither healable nor unhealable. It is the heal-less, and yet, as such, a
unique pointer toward the salutary. If thinking is to approach the realm of
the essence of nihilism, it must necessarily become more precursory, and
thereby become other.

Whether a discussion of the line can furnish “a good definition of ni-
hilism,” and whether it may even strive for such a thing, becomes question-
able for a thinking that is precursory. A discussion of the line must attempt
something else. This explicit renunciation of a definiton appears to relin-
quish the rigor of thought. Yet it could also happen that this renunciatdon
could first bring thinking onto the path of a rigorous effort that might let
us experience the kind of rigor of thought appropriate to this issue. This
can never be decided by the judiciary of ratio. The latter is not at all a
legitimate judge. It unthinkingly thrusts everything that is inappropriate
to it into the alleged mire of the irradonal, a mire that, moreover, it itself
first delimits. Reason and its representational activity are only one kind
of thinking and are by no means self-determined. They are determined,
rather, by that which has called upon thinking to think in the manner of
ratio. That the domination of ratio is erecting itself as the rationalization
‘jf all order, as standardization, and as leveling out in the course of the un-
folding of European nihilism, should give us just as much to think about as
the accompanying attempts to flee into the irrational.
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What is most thought-provoking, however, is the way in which ratio-
nalism and irrationalism become equally entwined in a reciprocal exchange
from which they not only are unable to extricate themselves, but from
which they no longer wish to escape. Thus, one denies any possibility that
thinking might be brought before a call that maintains itself outside of the
alternative of rational or irrational. Such a thinking could [217] nonethe-
less be prepared by the tentative steps attempted in the manner of historical
elucidation, reflection, and discussion.

My discussion seeks an encounter with the medical assessment of the
situadon that you have provided. You look across and go across the line; I
simply take a look at the line thatyou have represented. These two perspec-
tives provide mutual assistance in extending and clarifying our experience.
Perhaps they could both help to awaken the “sufficient power of mind”
(p. 28) that you claim is necessary for crossing the line.

In order to catch sight of nihilism in the phase of its consummation, we
must accompany its movement in action. The description of this action
will impress itself upon us partcularly if, as description, it itself partakes of
this action. Thereby, however, the description runs into an extraordinary
danger and faces a far-reaching responsibility. The responsibility of who-
ever participates in this manner must gather itself in a responsive word that
springs from a persistent questoning within the greatest possible worthi-
ness of question that nihilism displays, and which is assumed and sustained
as responsive to such worthiness.

Your essay The Worker [Der Arbeiter]3 (1932) has provided a description
of European nihilism in its phase following the first world war. This es-
say develops from your treatise Toral Mobilization [Die Totale Mobilmachung)
(1930). The figure of “the worker” belongs to the phase of “actve ni-
hilism” (Nietzsche). The action of work consisted — and with a transformed
function continues to consist — in making visible, through the figure of the
worker, the “total work-like character” of all that is actual. Nihilism, at
first merely European, thereby appearsin its planetary tendency. Of course
there is no description in itself that would be capable of showing what is
actual in itself. Every descripton, the more incisively it proceeds, moves all
the more decisively in its own manner within a particular perspective. The
manner of seeing and the perspective — the “optics,” as you put it — of [218]
human representaton result from fundamental experiences with beings as
awhole. Yettheyare already preceded by a clearing [Lichtung] of the way in
which beings “are,” a clearing thatcan never firstbe made by human beings.
The fundamental experience that sustains and traverses your representation
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and depiction arose from the matériel battles of the first world war. Beings
as a whole, however, show themselves to you in the light and shadow of the
metaphysics of the will to power, which Nietzsche interprets in the form of
a doctrine of values.

In the winter of 1939—40 I discussed The Worker among a small circle
of university teachers. People were astonished that such a clear-sighted
book had been available for years, and that they themselves had not yet
learned even to venture the attempt to let their view of the present move
within the optics of The Worker and to think in planetary terms. One could
sense that even a universal, historiographical consideration of world history
was inadequate for such a task. At that dme, people read enthusiastically
The Marble Cliffs [Die Marmorklippen], but, as it seemed to me, without
a sufficiently broad, i.e., planetary, horizon. And we were not surprised,
either, that an attempt to elucidate The Worker was kept under surveillance
and eventually prohibited. For it belongs to the essence of the will to power
not to let the actual that it gains power over appear in that actuality which
prevails as the will to power itself.

You will permit me to reproduce a note that I made during this attempt
to elucidate your book. I do so in the hope thatI can say some things more
clearly and freely in the present letter. The note reads:

Emnst Jiinger's text The Worker is important because, in a different way from
Spengler, itachieves whatall Nietzsche literature thus far has been unable toachieve,
namely, to impart an experience of beings and the way in which they are, in the light
of Nietzsche's projection of beings as will to power. Nietzsche’s metaphysics, how-
ever, is by no means comprehended thoughtfully; not even the ways to do so are
indicated; on the contrary: instead of being worthy of question in a genuine sense,
this metaphysics becomes self-evident and seemingly superfluous.

[219] As you can see, the critical question thinks in a direction that
admittedly does not belong to the sphere of tasks to be pursued by the
descriptions undertaken in The Worker. Much of what your descriptons
brought into view and brought to language for the first ime is now seen and
stated by everyone. Moreover, “The Question concerning Technology”
owes a lasting debt to the descriptions in The Worker. It is appropriate to
note that your “descriptions” do not merely depict something actual that is
already familiar, but make accessible a “new actuality,” in which itis “not so
much a matter of new thoughts or anew system . . .” (Preface to The Worker).

Even today the fruitful aspect of what you say is gathered within “de-
scription” properly understood — and how should it not be? Yet the optics
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and perspective that guide such description are no longer or not yet deter-
mined in the way they were before. For you no longer partake in that acdon
of active nihilism that, already in The Worker, is conceived in a Nietzschean
sense as oriented toward an overcoming. Yet no longer partaking in no way
already means: standing outside of nihilism, especially not if the essence of
nihilism is nothing nihilisdc and if the history of that essence is older and
remains younger than the phases of the various forms of nihilism, phases
that can be ascertained historiographically. For this reason, both your book
The Worker and the treatise On Pain [Uber den Schmerz) (1934) that followed
it in leaping even further ahead are not discarded records of the nihilisdc
movement. On the contrary: It seemsto me thatthese works remarn with us
because, to the extent that they speak the language of our century, they can
ignite anew the critical encounter with the essence of nihilism, an encounter
that has by no means as yet been achieved.

As I write this, I recall our dialogue that took place toward the end
of the last decade. As we walked along a forest path we came to a halt
at a place where a trail branched off. At that point I encouraged you to
have The Worker [220] reissued, indeed in its original form. You followed
this suggestion only with some hesitadon, for reasons that concerned not
so much the content of the book as the right moment to reissue it. Our
dialogue about The Warker broke off. I myself was not focused enough to
ardculate with sufficient clarity the reasons for my suggeston. Since then,
the tme may have become more ready to say something about this.

On the one hand, the movement of nihilism in the many forms of its
inexorable and planetary character that eats away at and consumes every-
thing has become more evident. No one of any insight would today wish to
deny that nihilism in its most diverse and hidden forms is the “normal con-
diton” of humankind (cf. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, no. 23). The best
evidence of this is provided by the exclusively re-active attempts to oppose
nihilism that, instead of entering into a critical encounter with its essence,
undertake a restoration of the past. They seek salvation in taking flight,
namely, in taking flight from any insight into the metaphysical position of
the human being as worthy of question. The same flight presses upon us too
where one appears to give up all metaphysics and replace it with logistcs,
sociology, and psychology. The will to knowledge that breaks forth here
and the way in which its entre organization can be directed points to an
intensification of the will to power that is of another kind than that which
Nietzsche designated as active nihilism.

On the other hand, your own endeavors and writings are now intenton
helping us to extricate ourselves from the zone of consummate nihilism,
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without your giving up the fundamental outline of the perspective opened
up by The Worker and emerging from Nietzsche’s metaphysics.

You write (Uber die Linie, p. 36): “Total mobilization has entered a stage
whose threat exceeds that of the previous stage. For the German is no
longer the subject of such mobilizadon, and the danger thereby grows that
he will be conceived as its object.” Even now you rightly regard total
mobilization as a distinctive [221] characteristic of what is actual. Yet its
actuality is for you now no longer determined by the “will to (my emphasis)
total mobilization” (Der Arbeiter, p. 148), and is no longer determined in
such a way that this will can have validity as the sole source that “gives
meaning” and justifies everything. Hence you write (Uber die Linie, p. 30):
“There is no doubt that our subsistence (i.e., according to p. 31, ‘persons,
works, and institutions’) as a whole is moving across the critcal line. The
dangers and our security are thereby altered.” In the zone belonging to
the line, nihilism approaches its consummation. The whole of “human
subsistence” can cross the line only if this subsistence steps out of the zone
of consummate nihilism.

Accordingly, a discussion of the line must ask: Wherein consists the
consummation of nihilism? The answer seems to be at hand. Nihilism
is consummated when it has seized all subsisting resources and appears
wherever nothing can assert itself as an excepton anymore, insofar as such
nihilism has become our normal condition. Yet in this condition of normal-
ity the consummadon only becomes actualized. The condition of normality
is a consequence of the consummadon. Consumnmation [Vollendung] means
the gathering of all essental possibilities of nihilism, possibilities that re-
main difficult to see through as a whole and individually. The essendal
possibilities of nihilism can be pondered only if we think back toward its
essence. I say “back” because the essence of nihilism prevails ahead and
thus in advance of individual nihilistic phenomena, gathering them into its
consummation. Yet the consummation of nihilism is not already its end.
With the consummation of nihilism there first begins the final phase of ni-
hilism. The zone of this end-phase, because it is pervaded by a condition
of normality that sets in, is presumably unusually broad. For this reason
the zero-line, where the consummation becomes an end, is not yet visible
atall in the end.

Yet how do matters stand, then, concerning the prospect of crossing over
the line? Is human subsistence already in a transition [222) trans lineamn,
Or is it now first entering the broad field that stands before the line? But
Perhaps our eyes deceive us here in an unavoidable way. Perhaps the zero-
line will emerge suddenly before us in the form of a planetary catastrophe.
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Who will cross over it then? And what can catastrophes accomplish? The
two world wars have neither halted the movement of nihilism, nor steered
it from its course. What you say about total mobilization (p. 36) confirms
this. How do matters stand now regarding the critical line? In such a way,
in any case, that a discussion locating its locale might awaken a reflection
on whether and to what extent we may think of crossing over the line.

Yet the attempt to say something de /inea in a dialogue with you by letter
confronts a peculiar difficulty. The reason for this difficulty lies in the
fact that in your “crossing” over the line, i.e., in the space on this and on
the other side of the line, you speak the same language. The positon
of nihilism is, it seems, already relinquished in a certain way by crossing
over the line, but its language bhas remained. 1 here mean language not as
a mere means of expression that can be taken off and exchanged like a
garment, without that which has come to language being touched by it. In
language there appears and prevails for the first ime that which, in using
words that are decisive, we apparently express only after the event, using
expressions that we believe could be arbitrarily discarded and replaced by
others. The language of The Worker manifests its chief traits, it seems to
me, most evidently in the subtitle of the work. It reads: “Domination and
Gestalt.” The subtitle characterizes the fundamental outline of the work.
You understand the word Gestalt [figure] initially in the sense of the Gestait
psychology of the time, as “a whole that contains more than the sum of its
parts.” One could ponder to what extent this characterization of Gestalt, by
speaking of “more” and of “the sum,” stll depends on a way of representing
that sums things up, and leaves indeterminate whatever has the character
of Gestalt as such. [223] But you give Gestalt a culdst status and thereby
rightly set it off from a “mere idea.”

In this context, “idea” is understood in the modern sense of perceptio,
of representation by a subject. On the other hand, for you too Gestalt is
accessible only in a seeing. The seeing in question is that which the Greeks
call i8¢iv, a word that Plato uses to refer to a looking that catches sight
not of that which is changeable and can be perceived by the senses, but of
the unchangeable, being, the idéa. You too characterize Gestalt as “being
that is at rest.” The Gestalt is not an “idea” in the modern sense, and thus
not a regulative representation of reason in Kant’s sense either. For Greek
thinking, being that is at rest remains purely distinguished (different) from
changeable beings. Thisdifference between being and beings then appears,
when seen starting from beings and moving toward being, as transcendence,
i.e., as the meta-physical. Yet the distinction is not an absolute separation.
It is so far from being the latter that in presencing (being) that which comes
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to presence (beings) is brought to the fore [ber-vor-gebracht], but not caused
in the sense of an efficient causality. That which brings to the fore is on
occasion thought by Plato as that which gives shape (viroc) (cf. Theaetetus,
192a, 194b). You too think the relation of Gestalt to that which it “forms”
as a reladon of stamping and shaping. However, you understand shaping
in 2a modern sense as a conferring of “meaning” or “sense” upon that which
is meaning- or sense-less. The Gestalt is the “source that gives meaning”
(Der Arbeiter, p. 148).

This historical pointer to the way in which Gestalt, i8¢a, and being belong
together is not meant to discount your work by historiographical means,
but to indicate that it remains housed within metaphysics. In accordance with
metaphysics, all beings, changeable and moved, mobile and mobilized, are
represented from the perspective of a “being that is at rest,” and this even
where, as in Hegel and Nietzsche, “being” (the actuality of the actual) is
thought as pure becoming and absolute movement. The Gestalt is “meta-
physical power” (Der Arbeiter, pp. 113, 124, 146).

[224] In another respect, however, the metaphysical representation that
occurs in The Worker is distinct from Platonic and even from modern rep-
resentation, that of Nietzsche excepted. The source that gives meaning,
the power that is present in advance and thus shapes everything, is Gestalt
as the Gestalt of a particular kind of buman: “The Gestalt of the worker.”
The Gestalt resides in the essential configuration of a kind of human that,
as subiectum, underlies all beings. It is not the individual human being as an
“I,” the subjective aspect of being an ego, but the preformed and Gestalt-like
presence of a particular cast (type) of human that constitutes the most ex-
treme subjectity, which comes to the fore in the consummadon of modern
metaphysics and is presented through its thinking.

In the Gestalt of the worker and its dominadon it is no longer the sub-
jective, let alone the subjectivistic, subjectity of the human essence that is
seen. The metaphysical seeing of the Gestalt of the worker corresponds to
the projection of the essential Gestalt of Zarathustra within the metaphysics
of the will to power. What is concealed in this appearing of the objective
subjectity of the subiectum (of the being of beings), which is meant as a
(iestalt of human being and not as an individual human being?

Talk of the subjectity (not subjectivity) of the human essence as the
foundation for the objectivity of every subiectum (everything present) ap-
Pears in every respect to be paradoxical and contrived. This appearance
has its grounds in the fact that we have scarcely begun to question why,
and in what way, within modern metaphysics a thinking becomes neces-
sary that represents Zarathustra as Gestalt. The statement often made that
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Nietzsche’s thinking became fatefully embroiled in poetizing is itself only
the relinquishing of any thoughtful questioning. Yet we do not even need
to think back to Kant’s transcendental deduction of the categories to see
that catching sight of the Gestalt as the source that gives meaning is a matter
of the legitimation of the being of beings. It would be an all too crude ex-
planation were one to say that [225] here in a secularized world the human
being takes the place of God as originator of the being of beings. Certainly,
there can be no doubt that the human essence plays a role. But the essence
(Wesen in the verbal sense)* of the human being, “the Dasein in the human
being” (cf. Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, first edition [1929], §43), is
nothing human. For the idea of the human essence to be able to attain the
status of that which, as ground, already underlies everything present as that
presence that first permits a “representation” among beings and thus “legit-
imizes” the latter as beings, the human being must first of all be represented
in the sense of an authoritative, underlying ground. Yet authoritative for
what? For securing beings in their being. What meaning does “being”
assume when the securing of beings is at stake? It appears as that which can
be ascertained, i.e., represented, anywhere and at any ime. Understanding
being in this way, Descartes found the subjectty of the subiectum in the
ego cogito of the finite human being. The appearance of the metaphysical
Gestalt of the human being as the source that gives meaning is the ultimate
consequence of positing the human essence as the authoritative subiectum.
As a consequence, the inner form of metaphysics, which resides in what
one can call transcendence, becomes transformed. Within metaphysics,
transcendence is for essential reasons ambiguous. Where such ambiguity is
not heeded, a hopeless confusion spreads, a confusion that may serve as the
characteristic sign of the metaphysical representation that is stll customary
today.

On the one hand, transcendence refers to the relation proceeding from
beings and passing over to being, and which transpires between the two.
At the same time, however, transcendence refers to the relatdon leading
from changeable beings to an entity that is at rest. Finally, corresponding
to the use of the title “Excellence,” transcendence can refer to that supreme
entity itself, which is then also called “being,” resulting in it being strangely
confused with the first meaning.

Why bore you with this hint concerning these distinctions, which are
bandied about all too readily today, i.e., are scarcely [226] thought through
in their diversity or in their belonging together? In order to clarify from
this how the meta-physical in metaphysics, namely, transcendence, comes
to be transformed whenever, within the realm of these distinctions, the
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Gestalt of the human essence appears as the source that gives meaning.
Transcendence, understood in its multiple meanings, turns around into a
corresponding rescendence and disappears therein. This kind of descent
via the Gestalt occurs in such a way that the presence of the latter represents
itself, becomes present again in what is shaped by its shaping. The presence
that belongs to the Gestalt of the worker is power. The representaton of
presence is his domination as a “new and special kind of will to power” (Der
Arbeiter, p. 70).

What is new and special has been experienced and recognized by you in
“work” as the totalitarian character of the actuality of the actual. Thereby,
metaphysical representation in the light of the will to power comes to be
twisted more decisively out of the biological and anthropological domain
that led Nietzsche’s path all too greatly astray. Evidence may be provided
by a note such as the following: “Who will prove to be the strongest in
this? (in the ascendancy of the doctrine of the eternal recurrence of the
same) ... — human beings who are sure of their power and who represent
the strength achieved by man with conscious pride” (The Will to Power,
no. 55, end). According to The Worker, “Domination is today possible
only as representaton of the Gestalt of the worker, which lays claim to
planetary validity” (p. 192). “Work” in the highest sense, which pervades all
mobilizadon, is “representadon of the Gestalt of the worker” (ibid., p. 202).
“But the way in which the Gestalt of the worker is beginning to penetrate the
world is the totalitarian character of work” (ibid., p. 99). Later we read the
almost synonymous sentence: “Technology is the way in which the Gestalt
of the worker mobilizes the world” (ibid., p. 150).

This is preceded by the following decisive remark: “In order to possess
a real relationship to technology, one must [227] be something more than
a technologist” (ibid., p. 149). I can understand this statement only in
the following way: by a “real” (wirklichen) relatonship you mean a true
reladonship. What is true is that which corresponds to the essence of
technology. This relationship to its essence can never be achieved by way
of a directly technical undertaking, i.e., by way of the specialized character
of work in each case. The reladonship resides in a relation to the totalitarian
character of work. But “work,” thus understood, is identical to being, in
the sense of the will to power (ibid., p. 86).
~ What determination of the essence of technology results from this? It
1s “the symbol of the Gestalt of the worker” (ibid., p. 72). Technology,
“as mobhilization of the world through the Gestalt of the worker” (ibid.,
P- 154), is manifestly grounded in that reversal of transcendence into the
rescendence of the Gestalt of the worker, whereby the presence of this
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Gestalt unfolds into the representation of its power. Thus you can write:
“Technology is . .. like the destroyer of every belief whatsoever, and thus
the most decisive anti-Christian power that has yet appeared” (ibid.).

Already by its subtitle “Domination and Gestalt,” your book The Worker
maps out the fundamental traits of this emergent new metaphysics of the
will to power as a whole, insofar as the will to power now presents itself
everywhere entrely as work. Even as I first read this book, the questions
that [ must continue to pose today arose for me: In terms of what is the
essence of work to be determined? Does it follow from the Gestalt of
the worker? Through what is this Gestalt that of the worker, unless the
essence of work pervades it? Does not this Gestalt thus acquire its presence
with respect to a particular humankind from out of the essence of work?
From where does the meaning of working and worker arise with the high
status that you ascribe to Gestalt and to its domination? Does this meaning
spring from the fact that work is here thought as a shaping that belongs to
the will to power? Does this specification even stem from the essence of
technology “as the mobilizaton of the world through the Gestalt [2 28] of
the worker” And does the essence of technology, thus determined, point
into stll more originary realms?

It would be all too easy to point out that in your analyses of the relation-
ship between the totalitarian character of work and the Gestalt of the worker
a circle encloses the reciprocal relatonship between that which is determi-
native (work) and what is determined (the worker). Instead of regarding
this as indicadve of an illogical thinking, I take the circle to be a sign of the
fact that here we must think the circularity of a whole, but in a thinking
that can never have as its standard a “logic” measured in accordance with
freedom from contradiction.

The questions posed above become worthy of a more incisive question-
ing if I formulate them as I recently sought to do for you in connection with
my lecture in Munich (“The Question concerning Technology”). If tech-
nology is the mobilization of the world through the Gestalt of the worker, it
occurs through the presence that shapes the will to power belonging to this
particular kind of human being. In presence and in representaton there is
announced the fundamental trait of what was unveiled to Western thinking
as being. From the early period of Greek civilizadon to the recent period
of our century, “being” has meant: presencing. Every kind of presence
and of presentation stems from the event [Ereignis] of presence. The “will
to power” as the actuality of the actual is one way in which the “being”
of beings appears. “Work,” from which the Gestalt of the worker for its
part receives its meaning, is identical with “being.” Here it remains to be
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pondered whether and to what extent the essence of “being” is intrinsically
a reladon to the human essence (cf. What Calls for Thinking?, pp. 73ff.).
The reladon between “work,” understood metaphysically, and the “worker”
would then necessarily be grounded in this relaton. It seems to me that
the following questions can hardly be circumvented:

May we think the Gestalt of the worker as Gestalt, and Plato’s i8¢a as
€ld0og, more originarily with respect to their essential provenance? If not,
what reasons prevent [229)] this and demand instead that we simply accept
Gestalt and i3¢a as something uldmate for us and as something primordial
in themselves? If we may do so, what paths can this question concerning
the essendal provenance of i%a and Gestalt take? To put it in a formu-
laic manner, does the essence of Gestalt spring in its provenance from the
realm of what I call Ge-Stell?5 Does the essential provenance of the i3¢a
accordingly belong to the same realm from which the related essence of
Gestalt stems? Or is Ge-Stell only a function of the Gestalt of a particular
humankind? If this latter were the case, then the essential unfolding Wesen]
of being and above all the being of beings would be a product of human
representation. The era in which European thinking came to this opinion
continues to cast its last shadow over us.

Initially these questions concerning Gestalt and Ge-Stell remain peculiar
considerations. They should not be imposed upon anyone, especially since
their very concern is of a precursory nature. Nor are the questions in this
letter raised as questions that ought necessarily to have been posed in The
Worker. To demand such a thing would be to misjudge the style of the
work. Its task is to provide an interpretation of actuality with respect to the
totalitarian character of work that belongs to it, and indeed in such a way
that the interpretation itself participates in this character and announces the
special working character of an author in this era. Thus, in the “Overview”
at the end of the book (the note on p. 296), you write the following: “Nota
bene: all these concepts (Gestalt, type, organic construction, totalitarian) are
there for the purpose of comprehending. Our concern is not with them.
They may be forgotten or set aside without further ado, after being used as
working factors for grasping a particular actuality that subsists despite and
beyond any concept; the reader must see through the description as through
an optical system.”

I have meanwhile followed this nota bene each time I read your writings,
and asked myself whether concepts, the meanings of words, and before that,
language, can be only an “optical system” (2 30] for you, whether these sys-
tems subsist over and against an independent actuality from which the sys-
tems, like screwed-on pieces of apparatus, can be unscrewed and replaced
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again by others. Does it not lie already in the meaning of “working factors”
that they in each case co-determine actuality, the totalitarian character of
work pertaining to everything actual, only inasmuch as they themselves
are already determined by it? Certainly, concepts are “there for the pur-
pose of comprehending.” Yet the modern representing of the actual, an
objectifying within which our grasping comprehending moves in advance,
everywhere remains an attack that seizes upon the actual insofar as the lat-
ter is challenged to show itself within the perspective of our representing
grasp. Within the sphere of this moder, grasping comprehending, the
consequence of such challenging is that actuality as it is grasped passes
over - quite unexpectedly, and in a way that inidally goes unheeded for a
long time - into a counterattack. This counterattack suddenly, and despite
Kant, catches modern natural science by surprise, and such science must
first approach and secure its knowledge of this surprising event by way of
specific discoveries within the scientific manner of proceeding.

Heisenberg’s relation of indeterminacy can certainly never be directy
derived from Kant’s transcendental interpretation of our cognitive knowl-
edge of physical nature. Yet nor can that relation ever be represented, i.e.,
thought, without this representing initially reverting to the transcendental
realm of the subject-object reladon. Only when this has occurred can the
question begin concerning the essential provenance of our objectfying of
beings, i.e., concerning the essence of our “grasping.”

In your case and in mine, however, our concern is not only with con-
cepts of a science, but with fundamental words like Gestalt, dominadon,
representation, power, will, value, security; with presence (presencing) and
with the nothing, which asabsence interrupts (“nullifies”) presence, without
ever annihilating it. Rather, insofar as the nothing “nullifies,” it confirms
itself as a distinctive presence, veiling [2 31] itself as such presence. In the
fundamental words listed, there prevails a saying that is other than that of
scientific assertions. To be sure, metaphysical representation too is familiar
with concepts. Yet these are distinct from scientfic concepts not only with
regard to their degree of universality. Kant was the first to see this with full
clarity (Critique of Pure Reason, A 843, B 871). Metaphysical concepts are
in essence other in kind insofar as that which they grasp and comprehend
is in an originary sense the same as this very grasping. For this reason, it is
much less a matter of indifference within the realm of fundamental words of
thinking whether one forgets them or whether one persistently continues
to use them unexamined, and above all to use them where we are supposed
to step out of the zone in which the “concepts” to which you refer say what
is authoritadve, namely, in the zone of consummate nihilism.
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Your book Across the Line speaks of nihilism as a “fundamental power”
(p. 60); it poses the question of what will be the “fundamental value” in the
ture (p. 31); once again, it names “Gestalt,” “including the Gestalt of the
worker” (p. 41). The latter, if I perceive things correctly, is no longer the
sole Gestalt “in which rest is found to dwell” (ibid.). Rather, you say that
the realm of power pertaining to nihilism is of such a kind that there “the
princely appearance of the human being is missing” (p. 10). Or is the Gestalt
of the worker in fact that “new” Gestalt in which such princely appearing is
yetconcealed? Evenin the realm of the line that has been crossed, “security”
is the issue. Even now pain remains the touchstone. The “metaphysical”
prevails even in the new realm. Does the fundamental word “pain™ here
still speak from out of the same meaning as that delimited in your treatse
On Fain, in which the position of “the worker” is pushed farthest? Does
the metaphysical even on the other side of the line retain the same meaning
as in The Worker, where it means that which is “Gestalt-like™ Or does the
“transcending” in the direction of a [232] “transcendence” and excellence
that is nonhuman, and, rather, divine in kind, now take the place of the
representation of the Gestalt of an essendal kind of human being as the sole
previous form of the legiimation of the actual? Does the theological that
prevails in all metaphysics come to the fore? (Uber die Linie, pp. 32, 39, 41).
When in your work The Book of the Sandclock [Das Sandubrbuch) (1954) you
say, “Gestalt is confirmed in pain” (p. 106), then, so far as I can see, you remin
the fundamental configuration of your thinking, but let the fundamental
words “pain” and “Gestalt” speak in a ransformed sense, although one that
is not yet explicitly clarified. Or am I mistaken?

This would be the place to go into your treatise On Pain and to bring to
light the intrinsic connection between “work” and “pain.” This connection
points to metaphysical relations that manifest themselves to you in terms of
the metaphysical position of your book The Worker. To be able to trace more
clearly the reladons that sustain the connection between “work” and “pain,”
nothing less would be necessary than to think through the fundamental trait
of Hegel's metaphysics, the unifying unity of the Phenomenology of Spirit and
the Science of Logic. This fundamental trait is “absolute negatdvity” as the
“infinite force” of actuality, i.e., of the “existing concept.” In the same
(not the identical) belonging to the negation of negation, work and pain
manifest their innermost metaphysical relatedness. This pointer is already
sufficient to indicate the extensive discussions that would be required here
In order to respond to this issue. And if one ventured to think through the
relations between “work,” as the fundamental trait of beings, and “pain”
by moving back via Hegel’s Logic, then the Greek word for pain, namely,
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&Ayog, would first come to speak for us. Presumnably, &\yog is related to
aréyw, which as the intensivum of Aéyw means intimate gathering. In that
case, pain would be that which gathers most indmately. Hegel's concept
of the “concept” and, when correctly understood, the “strenuous effort” it
entails say the Same on the transformed soil of the absolute metaphysics of
subjectivity.

[233) That you have been led on other paths to the metaphysical reladons
between work and pain is a fine testimony to the fact that, in the manner of
your metaphysical representing, you are attemptng to hear the voice that
becomes audible from out of those relations.

In what language does the fundamental outline of that thinking speak
that prefigures a crossing of the line? Is the language of the metaphysics
of the will to power, of Gestalt, and of values to be saved over beyond the
critical line? What if the language of metaphysics and metaphysics itself,
whether it is that of the living god or of the dead god, in fact consttuted,
as mesaphysics, that limit which prevents a transition over the line, i.e.,
the overcoming of nihilism? If this were the case, would not crossing the
line then necessarily have to become a transformaton of our saying and
demand a transformed relation to the essence of language? And is not your
own relation to language of such a kind as to demand of you a different
characterization of the conceptual language of the sciences? In frequently
representing such language as nominalism, one continues to remain entan-
gled in the logical-grammatcal conception of the essence of language.

I write all this in the form of questions; for, as far as I can see, thinking
can today do no more than to continually ponder what is evoked in the said
questions. Perhaps the moment will come when the essence of nihilism will
show itself more clearly in other ways and in a brighter light. Undl that
point, I remain content to presume that the only way in which we might
reflectupon the essence of nihilism is by firstsetting out on a path that leads
to a discussion of the essence [Wesen] of being. On this path alone can the
question concerning the nothing be discussed. But the question concerningthe
essence of being dies off if it does not relinquish the language of metaphysics, because
metaphysical representation prevents us from thinking the question concerning the
essence of being.

[234] It ought to be evident that the transformation of that saying which
gives thought to the essence of being is subject to other demands than ex-
changing an old terminology for a new one. The fact that an endeavor to
undertake such transformaton will presumably remain tentatve for a long
time to come is not an adequate reason for failing to do so. Today we are
especially tempted to evaluate the thoughtfulness of thinking according to
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the tempo of reckoning and planning, which justifies its technical inven-
tions directly for everyone by its economic successes. This evaluaton of
thinking puts excessive demands on it through standards that are alien to
such thinking. At the same dme, one subjects thinking to the presumptuous
demand of knowing the solution to riddles and bringing the salutary. In
the face of such demands, your pointing to the necessity of allowing all as
yet intact sources of strength to flow and of bringing all assistance to bear
so as to enable us to survive “in the wake of nihilism” merits full approval.

In addition, however, we must not have scant regard for a discussion of
the essence of nihilism, and may not do so for the very reason that nihilism
has the tendency todissemble its own essence and thereby to withdraw from
the all-decisive encounter and confrontadon with it. The latter alone could
help to open and to prepare a free realm within which we may experience
what you call “a new turning of being” (Uber die Linie, p. 32).

You write: “The momentatwhich thelineis crossed brings anew turning
of being, and with it that which is actual begins to shimmer.”

This sentence is easy to read and yet difficult to think. Above all, I
would wish to ask whether, conversely, it is not a new turning of being that
would first bring the moment for crossing the line. This quesdon seems
merely to reverse your statement. Yet a mere reversal is always a fraught
undertaking. The solution it might offer remains entangled in the question
that has been reversed. Your statement says that “that which is actual,” the
actual, i.e., beings, begins to shimmer [235] because being takes a new turn.
Thus we may now ask more appropriately whether “being” is something
independent, something that in addidon and on occasion also turns toward
human beings. Presumably the turning itself, albeit in a way that is as
yet veiled, is That which, in a quite perplexed and indeterminate manner,
we name “being.” Yet does not such turning also, and in a strange way,
occur under the dominadon of nihilism, namely, in such a way that “being”
turns away and withdraws into absence? Turning away and withdrawal,
however, are not nothing. They prevail in a manner that is almost more
oppressive for human beings, so that they draw the human being away, suck
into his endeavors and actvides, and thus uldmately suck these acuvides
up into their withdrawing wake in such a way that the human being can
come to the opinion that he now everywhere encounters only himself. In
truth, however, his self is nothing more than his ek-sistence being used up
in service of the domination of what you characterize as the totalitarian
character of work.

Certainly, the tuming and turning away of being, if we pay sufficient heed
to them, can never be represented as though they affected human beings
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only on particular occasions and at particular moments. Rather, the human
essence resides in the fact that at all times it endures and dwells in one way
or another within such turning or turning away. We always say too /ittle
of “being itself” when, in saying “being,” we omit its essential presencing
in the direction of the human essence and thereby fail to see that this essence
itself is part of “being.” We also always say too little of the human being
when, in saying “being” (not being human) we posit the human being as
independent and then first bring what we have thus posited into a relation
to “being.” Yet we also always say roo much when we mean being as the
all-encompassing, and in so doing represent the human being only as one
particular entity among others (such as plantand animal), and place them in
relation to one another. For there already lies within the human essence the
relation to that which - through a relation, a relating in the sense of needful
usage [Brauchen) — is determined as “being” and so through this relaton is
removed from its supposed “self-independence.” The talk of “being” drives
[236] representadon from one perplexity to another, without the source of
such being at a loss becoming manifest.

Yet everything comes to be in the best of order, or so it appears, if we do
not purposely fail toattend to something long since thoughtof: the subject-
object relation. This relation says that to every subject (human being) there
belongs an object (being), and vice versa. Ceruainly; were it not for the fact
that all of this — the relation, the subject, and the object - already resides
within the essence of what we are representing, quite inadequately as has
been shown, as the relation between being and human being. Subjectivity
and objectvity are for their part already grounded in a peculiar manifest-
ness of “being” and of the “human essence.” Such manifestness establishes
representation in terms of the distinction between the two as subject and
object. This distinctdon henceforth becomes absolute and banishes think-
ing into a dead end. Any positing of “being” that would seek to name
“being” from the perspective of the subject-object relation fails to ponder
something worthy of question that it has left unthought. Thus the talk of a
“turning of being” remains a makeshift measure that is thoroughly worthy
of question, because being resides within the turning, so that the latter can
never first come to “being” from the outside.

Presencing (“being”) is, as presencing, on each and every occasion a
presencing directed toward the human essence, insofar as presencing is a
call [Gebeif] that on each occasion calls upon the human essence. The
human essence as such is a hearing, because the essence of human beings
belongs to the calling of this call, to the approach of presencing [ins An-
wesen)]. That which is the Same each tme, the belonging together of call and
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hearing, would then be “being”? What am I saying? Itis no longer “being”
atall - if we attempt fully to think through “being” in its destinal prevailing,
namely, as presencing, in which manner alone we respond to its destinal
essence. We would then have to relinquish the isolating and separating
word “being” just as decisively as the name “human being.” The question
concerning the reladon between the two revealed itself to be inadequate,
because it never attains to the realm of what it seeks to ask after. In truth,
we cannot then even [237] continue to say that “being” and “the human
being” “are” the Same in the sense that they belong together; for when we
say it in this way, we continue to let both subsist independently.

Yet why, in a letter about the essence of consurnmate nihilism, am I
mentioning these laborious and abstract things? On the one hand, in order
to indicate that it is by no means easier to say “being” than to speak of
the nothing; yet also in order to show once more how inevitably every-
thing here depends on the correct saying, on that Aéyog whose essence the
logic and dialectic that come from metaphysics are never able to experi-
ence.

Is it due to “being” - if for a moment we let this word name that Same
that is worthy of question, and in which the essence of being and the essence
of the human being belong together — is it due to “being” that our saying
fails in a telling manner in its response, remaining only what is all too readily
suspected as so-called “mysticism™ Or does it have to do with our saying
that such saying does not yet speak, because it is not yet able to respond in a
fiting manner to the essence of “being™? Is the queston of which language
of fundamental words is spoken at the moment of crossing the line, i.e.,
in traversing the critical zone of consummate nihilism, left to the whim of
those who are speaking? Is it enough for this language to be universally
comprehensible, or do other laws and measures prevail here that are just as
unique as the world-historical moment of the planetary consummation of
nihilism and the critical confrontation of its essence?

These are questons that are scarcely beginning to become worthy of
question in such a way that we could find ourselves at home in them and
never again let them go, even at the peril of having to relinquish old and
established habits of thinking in the sense of metaphysical representation
and of being accused of disdain for all sound reasoning.

These are questions that, in our passing “over the line,” sdll display a
particularly acute character; for such passage moves within the [238] realm
of the nothing. Does the nothing vanish with the consummaton or at
least with the overcoming of nihilism? Presumably this overcoming can be
artained only when, instead of the appearance of the nihiladve nothing, the
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essence of the nothing in its former kinship with “being” can arrive and be
accommodated among us mortals.

From where does this essence come? Where must we seek it? What is
the locale of the nothing? We shall not be asking too much in an unthinking
manner if we search for the locale and in our discussion locate the essence
of the line. Yet is this something other than the attempt to provide what
you demand: “a good definidon of nihilism™? It looks as though thinking
is continually led around or even chased around the Same as though in a
magical circle, yet without ever being able to approach this Same. But per-
haps the circle is a concealed spiral. Perhaps this spiral has in the meantime
become more constricted. This means: the manner and way in which we
are approaching the essence of nihilism are being transformed. Whatever
is good in the “good definiton” that you rightfully demand will prove its
worth in our giving up the desire to define, to the extent that this desire
must become fixed in propositional ssatements in which thinking dies out.
Yet it remains a slight, because merely negative, gain if we learn to heed the
fact that no information can be provided concerning the nothing or being
or nihilism, concerning their essence or concerning the essential (verbal)
unfolding of such essence (nominal), that might lie ready before us in the
form of propositional statements waiting to be seized.

This remains a gain to the extent that we come to experience the fact that
what the “good definition” is supposed to be valid for, namely, the essence
of nihilism, points us toward a realm that demands a different saying. If
a turning belongs to “being,” and indeed in such a way that the latter re-
sides in the former, then “being” dissolves into the curning. The latter now
becomes that which is worthy of question, that in terms of which we hence-
forth think being, which has returned and been taken up into its essence.
Accordingly, a thoughtful look ahead into this realm can write “being” only
in the following [239] way: beiag. The crossing out of this word initially
has only a preventve role, namely, that of preventing the almost ineradi-
cable habit of representing “being” as something standing somewhere on
its own that then on occasion first comes face-to-face with human beings.
In accordance with this way of representing matters, it appears as though
the human being is excepted from “being.” However, he is not only not
excepted, i.e., not only included in “being,” but “being,” in needing the hu-
man being, is obliged to relinquish this appearance of independence. And
this is why it is also other in essence than the representation of an inclusive
concept might have it, one that embraces the subject-object reladon.

From what has been said, the sign of this crossing through cannot, how-
ever, be the merely negatve sign of a crossing out. It points, rather, toward
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the four regions of the fourfold and their being gathered in the locale of
this crossing through (cf. Vortrage und Aufsitze [1954), pp. 145-204).

Coming to presence is turned as such toward the humanessence, wherein
such turning first finds its consummation insofar as the human essence
thoughtfully commemorates [gedenkt] this curning. In his essence the hu-
man being is the thoughtful memory (Gedichtnis] of being, but of beiag.
This means: the human essence also belongs to that which, in the cross-
ing out of being, takes thinking into the claim of a more originary call.*
Coming to presence is grounded in the turning that, as such, turns the
human essence in toward it, so that this essence may expend itself for such
turning.

Like B2tag, the nothing would also have to be written — and that means,
thought — in the same way. This implies that the human essence, in its
thoughtful commemoration, belongs to the nothing, and not merely as
some addidon. If, therefore, in nihilism the nothing attains dominaton in
a particular way, then the human being is not only affected by nihilism, but
essentially participates in it. In that case, however, the entire “subsistence”
of human beings does not stand somewhere on this side of the line, in order
then tocross over it and take up residence on the other side with being . The
human essence itself belongs to the essence of nihilism and thereby to the
phase of its consummaton. As [240] that being which is in essence brought
into the need of Beiag, the human being is part of the zone of Brifg, i.e.,
at the same time of the nothing. The human being not only stands within
the critical zone of the line. He himself — but not taken independently, and
especially not through himself alone - is this zone and thus the line. In no
case does the line, thought as a sign of the zone of consummate nihilism, lie
before the human being in the manner of something that could be crossed.
In that case, however, the possibility of a trans lineam and of such a crossing
collapses.

The more we think carefully about “the line,” the more this immediately
persuasive image disappears, without the thoughts that have thereby been
ignited having to lose their significance. In the essay Across the Line, you
provide a descripton of the locale of nihilism and an assessment of the
situation and possible mobility of the human being with respect to the locale
described and designated by the image of the line. Certainly a topography of
nihilism is required, of its process and its overcoming. Yet the topography
must be preceded by a topology: a discussion locating that locale which
gathers being and nothing into their essence, determines the essence of

* First edition, 1956: Ereignis.
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nihilism, and thus lets us recognize those paths on which the ways toward
a possible overcoming of nihilism emerge.

To where do being and nothing belong, between which the play of ni-
hilism unfolds its essence? In Across the Line (pp. 22ff.) you name “re-
ducton” as a chief characteristc of nihilistic trends: “The superabundance
dries up: the human being feels himself exploited in manifold, not merely
economic relations.” You rightly add, however: “this does not exclude
that it (the reducton) is extensively connected with a growing unfolding of
power and effective force,” just as decline “is of course not merely decline”
(p- 23).

What else does this say but the fact that the movement toward less and
less fullness and originariness within beings [241] as a whole is not merely
accompanied but determined by a growth in the will to power? The will
to power is that will which wills itself. As this will and within the orders
‘established by it there appears, prefigured early on and prevailing in many
different ways, that which, represented from the perspective of beings, sur-
passes such beings and within such surpassing in turn has an effect on beings,
whether as the ground of beings, or as their causation. The reducton that
can be ascertained within beings rests on a production of being, namely,
on the unfolding of the will to power into the unconditional will to will.
The disappearance, the absence, is determined from out of a presence and
through such presence. Such presence precedes all that disappears, sur-
passes it. Thus, wherever beings disappear, there prevails not only such
beings taken on their own, but, in an authoritatve manner, something else.
Everywhere the surpassing that returns to beings, the “transcendens pure
and simple” (Being and Time, §7), is “the being” of beings. Surpassing is
metaphysics itself, where this name now refers not to a doctrine and dis-
cipline of philosophy, but rather to the fact that such surpassing is “given”
(daf3 “es” jenen Uberstieg “gibt™) (Being and Time, §43c). It is given to the
extent that it is brought onto the path of its prevailing, i.e., destined. The
incalculable fullness and suddenness of what unfolds as surpassing is called
the destny of (objective genitive) metaphysics.

In accordance with this destiny, human representation itself becomes
metaphysical. The metaphysical representations of beings can indeed be
historiographically presented in their happening as a sequence. But such
happening is not the history of being which, rather, prevails as the destiny
of the surpassing. The fact that, and the way that, the being of beings is
“given” is meta-physics in the sense designated.

Even if we mean it only in the sense of the complete negation of anything
present, the nothing belongs, in its being absent, to presencing as one
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possibility of the latter. Accordingly, if the nothing prevails within nihilism
and the essence of the nothing belongs to being, [242] yet being is the
destiny of the surpassing, then the essential locale of nihilism shows itself
to be the essence of metaphysics. This can be said only if, and so long as,
we experience the essence of metaphysics as the destiny of the surpassing.

Wherein does the overcoming of nihilism then consist? In the recovery
[Verwindung) of metaphysics.® This is a disagreeable thought. People try
to avoid it. This is all the more reason not to make it any easier. Yet taking
up this thought will encounter less resistance if we heed the fact that the
thought entails that the essence of nihilism is nothing nihilistic, and that
nothing is detracted from the ancient worthiness of metaphysics by the fact
that its own essence shelters nihilism within it.

The zone of the critcal line, i.e., the locality of the essence of consum-
mate nihilism, would thus have to be sought where the essence of meta-
physics unfolds its most extreme possibilities and gathers itself in them.
This occurs where the will to will wills, i.e., challenges, sets in place every-
thing that presences, and does so solely in the thoroughgoing and uniform
orderability of its standing reserve. As the unconditional gathering of such
setting in place, Beiag does not disappear. It irrupts in a singular uncan-
niness. Only what was previously present, thit which the will to will had
not yet seized, but continued to leave in the will of spirit and its totaliz-
ing self-movement in which Hegel’s thinking moves, shows itself as having
disappeared and been reduced.

The disappearance of what was previously present is not a vanishing
of presencing. Rather, presencing presumably withdraws. Yet such with-
drawal remains concealed from representation as nihilistically determined.
It appears as though that which presences in the manner of standing re-
serve were self-sufficient. The subsistence of such standing reserve and that
which sets it into such constancy, namely, the coming to presence of that
which presences, appear — whenever they are talked about - as an inventon
of a thinking that roams about and is no longer able to see the supposedly
sole “reality” on account of its seeing only the “being” of beings.

[243) In the phase of consummate nihilism, it looks as though there
were no such thing as the being of beings, as though there were nothing
(in the sense of a negative nothing) to being. Beiag remains absent in a
strange way. It conceals itself. It maintains itself in a concealment tha
conceals itself. In such concealing, however, there lies the essence of obliv4
lon as experienced by the Greeks. In the end, i.e., from the beginning of
its essence, such oblivion is nothing negative. As a sheltering in conceal-
ment, rather, it is presumably a sheltering that preserves what is as yet
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unrevealed. For ordinary representation, being oblivious readily takes on
the appearance of merely missing something, of a lack, of something un-
fortunate. We habitually take oblivion and forgetfulness exclusively as an
omission that can be found frequently enough as a conditon belonging
to human beings represented in their independence. We still remain far
removed from a determination of the essence of oblivion. Yet even where
we have caught sight of the essence of oblivion in its full extent, we all too
readily run the danger of understanding oblivion merely as a human act or
actvity.

People have indeed tended to represent the “oblivion of being” as though,
tosay it by way of an image, being were the umbrella that has been left sitting
somewhere through the forgetfulness of some philosophy professor.

Yet oblivion does not simply befzll the essence of being, as something
apparently separate from the latter. It belongs to the issue of being itself,
prevails as a destiny of its essence. Correctly thought, oblivion, the con-
cealing of the as yet unrevealed essence (in the verbal sense of essendal
unfolding) of Beiqg, shelters untapped treasures and is the promise of a
find that awaits only the appropriate seeking. To have some premonition
of this requires no prophetc gift, nor the affectation of preachers, but only
an attentiveness, practiced for decades, to that which has been and which
announces itself in the mewphysical thinking of the Western world. That
which has been swands here within the sign of the unconcealment of that
which is present. Unconcealment resides in the concealment [244] of pres-
encing. Recollective thinking [Andenken] has the task of attending to this
concealment, in which unconcealment (‘'A»%#0¢wa) is grounded. It recollects
thoughtfully what presences as that which has been, and which is not past,
since it remains that which does not become past in all enduring granted
by the event [Ereignis] of beiag in each case.

The recovery of metaphysics is recovery of the oblivion of being. Such
recovery turns toward the essence of metaphysics. It entwines itself around
it by way of what this essence itself demands, insofar as it calls for that
realm that can raise it into the free dimension of its truth. In order to
respond to a recovery of metaphysics, thinking must for this reason first
clarify the essence of metaphysics. To such an attempt, the recovery of
metaphysics initdally appears to be an overcoming that merely brings ex-
clusively metaphysical representadon behind it, so as to lead thinking into
the free realm attained by a recovery from the essence of metaphysics. But
in this recovery, the enduring truth of the metaphysics that has seemingly

been rejected first returns explicitly as the now appropriated essence of meta-
physics.
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Here there occurs something other than a mere restoration of meta-
physics. Moreover, there is no restoration that could simply take up what
has been handed down in the way that one picks up the apples that have
fallen from a tree. Every restoration is an interpretation of metaphysics.
\Vhoever today is of the opinion that he is able to see through and follow
more clearly metaphysical inquiry as a whole in its specificity and history
should, in his predilection for moving in these illuminated realms in such
a superior manner, one day think carefully about where he has acquired
the light to see more clearly. One can scarcely exaggerate the grotesque
way in which people proclaim my attempts at thinking to be a demolish-
ing of metaphysics and at the same time, with the aid of those attempts,
keep to paths of thought and ideas that have been taken from - I do not
say, are thanks to - that alleged demolidon. It is not thanks that is needed
here, but reflectdon. Yet the failure to reflect began already with the su-
perficial [245] misconstrual of the “destruction” [“Destruktion”] discussed
in Being and Time (1927), a “destruction” that has no other intent than to
reattain the originary experiences of being belonging to metaphysics by de-
constructing [Abbau] representations that have become commonplace and
empty.

In order to rescue metaphysics in its essence, however, the role of mor- ’
tals in such rescuing must content itself with first asking: “What is meta-
physics?” At the peril of becoming long-winded and of repeating things
that have been said on other occasions, I would like to take the opportunity
of this letter to elucidate once more the meaning and import of that ques-
tdon. Why? Because your intention too is concerned with assisting in the
overcoming of nihilism in your own way. Such overcoming, however, oc-
curs in the realm of a recovery of metaphysics. We enter this realm with the
question: “What is metaphysics?” This question, if we ask it in a thoughtful
way, already contains an intimation that the queston itself unsettles its own
manner of questoning. “What is... ?” indicates the way in which one is
accustomed to inquire concerning the “essence” of something. Yet when
the question is concerned with a discussion locating metaphysics as the
surpassing of beings by being, then this surpassing on the part of “being”
'mmediately calls into question the elements that have been distinguished
from one another in that distinction within which the doctrines of meta-
physics havemoved from time immemorial, the distinction from which they
reccive the basic outline of their language. This is the distinction between
¢ssence and existence, what-being and that-being.

The question “What is metaphysics?” at first makes indiscriminate use
ofthis distinction. Yet reflection on being’s surpassing of beings soon proves
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to be one of those questions that must stab itself in the heart, not so that
thinking may thereby die, but so that it may live in a transformed manner.
When I artempted to discuss the questdon “What is metaphysics?” — one
year before the appearance of your treatse Total Mobilization - 1 was from
the outset not looking for a definidon belonging to some discipline of
scholastic philosophy. Rather, with regard to the determination [246] of
metaphysics according to which there occurs in metaphysics a surpassing
of beings toward beings as such,’ I discussed a queston that ponders what
is other than beings. Yet this question too was not just vaguely taken up or
asked in an indeterminate manner.

After a quarter of a century it might be time to point for once to a fact
that people sdll brush aside today, as though it were an external circum-
stance. The questdon “What is metaphysics?” was discussed in an inaugural
philosophical lecture before all the assembled facultes. For this reason, it
places itself into the sphere of all sciences and speaks to them. Yet in what
way? Not with the presumptuous intenton of improving their work, let
alone disparaging it.

The representational activity of the sciences everywhere concerns be-
ings, and indeed special regions of beings. The task was to proceed from
such representation of beings and, in following it, to comply with a view
that is dear to the sciences. They are of the opinion that the representation
of beings exhausts the entire realm of what can be researched and ques-
toned, and that apart from beings there is “nothing else.” In the quesdon
concerning the essence of metaphysics, the attempt is made to assume this
view belonging to the sciences and apparently to share it with them. Yet
anyone who thinks carefully must also already know that an inquiry into the
essence of metaphysics can only have in view that which distinguishes meta-
physics: that is, the surpassing: the being of beings. By contrast, within the
perspective of scientific representaton, which is acquainted only with be-
ings, that which is not in any way a being (namely, being) can present itself
only as nothing. This is why the lecture asks concerning “this nothing.” It
does not ask in an arbitrary or indeterminate manner about “the” nothing.
It asks: how do things stand with what is thus quite other than anything
that is, with that which is not a being? Here it becomes manifest that the
Dasein of the human being is “held into” “théis™ nothing, into that which
is quite other than beings. To put it another way, this means, and could
only [247] mean: “The human being holds the place of the nothing.” This
sentence says that the human being holds free the locale for that which is
quite other than beings, so that within this openness something like coming
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to presence (being) can be given. This nothing, which is not beings and
which is nevertheless given [und das es gleichwobl gibt],? is nothing negative.
It belongs to presencing. Being and nothing are not given alongside one
another. The one employs itself for the other in a kinship whose essental
fullness we have as yet scarcely pondered. Nor can we ponder it so long
as we fail to ask: What is “it” that does the “giving” here? In what kind
of giving does it give? To what extent does there belong to this “giving of
being and nothing” something that gives and entrusts itself to this gift in
preserving it? We can easily say: There is a giving [es gibt]. Being no more
“is” than nothing. But there is a giving of both.

Leonardo da Vinci writes: “The nothing has no middle, and its limits are
the nothing.” “Among the great things that are to be found among us, the
being of nothing is the greatest” (Tagebiicher und Aufzeichnungen, translated
from the Italian manuscripts and edited by Theodor Liicke [1940], pp. 4f.).
This word from one of the greats cannot, and is not meant to, prove any-
thing; but it points to the questions: In what way is being, is nothing, given?
From whence does such giving come to us? To what extent are we already
given over to it, insofar as we are human beings?

Because the lecture “What Is Metaphysics?”, in keeping with the occa-
sion at hand, inquires in a deliberately restricted manner from the perspec-
tive of the surpassing, i.e., of the being of beings, and does so with regard to
that nothing which initially presents itself to the scientific representation
of beings, people have seized upon and extracted “the” nothing and made
the lecture into a testament to nihilism. Now that a considerable time has
passed, it might be permitted to ask the queston: Where, in which sen-
tence and in which turn of phrase, is it ever said that the nothing named in
the lecture is a nothing in the sense of a negative nothing and as such the
first and last goal of all representaton and existing?

[248] The lecture closes with the question: “Why are there beings at
all, and why not far rather Nothing [Nichts]?” Here, contrary to custom,
the word Nichts, “Nothing,” is deliberately capitalized. In terms of the
wording, the question brought up here is indeed that posed by Leibniz
and taken up by Schelling. Both thinkers understand it as the question
concerning the supreme ground and primary existing cause of all beings.
The contemporary attempts to restore metaphysics are fond of addressing
the said question.

Yet the lecture “What Is Metaphysics?”, in accordance with its differ-
¢nty construed path through another realm, also thinks this question in a
transformed manner. The question now asked is: Why is it that everywhere

317



PATHMARKS

only beings have priority, without our giving thought to the “not” of be-
ings, to “this nothing,” i.e., to being with regard to its essence? Whoever
thinks through this lecture as a stretch on the path from Being and Time
can understand the question only in the sense indicated. To attempt this
was initially a strange and excessive demand. This is why the transformed
question was explicitly clarified in the “Introduction” that was placed at the
beginning of the fifth edition of “What Is Metaphysics?” (1949, pp. 20ff.).
What is the point of this hint? Itis meant to indicate with what difficulty
and hesitancy thinking lets itself enter a reflection that reflects upon what
is also the concern of your text Across the Line: the essence of nihilism.
The questdon “What is metaphysics?” attempts only one thing: to bring
the sciences to think about the fact that they necessarily and thus at all imes
and everywhere encounter thatwhich is quite otherthan beings, the nothing
of beings. They already stand, without their knowing it, in a relation to
being. Only from the truth of being that prevails on each occasion do they
receive a light that first enables them to see and observe as such the beings
represented by them. Asking “What is metaphysics?”, i.e., the thinking that
emerges from metaphysics, is no longer science. But the surpassing as such,
[249] i.e., the being of beings with regard to its essence, becomes worthy
of question for thinking, and thus never worthy of nothing or nihilistic.
Here, the apparently empty word “being” is always thought in the essental
fullness of those determinations that, from ®jo.c and A6yog to the “will
to power,” refer to one another and everywhere show a fundamental trait
that we attempt to name in the word “presencing” [An-wesen) (Being and
Time, §6). Only because the questdon “What is metaphysics?” from the start
recalls the surpassing, the transcendens, the being of beings, can it think the
“not” of beings, that nothing which is equioriginarily the Same as being.
Of course, those who have never seriously pondered the context and
fundamental orientation of the question concerning metaphysics, the point
of departure of its path, the occasion of its unfolding, and the sphere of the
sciences it addresses itself to, must come to the conclusion that here a phi-
losophy of nothing (in the sense of a negative nihilism) is being proclaimed.
The misinterpretations of the question “What is metaphysics?” - mis-
interpretations that apparently cannot yet be eradicated — and the failure
to recognize its vantage point, are least of all mere consequences of an
aversion to thinking. Their origin lies more deeply concealed. They nev-
ertheless belong to those phenomena that shed light upon the course of our
history: We and our entire subsistence are stll moving within the zone of

nihilism, granted that the essence of nihilism indeed resides in the oblivion
of being.
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How do things then stand concerning the crossing of the line? Does
it lead us out of the zone of consummate nihilism? The attempt to cross
the line remains captivated in a form of representation that belongs to the
dominion of the oblivion of being. This is why it continues to speak in terms
of fundamental metaphysical concepts (Gestalt, value, transcendence).

Can the image of the line adequately depict the zone of consummate
nihilism? Is the image of the zone better?

[250] Doubts arise as to whether such images are suited to depict the
overcoming of nihilism, i.e., the recovery of the oblivion of being. Yet
presumnably every image is subject to such doubts. These doubts, however,
are unable to touch the illuminative force of images, their originary and
uncircumventable presence. Such considerations testify only to how little
experience we have in the saying of thinking, how little we know the essence
of such saying.

The essence of nihilism, which finds its uldmate consummation in the

f domination of the will to will, resides in the oblivion of being. We seem to

respond best to such oblivion by forgetting it, which here means: casting
it to the winds. Yet in so doing we fail to heed what is meant by oblivion as
concealment of beiag. If we pay heed to this, we experience an unsettling
necessity: Instead of wanting to overcome nihilism, we must attempt to
first turn in toward its essence. Turning in into its essence is the first step
through which we may leave nihilism behind us. The path of this tcurning
takes the form and directon of a turning back. This does not, however,
mean going back to times past in the attempt to freshen these up in some
contrived form. “Back” here means the direction pointing to that locality
(the oblivion of being) from which metaphysics already received and retains
its provenance.

In accordance with this provenance, metaphysics as metaphysicsremains
prevented from ever experiencing its essence; for it is within a surpassing
and for it that the being of beings shows itself to metaphysical representa-
tion. Appearing in this way, it expressly makes its claim upon metaphysical
representation. No wonder metaphysical representation rebels against the
thought that it moves within the oblivion of being.

And yet an adequate and sustained meditation can attain the insight that,
inkeeping with its essence, metaphysics can never grant human dwelling the
Possibility of settling expressly within the locality, i.e., within the essence
of the oblivion of being. For this reason, [251] thinking and poetizing
must return to where, in a certain way, they have always already been but
have never yet built. Only through building, however, can we prepare a
dwelling in that locality. Such building can scarcely think of establishing
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a house for the god and dwelling sites for mortals. It must content itself
with building the path that leads back into the locality of a recovery of
metaphysics and thereby lets us journey through what is destined in an
overcoming of nihilism.

Whoever ventures such a word, particularly in a text for publicaton,
knows all too well how overhastly and readily this saying, which is meant
to provoke reflection, comes to be discarded as an obscure mumbling or
dismissed as pompous proclamatdon. Despite this, he who continues to
learn must direct his thought toward examining more originarily and with
greater care the saying of recollectve thinking. One day he may come
to leave such saying in the realm of the mystery, as a supreme gift and
greatest danger, as something seldom successful and frequently unsuccess-
ful.

Here we may recognize why all saying of this kind proceeds awkwardly
and with difficulty. It must always pass through the essental ambiguity of
the word and its turns of phrase. The ambiguity of saying by no means
consists in a mere accumulation of significations that arise arbitranly. It
resides in a play that, the richer it unfolds, remains all the more rigorously
maintained in a concealed rule. Via the latter, the ambiguity plays in the
balance of scales whose oscillation we rarely experience. This is why the
sayingremains bound toa supremelaw. This law is the freedom thatfrees us
for the ever playful jointure of never resting transformation. The ambiguity
of those words that “arise like flowers” (H6lderlin, “Bread and Wine”) is
the garden of the wilderness in which growth and nurturance are attuned
to one another out of an incomprehensible intimacy. It should not surprise
you that the discussion of the essence of nihilism at every point of our path
unavoidably comes upon that which provokes and is worthy of thought,
and which we awkwardly enough [252] name the saying of thinking. This
saying is not the expression of thinking, but thinking itself, its course and
its song.

What is the purpose of this letter? It attempts to raise into a higher
ambiguity the title “Uber die Linie,” i.e., everything that it describes in
your sense and in mine and tries to demonstrate by saying it in writing.
This higher ambiguity lets us experience to what extent the overcoming of
nihilism demands a turning in into its essence, a turning in whereby the
desire to overcome becomes untenable. The recovery of metaphysics calls
thinking into a more originary calling.

Your assessment of the situation trans lineam and my discussion de /inea
are referred to one another. Together they are directed not to cease the
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endeavor to practice planetary thinking for part of its path, however short
in measurement. And here no prophetc gifts or gestures are needed in
order to realize that planetary building will encounter issues to which those
involved are today nowhere equal. This is equally true for both the language
of Europe and that of East Asia, and is true above all for the realm of possi-
ble dialogue between them. Neither is able on its own to open or to found
this realm.

Nietzsche, in whose light or shadow every contemporary thinks and
poetizes in being “for him” or “against him,” heard a calling that demands
that human beings prepare for assuming domination over the earth. He
saw and understood the erupting struggle for domination (XIV, p. 320;
XVI, p. 337; X1, p. 208). This is no war, but the [16Aepog that first lets
gods and humans, freemen and slaves, appear in their respective essence
and leads to a critical encounter of Beiaqg. Compared to this encounter,
world wars remain superficial. They are less and less capable of deciding
anything the more technological their armaments.

Nietzsche heard that call to reflect on the essence of a planetary domi-
nation. He followed the call on the (2 53] path of the metaphysical thinking
granted him and collapsed on the way. So it seems, at least, to a historio-
graphical account. Perhaps, however, he did not collapse, but went as far
as his thinking was able to go.

That his thinking has left us with much that is grave and difficult should
remind us more rigorously and otherwise than hitherto that the queston
awakened in this thinking concerning the essence of nihilism stems from an
ancient provenance indeed. The queston has not become any easier for us.
For this reason it must restrict itself to something more precursory, namely,
giving careful thought t ancient, venerable words whose saying addresses
© us the essental realm of nihilism and of its recovery. Is there any more
worthy endeavor to save what has been destined for us and handed down
© us in its destiny than such recollective thinking? Iknow of none. Yet
it appears subversive to those for whom the conventions that have come
down to us remain without provenance. They regard that which appears
in its innocence as something absolutely valid. They demand that the
latter appear in grandiose systems. By contrast, where careful thought is
¢oncerned always and only with drawing our attention to the use of language
In thinking, it has no use. Yet at times it serves what is needed by that which
15 to be thought.

What this letter attempts to clarify may all too soon prove to be in-
adequate.
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The way in which it seeks to tend to reflection and discussion, however,
is said by Goethe in a statement with which I should like to close:

If someone regards words and expressions assacred testimonials, rather than merely
bringing them into quick and fleeting circulation like tokens or paper money, seek-
ing instead to employ them as true equivalents in intellectual exchange, then one
cannot chide him for drawing attendon to the way in which conventional expres-
sions that no one takes exception to any longer indeed have a damaging influence,
obfuscating opinions, distorting concepts, and leading entire disciplines in a wrong
direction.

With hearty greetings.
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Translated by Robert Metcalf’

[255] The dtle of the lecture can be reformulated as a question. It reads:
How does Hegel present the philosophy of the Greeks within the hori-
zon of his own philosophy? We can answer this question by taking a his-
toriographical look at Hegel's philosophy from a present-day standpoint,
and in so doing investgate the relatdon in which Hegel for his part repre-
sents Greek philosophy historiographically. This way of proceeding yields
a historiographical investigation into historiographical connections. Such
a project has its own justification and usefulness.

However, something else is at stake, in play [auf dem Spiel]. With the
name “the Greeks” we are thinking of the commencement of philosophy;
with the name “Hegel,” of its completion. Hegel himself understands his
philosophy according to this determinadon.

In the dtle “Hegel and the Greeks,” the whole of philosophy in its history
addresses itself to us, and does so now, at a ime when the disintegration of
philosophy is becoming manifest; for philosophy is migrating into logistics,
psychology, and sociology. These independent areas of research secure for
themselves their increasing validity and influence at many levels as devices
and instruments for the success of the political-economic world, that is to
say, of what is, in an essendal sense, the technological world.

But the incessant disintegration of philosophy, determined from afar, is
not after all the end of thinking, but rather something else, yet something
that has withdrawn from public ascertainability. The following discourse
seeks to meditate on this for a while, as an attempt to awaken attenton to
the matter of thinking. The martter of thinking is at stake. “Matter” means
here: that which of its own accord demands discussion. In order to be able
to respond to such a demand, it is necessary that we allow ourselves to be
looked upon by the matter of thinking and prepare ourselves [256] to allow
thinking, as determined by its mateer, to transform itself.
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The following limits itself to pointing out one possibility through which
the matter of thinking becomes visible. But why, then, this roundabout
approach through Hegel and the Greeks in order to arrive at the matter of
thinking? Because we need to take this path, which indeed, in its essence,
is not a roundabout one; for the tradition, experienced in the right way,
provides us the present that stands over against us as the matter of thinking
and, for that reason, is at issue. Genuine tradition is so far from being
the dragging weight of what is past that it much rather frees us for what
approaches us as present, and thus becomes the enduring directive toward
the matter of thinking.

Hegel and the Greeks - this sounds like: Kant and the Greeks, Leibniz
and the Greeks, medieval Scholasticism and the Greeks. It sounds like
this, and yet is nonetheless different. For it is Hegel who, for the first
dme, thinks the philosophy of the Greeks as a whole and thinks this whole
philosophically. In what way is this possible? By virtue of the fact that Hegel
determines history as such in such a way that it must be philosophical in its
fundamental trait. The history of philosophy is for Hegel the intrinsically
unitary and hence necessary process of the advance of spirit toward itself.
The history of philosophy is no mere sequence of diverse opinions and
teachings that supersede each other without any connection.

Hegel says in an introduction to his Berlin lectures on the history of
philosophy: “The history which we have before us is the history of thought
findingitself” (Vorlesungen iiber die Geschichte der Philosopbie, ed. Hoffmeister
1940, vol. I, p. 81, note). “For only philosophy itself unfolds the history
of philosophy” (ibid., pp. 235f.). Accordingly, for Hegel, philosophy as
the self-unfolding of spirit toward absolute knowing and the history of
philosophy are identical. No philosopher before Hegel gained such a fun-
damental philosophical position [257] as to make possible and require that
philosophizing itself move at the same tme within its history and that this
movement be philosophy itself. But according to a statement of Hegel's
from the introduction to his first lecture here in Heidelberg, philosophy
has for its “goal™: “truth” (ibid., p. 13).

As Hegel says in a marginal note to the manuscript of this lecture, phi-
losophy is as its history the “realm of pure truth, — not the deeds of external
reality, but rather the inner remaining-with-itself of spirit” (ibid., p. 6, note).
“Truth” means here: what is true in its pure realization, which at the same
time brings to presentation the truth of what is true, truth in its essence.

May we now take Hegel's determination of the goal of philosophy, which
is truth, as hinting at a meditadon upon the matter of thinking? Presumably
so, as soon as we have sufficiently clarified the theme, “Hegel and the
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Greeks,” that is to say, philosophy taken in all of its destiny with regard to
its goal, truth.

We therefore ask initially: In what way must the history of philosophy,
as history, be philosophical in its fundamental trait? What is meant here
by “philosophical” What is meant here by “history™

The answers cannot but immediately incur the risk of saying what seem-
ingly is already familiar. However, for thinking there is never anything
familiar. Hegel explains: “With him (namely, with Descartes), we properly
enter upon a self -supportng philosophy. Here, we can say that we are home
and, like the sailor who has journeyed on the stormy sea for a long time, cry:
‘Land-ho!” " (Werke, vol. XV, p. 328). With this image Hegel means to
suggest the following: The “ego cogito sum,” the “I think, I am,” is the solid
ground upon which philosophy can settle truly and completely. In the phi-
losophy of Descartes, the ego becomes the authoritative subiectum, i.e., that
which already lies before. However, this subject [258] is first saken hold of
in the right way — namely, in the Kantian sense, transcendentally and com-
pletely, i.e., in the sense of speculative idealism — when the whole structure
and movement of the subjectivity of the subject unfolds and is saken up into
absolute self-knowing. In knowing itself as this knowing that conditions all
objectivity, the subject is, as this knowing, the absolute itself. True being is
the thinking that thinks itself absolutely. For Hegel, being and thinking are
the same, specifically in the sense that everything is taken backinto thinking
and is determined according to what Hegel simply calls “thought.”

Subjectivity, as the ego cogito, is consciousness that represents something,
draws what is represented back to itself and in this way gathers it to itself.
In Greek, gathering is called Aéyewv. To gather what is manifold for the I
into the I is called, expressed in the middle voice, Aéyea8ar. The thinking
I gathers what is represented in going through that which is represented,
in going through it in its representability. “Going through something” in
Greek is called 8ia. AwahéyeoBar, dialectc, signifies here that the subject
brings its subjectivity before it, produces it in and as the said process.

Dialectic is the process of the production of the subjectvity of the ab-
solute subject and, as such, its “necessary activity.” In accordance with the
structure of subjectivity, the production process involves three stages. First
of all, the subject as consciousness relates itself immediately to its object.
This immediately and yet indeterminately represented object Hegel also
calls “being,” the universal, the abstract. For in this connection abstractdon
is still made from the relation of the object to the subject. Only through
this relating back, or reflection, does the object come to be represented as
object for the subject, and the subject come to be represented for itself, i.e.,
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as itself relating to the object. However, so long as we merely differentiate
object and subject, being and reflection, over against each other, and persist
with this differentiation, the movement from the object to the subject does
not yet set forth the whole of [259] subjectvity for subjectivity. The ob-
ject, being, is indeed mediated with the subject through reflection, but the
mediation itself, as the innermost movement of the subject, is not yet repre-
sented for the subject. Only when the thesis of the object and the andthesis
of the subject are detected in their necessary synthesis is the movement of
the subjectivity of the subject-object relation complete in its course. This
course is a proceeding from the thesis, advancing to the antithesis, going
over into the synthesis, and, from out of this synthesis as the whole, the
return to itself of the positing posited. This course gathers the whole of
subjectivity into the unfolded unity of subjectivity. In this way, subjectvity
grows together, con-crescit, becomes concrete. Dialectic is speculatve in
this manner. For speculari means detecting, catching sight of, apprehend-
ing, com-prehending. Hegel says in the Introduction to the Science of Logic
(ed. Lasson, vol. I, p. 38) that speculaton consists “in the apprehending
of opposites in their unity.” Hegel’s way of characterizing speculation be-
comes clearer if we notice that, in speculadon, what is at stake is not only
the apprehending of unity, the phase of synthesis, but in the first instance
and always the apprehending “of opposites” as opposites. This requires
apprehending the shining of opposites against one another and in one an-
other, which is the manner in which antthesis reigns as it is presented in the
“Logic of Essence” (i.e., the logic of reflection). From this self-re-flecting
shining, or mirroring, speculari (speculum: mirror) receives its conclusive de-
termination. Considered in this way, speculation is the positive whole of
that which “dialectdc” is meant to signify here: not a transcendental, criti-
cally restrictive, or even polemical way of thinking, but rather the mirroring
and uniting of opposites as the process of the production of spirit itself.

Hegel also calls “speculative dialectic” simply “method.” By this dtle he
means neither an instrument of representing nor merely a special way of
proceeding in [260] philosophy. “Method” is the innermost movement of
subjectivity, “the soul of being,” the production process through which the
web of the whole actuality of the absolute is woven. “Method,” “the soul of
being” — that sounds like fantasy. It is commonly thought that our age has
left behind such errors of speculation. Yet we are living right in the midst
of this supposed fantasy.

When modem physics aims at a formula for the world, then it becomes
apparent that the being of beings has dissolved itself in the method of total
calculability. The first writing of Descartes, through whom, according to
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Hegel, philosophy and with it modern science set foot upon solid ground,
bears the dtle: Discours de la méthode (1637). Method, i.e., speculative
dialecdc, is for Hegel the fundamental trait of all actuality. For this reason,
method determines all happening, i.e., history, as such movement.

Now it becomes clear to what extent the history of philosophy is the
innermost movement of spirit, i.e., of absolute subjectivity, on its course
toward itself. The departure, advance, transition, and return on this course
are determined in a speculative and dialectical manner.

Hegel says: “In philosophy as such, in its present and final stage, is
contained everything that the work of millennia has brought forth; it is the
result of everything that has gone before” (Hoffmeister, vol. I, p. 118). In
the system of speculative idealism philosophy comes to compledon; i.e., it
hasarrived at its highest stage and received its completion from here. People
wke offense at Hegel's statement concerning the completdon of philosophy.
People regard it as arrogant and characterize it as an error that has long
since been refuted by history. For after Hegel's ime there continued to be
philosophy and there still is philosophy. But the statement concerning the
compledon of philosophy does not mean that philosophy is at an end in the
sense of a cessation and breaking off. Rather the completion first provides
the possibility of diverse transformations down to the simplest forms: brutal
inversion and vehement opposition. Marx and Kierkegaard [261] are the
greatest of Hegelians. They are this against their will. The completion
of philosophy is neither its end, nor does it consist in the isolated system
of speculatve idealism. The completion i only as the whole course of the
history of philosophy, in whose course the beginning remains as essental
as the compledon: Hegel and the Greeks.

How then is the philosophy of the Greeks determined in terms of the
fundamental speculative-dialectical trait of history? In the course of this
history, Hegel's metaphysical system is the highest stage, that of synthesis.
Preceding it, there is the stage of antithesis, which begins with Descartes
inasmuch as his philosophy for the first time posits the subject as subject.
Thereby, objects too first become representable as objects. The subject-
object relation now comes to light as op-position, as antthesis. By compari-
son, all philosophy before Descartes exhausts itself in the mere representing
of what is objective. Even soul and spirit are represented in the manner
ot abjects, though, to be sure, not as objects. Accordingly, for Hegel the
thinking subject is also already everywhere at work in pre-Cartesian phi-
!osuphy, but it is not yet conceived as subject, as that in which all objectvity
1 grounded. Hegel says in his lectures on the history of philosophy: “The
human being (of the Greek world) was not yet turned inward upon himself

327



PATHMARKS

as he is in our times. He was indeed subject, but he had not yet posited
himself as such” (Hoffmeister, vol. I, p. 144). The antthesis of the subject
to the object is not yet solid ground in philosophy prior to Descartes. That
stage which precedes the andthesis is the stage of thesis. With it, philosophy
“proper” begins. The philosophy of the Greeks is the complete unfolding
of this beginning. That which concerns the Greeks and which allows phi-
losophy to begin is, according to Hegel, the purely objectve. It is the first
“manifestation,” the first “emergence” of spirit, that in which all objects
are united. Hegel calls it “the universal in general.” Because the universal
does not yet relate to the subject as such, is not yet conceived as mediated
and disclosed through mediaton by the subject, [262] and that is to say,
has not yet “grown together” or become concrete, it remains “abstract.”
“The first emergence is necessarily the most abstract; it is the simplest, the
poorest, to which the concrete is opposed.” Hegel adds here: “and thus
the most ancient philosophers are the poorest of all.” The stage of Greek
“consciousness,” the stage of thesis is “the stage of abstraction.” But, at the
same time, Hegel characterizes “the stage of Greek consciousness” as “the
stage of beauty” (Werke, vol. XIII, p. 175).

How do these two go together? The beautiful and the abstract are surely
notidentical. Yet they are if we understand the one and the other in Hegel's
sense. The abstractis the first manifestation that remains purely with itself,
the most universal of all beings, being as unmediated, simple shining. But
such shining constitutes the fundamental trait of the beautful. That which
shines purely in itself indeed arose from spirit as the ideal, i.e., from the
subject, but spirit “does not yet have itself as medium (in order therein) to
represent itself and upon which to ground the world” (ibid.).

Here we are unable to trace out how Hegel articulates and presents the
history of Greek philosophy within the horizon of the stage of beauty as
the stage of abstraction. In lieu of this there follows but a mere indication
of Hegel’s interpretation of four basic words of Greek philosophy. They
speak the language of the guiding word, “being,” elvat (éé6v. oiaia). In the
subsequent philosophy of the West, they speak time and again up to the
present day.

According to Hegel’s translation, the four basic words read: (1) “Ev, the
all; (2) Adyog, reason; (3) “18¢a, concept; (4) *Evépyeta, actuality.

“Ev is the word of Parmenides.
A6yog is the word of Heraclitus.

“13¢a is the word of Plato.

"Lvépyewa is the word of Aristotle.
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[263] In order to understand how Hegel interprets these basic words,
there are two things to which we must pay attention: first, that which is
decisive for Hegel in the interpretation of the philosophers referred to,
as opposed to what he mentions only incidentally; second, the manner in
which Hegel determines his interpretation of the four basic words within
the horizon of the guiding word, “being.”

In theintroduction to his lectures on the history of philosophy (Hoffmeis-
ter, vol. I, p. 240), Hegel explains: “The first universal is the immediate
universal, i.e., being. The content, the object, is thus the objective thought,
the thought that is.” Hegel means to say: being is the pure being-thought
of what is immediately thought, without regard as yet to the thinking that
thinks this thought apart from mediated disclosure. The determination of
what is purely thoughtis “indeterminacy,” its mediated disclosure, immedi-
acy. Being, so understood, is that which simply is represented immediately
and indeterminately, indeed in such a way that what is thus initially thought
even keeps from itself the absence of determining and mediating, inveighs
against it, as it were. From this it becomes clear that being, as the first,
simple objectivity of the object, is thought by way of pure abstraction from
its relation to the subject that remains to be thought. This is worth heed-
ing, first, in order to underswand the direction Hegel follows in explicating
the philosophy of the four philosophers mentioned, but also so that we
may weigh the importance that Hegel attributes to the basic words in each
case.

The basic word of Parmenides reads: “Ev, the One, that which unites ev-
erything and hence is universal. Parmenides discusses the o¥uata, the signs
through which the “Ev shows itself, in the long fragment VIII, which was
known to Hegel. Still, Hegel finds the “main thought” of Parmenides nor
in the ”Ev, being as the universal. Rather, the “main thought” is, according
to Hegel, expressed in the sentence that says: “Being and thinking are the
same.” Hegel explicates this sentence to mean that being, as “the thought
that is,” is a [264] production of thinking. Hegel sees in the sentence of
Parmenides a first step toward Descartes, with whose philosophy there first
begins the determination of being on the basis of the explicitly posited
subject. For this reason, Hegel can explain: “With Parmenides, philoso-
phizing proper began. ... This beginning is admittedly still confused and
indeterminate” (Werke, vol. XIII, PpP. 296f.).

‘The basic word of Heraclitus reads: Aéyog, the gathering which lets
everything that is as a whole lie before and appear as beings. Aéyog is the
name that Heraclitus gives to the being of beings. But Hegel's explication
of the philosophy of Heraclitus takes its direction precisely not from the
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Aéyog. Thatis strange, butall the stranger since Hegel closes the Foreword
to his interpretation of Heraclitus with the words: “there is no sentence
of Heraclitus that is not taken up in my logic” (ibid., p. 328). But for
this “logic” of Hegel, Adyog is reason in the sense of absolute subjectvity,
the “logic” itself is speculative dialectic, through whose movement what is
immediately universal and abstract, being, is reflected as what is objective
in opposition to the subject, and this reflection is determined as mediation
in the sense of becoming. In becoming, what is opposed comes together,
becomes concrete and in this way comes to unity. To apprehend this unity
is the essence of that speculadon which unfolds itself as dialectic.

In Hegel's judgment, Heraclitus is the first to recognize dialectic as a
principle, and thereby to advance further beyond Parmenides. Hegel ex-
plains: “Being (as Parmenides thinks it) is the One, the first; the second
is becoming — he (Heraclitus) has advanced to this determination. That
is what is first of all concrete, the absolute, as in it the unity of opposites.
Thus, with him (Heraclitus), the philosophical idea in its speculatve form is
first to be found” (ibid.). In this way, then, Hegel places the main emphasis
of his interpretation of Heraclitus on the sentences in which the dialectical,
the unity and uniting of contradictions, comes to language.

[265]) The basic word of Plato reads: °15éa. For Hegel's explication of
Platonic philosophy, it remains to be considered that he apprehends the
Ideas as “the intrinsically determinate universal.” “Intrinsically determi-
nate” means: the Ideas are thought in their state of belonging together;
they are not mere prototypes existing in themselves, but are rather “what is
in and for itself” as distinct from “the sensibly existing” (Wérke, vol. XIV,
p- 199). “In and for itself” — therein lies a coming-to-be-itself, namely,
con-ceiving oneself. Accordingly, Hegel can explain: the Ideas are “not
immediately in consciousness (namely, as intuitions), rather they are (me-
diated in consciousness) in cognition.” “For this reason, one does not have
them, but rather they are brought forth within spirit through cognition”
(ibid., p. 201). This bringing-forth, producing, is conceiving as the activity
of absolute knowing, i.e., “science.” Therefore Hegel says: “With Plato be-
gins philosophical science as science” (ibid., p. 169). “What is distinctive of
Platonic philosophy is its orientation toward the intellectual, supersensible
world ...” (ibid., p. 170).

The basic word of Aristotle reads: *Evépyeta, which Hegel translates as
“actuality” (the Roman actus). "Evépyeia is “still more determinately” the
“entelechy (évteAéyeia), which is in itself end and realization of the end.”
"Evépyewa is “pure efficacy from out of itself.” “Only energy, form, is
activity, that which effects, self-relating negatvity” (ibid., p. 321).
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Here évépyea is also thought on the basis of speculative dialectic as
the pure activity of the absolute subject. When the thesis is negated by the
antithesis, and the latter, for its part, is negated by the synthesis, there holds
sway in such negating that which Hegel calls “the self-relating negativity.”
It is nothing negative. The negation of negation is rather that position in
which spirit posits itself as the absolute through its activity. Hegel sees in
the évépyeia of Aristotle the first stage of the absolute self-movement [266)
of spirit, i.e., of actuality in and for itself. Hegel makes clear his assessment
of the whole of Aristotelian philosophy in the following sentence: “If one
were to take philosophy seriously, then nothing would be worthier than to
hold lectures on Aristotle” (ibid., p. 314).

According to Hegel, philosophy becomes “serious” when it no longer
loses itself in objects and in subjective reflection upon objects, but rather
becomes active as the activity of absolute knowing.

Clarifying the four basic words allows us to recognize that Hegel un-
derstands "Ev, Aévog, *I8éa, and Evépyera within the horizon of being,
which he conceives as the abstract universal. Being, and accordingly that
which is represented in the basic words, is not yet determined and not yer
mediated in and through the dialectical movement of absolute subjectivity.
The philosophy of the Greeks is the swage of this “not yet.” It is not yet
the completion, but for all that it is nonetheless understood from the per-
spective of this completion, which has determined itself as the system of
speculative idealism.

According to Hegel, it is the innermost “drive,” “the need” of spirit to
detach itself from what is abstract by absolving itself into the concreteness
of absolute subjectivity and so freeing itself for itself. Hence, Hegel can say:
“philosophy is what is most opposed to the abstract; it is precisely the strug-
gle against what is abstract, the constant war with the understandi ng’sreflec-
don” (Hoffmeister, vol. I, p. 113). In the Greek world, spirit indeed comes
for the first time into free and open opposition to being. But spirit does
not yet properly come to absolute certainty of itself as self-knowing sub-
ject. Only where this latter occurs, in the system of speculative-dialectical
metaphysics, does philosophy come to be what it is: “what is holiest, what
IS innermost to spirit itself” (ibid., p. 125).

Hegel determines “truth” tobethe “goal” of philosophy. Thisisachieved
only at the stage of completion. The [267] stage of Greek philosophy
rcm};:ins in the “not yet.” As the stage of beauty, it is not yet the stage of
truth.

Here - when we look through the entire history of philosophy, “Hegel
and the Grecks,” its completion and its beginning — we begin to ponder and
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ask: With Parmenides, does not ‘AXGewa, truth, stand over the beginning of
the path of philosophy? Why does Hegel not bring /zto language? Does he
understand by “truth” something other than unconcealment? To be sure.
Truth, for Hegel, is the absolute certainty of the self-knowing absolute
subject. But for the Greeks, according to his interpretation, the subject
does not yet come to appearance as subject. Thus, ‘AMffeia cannot be what
determines truth in the sense of certainty.

So the matter stands for Hegel. And yet if ‘AAfOeia, however veiled and
unthought, holds sway over the beginning of Greek philosophy, we must
surely ask: Is not precisely certainty in its essence referred to ‘AAffewa,
granted that we do not explicate the latter indeterminately and arbitrarily
as truth in the sense of cerrainty, but rather carefully ponder it as disclosure?
If we venture to think "AMffewa in this way, then two issues remain to be
considered from the outset: First, the experience of 'AAffeia as unconceal-
ment and disclosure in no way bases itself upon the etymology of a selected
word, but rather upon the matter to be thought here - a matter from which
even Hegel’s philosophy cannot endrely withdraw. If Hegel designates be-
ing as the first emergence and first manifestation of spirit, then it remains
to be considered whether, in this emerging and self-revealing, disclosure
must not already be in play, no less here than in the pure shining of beauty
that, according to Hegel, determines the stage of Greek “consciousness.”
If Hegel allows the fundamental position of his system to culminate in the
absolute idea, in the complete self-appearing of spirit, this provokes the
question as to whether disclosure must not also be in play even in this shin-
ing, i.e., [268] in the phenomenology of spirit and therefore in absolute
self-knowing and its certainty. And at once we are faced with the further
question as to whether disclosure has its site in spirit as the absolute sub-
ject, or whether disclosure itself is the site and points to the site wherein
something like a representing subject can first “be” what it is.

With this, we are already involved with another issue that is to be con-
sidered as soon as ‘AAf0eia comes to language as disclosure. What this
name names is not the crude key that unlocks every enigma of thinking;
rather, ‘AMffera is the enigma itself — the matter of thinking.

Yet it is not we who establish this issue as the matter of t thinking. It has
long since been addressed to us and passed down through the whole history
of philosophy. It is simply a matter of listening to this tradition in return,
and thereby examining the prejudices and pre-judgments in which every
thinking, in its own way, must dwell. Of course, such an examinaton, too,
can never conduct itself as the court of justice that ultimately decides upon
the essence of history and our possible relation to it. For this examination
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has its limit, which can be circumscribed as follows: the more thoughtful a
thinking is, that is, the more it is claimed by its language, the more authori-
tative what is unthought becomes for it, and even what is unthinkable for it.

When, from the perspective of absolute subjectivity, Hegel interprets be-
ing in a speculative and dialectical manner as the indeterminate immediate,
the abstract universal, and explicates the basic words for being in Greek -
“Ev, \dyog, "13¢a, "Evépyeia — within this horizon of modern philosophy,
we are tempted to judge this explicadon to be historiographically incorrect.

Yet every historiographical statement and its grounds move already
within a relation to history. For this reason, we must, before deciding upon
the historiographical correctness of our representation, consider whether
and how history is experienced, whence it is determined in its fundamental
traits.

[269] With regard to Hegel and the Greeks, this means that, prior to
all correct or incorrect historiographical assertions, Hegel experienced the
essence of history in terms of the essence of being in the sense of abso-
lute subjectivity. To this day there has been no experience of history that,
seen philosophically, could respond to this experience of history. But the
speculative-dialectical determination of history does entail that it remained
denied to Hegel to see "'AMvi0¢ewa and its holding sway expressly as the matter
of thinking, and this occurs in precisely that philosophy which determined
“the realm of pure truth” to be “the goal” of philosophy. For, when Hegel
conceives being as the indeterminate immediate, he experiences it as what
is posited by the determining and conceiving subject. Accordingly, he is
not able to release elvar, being in the Greek sense, from the relaton to
the subject, and set it free into its own essence. This essence, however, is
presencing, that is to say, an enduring coming forth from concealment into
unconcealment. In coming to presence, disclosure is at play. It is at play
in the "Ev and in Aévog, i.e., in unifying, gathering, lying-before - i.e., in
letting come to endure. "AAv0ea is at play in the “18éa and in the xoivwvia
of the Ideas, insofar as these bring one another to shine and thus consttute
being beings [das Seiendsein], the dvtwg dv. ‘AArfewais at play in “Evépyera,
which has nothing to do with actus and activity, but rather only with the
¢£Y0v, experienced in a Greek manner, and with its state of being brought
forth into presencing, through which the latter reaches completion.?

Yet "\»rf)ewa, disclosure, is at play not only in the basic words of Greek
thinking, but in the Greek language as a whole, which speaks differently
a5 soon as we put out of play Roman and medieval and modern ways of
Fepresenting in our interpretations of it, and seek in the Greek world neither
Personalities nor consciousness.
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But how then do matters stand with this enigmatic A B¢ itself, which
has become something of an annoyance for interpreters of the Greek world,
[270] because they focus only on this isolated word and its etymology instead
of thinking in terms of the matter to which such issues as unconcealment
and disclosure refer? Is 'AAf@eia as unconcealment the same as being,
i.e., coming to presence? This is testified by the fact that Aristotle still
means the same thing by t& 6vta, beings, that which presences, as by t&
aarHéa, the unconcealed. But in what way do unconcealment and presence,
aaflewa and ovola, belong to one another? Are both of the same essental
rank? Or is it that presence is referred to unconcealment, but not vice
versa? In this case, being would indeed have to do with disclosure, but not
disclosure with being. Moreover, if the essence of truth that straightaway
comes to reign as correctness and certainty can subsist only within the
realm of unconcealment, then truth indeed has to do with 'AAffewa, but
not ‘A\f@eia with truth.

Wherein does "AN¥Oewa itself belong, if it must be released from its reference
to truth and being, and set free into what is proper to it? Does thinking as yet
have the scope of vision even to intimate what occurs in disclosure, and
especially in concealing, which all disclosure needs?

The enigmatic character of "AAf0ea comes closer to us, and yet so does
the danger that we may hypostatize it into a fantastical world-essence.

It has indeed often been remarked that there cannot be an unconceal-
ment in itself, that unconcealment is after all always unconcealment “for
someone.” It is thereby unavoidably “subjectivized.”

Nevertheless, must the human being — which is what is being thought
here - necessarily be determined as subject? Does “for human beings”
already unconditionally mean: posited by human beings? We may deny
both optons, and must recall the fact that 4Af0ewa, thought in a Greek
manner, certainly holds sway for human beings, but that the human being
remains determined by Aéyoq. The human being is the sayer. Saying, in
Old High German sagan, means showing, letting appear [271] and letting be
seen. The human being is the being that, in saying, lets what is presencing
lie before us in its presence, apprehending what lies before. Human beings
can speak only insofar as they are sayers.

The oldest evidence of dMrfeir, and dMr0¥o, unconcealment and un-
concealed, we find in Homer, and specifically in connection with verbs
of saying. From this it has been somewhat precipitously concluded that
unconcealment is therefore “dependent” upon the verba dicendi.3 What
does “dependent” mean here, if saying is letting-appear, as are accordingly
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dissembling and hiding? It is not that unconcealment is “dependent” upon
saying; rather, every saying already needs the realm of unconcealment. Only
where unconcealment already holds sway can something become sayable,
visible, showable, capable of being apprehended. When we keep inview the
enigmatc sway of ‘AA¥fewa, disclosure, we may come to intimate that even
the whole essence of language resides in dis-closure, in the holding sway of
"\arlea. However, the talk of holding-sway, too, remains stll a makeshift
expedient, if indeed the manner of its being in play receives its determina-
don from disclosure itself, i.e., from the clearing of self-concealing.

“Hegel and the Greeks” - in the meantime, we seem to have arrived at
a discussion of something strange, remote from our topic. Nonetheless we
are closer to our topic than before. In the introduction to our lecture, it
was said: The matter of thinking is at stake, in play. The attempt s to be
made to bring this matter into view through our topic.

Hegel determines the philosophy of the Greeks as the beginning of
“philosophy proper.” However, this philosophy remains, as the stage of
thesis and abstraction, in a “not yet.”4 The completon through andthesis
and synthesis is as yet outstanding.’

[272] Our meditaton on Hegel’s interpretation of the Greek doctrine
of being tried to show that “being,” with which philosophy begins, unfolds
essentally as presence only insofar as 'AAvfewa already holds sway, and yet
‘Aivfewa itself remains unthought with respect to its essental provenance.

Thus in looking at ‘AAffeia we come to experience the fact that, in
regard to it, our thinking is addressed by something?® that, already before
the beginning of “philosophy,” yet at the same time® throughout its entire
history, has drawn thinking toward it. ‘AAffe.a comes before the history of
philosophy, but in such a way that it withholds itself from philosophical de-
terminability as something that demands to be discussed by a thinking that
springs from it.7 ‘AAf0ewa is that which, unthought, is worthy of thought -
the matter of thinking. Therefore, 'AAffeia remains for us what is first of
all to be thought - to be thought freed from the perspective of the meta-
physical representatdon of “truth” in the sense of correctness, freed also
from the determination of “being” as actuality.?

Hegel says of the philosophy of the Greeks: “Satisfaction is to be found
therein only to a certain degree,” namely, the satisfaction of spirit’s drive
toward absolute certainty. This judgment of Hegel’s as to the unsatisfying

* Separatum from The Presence of the Greeks in Modern Thought (1960): that which presses, the
conflict.
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character of Greek philosophy is spoken from the perspective of the com-
pletion of philosophy. Within the horizon of speculative idealism, the
philosophy of the Greeks remains in the “not yet” of its completion.

Yet if we now attend to the enigma 9 * of 'AA%Bewa, which holds sway over
the beginning of Greek philosophy and over the course of philosophy as a
whole, then the philosophy of the Greeks shows itself to our thinking too
in a “not yet.” But this is the “not yet” of the unthought - not a “not yet”
that does not satisfy us, but rather a “not yet” to which we are not sufficient,
and which we fail to satsfy.

? Separatum from Tbe Presence of the Greeks in Modern Thought (1960): the authority of the
enigma.
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Kant’s Thesis about Being

Translated by Ted E. Klein Jr. and William E. Pohl*

[273] The title suggests that the following is to present a point from Kant's
philosophy. It will give us instruction in a past philosophy. This may have
its uses — but only, of course, if our sense of the tradition is stll keen.

Such is hardly the case anymore, least of all where it is a question of the
tradition of what has continually concerned us human beings always, and
everywhere, but which we do not expressly consider.

We use “being” to name it. The name names that which we mean when
we say “is” and “has been” and “is in the offing.” Everything that reaches
us and that we reach out for goes through the spoken or unspoken “it is.”
Thatthis is the case — from that fact we can nowhere and never escape. The
“is” remains known to us in all its obvious and concealed inflectons. And
yet, as soon as this word “being” strikes our ear, we assert that we cannot
imagine what falls under the term, that we cannot be thinking of anything
when using it.

Presumably this hasty conclusion is correct; it justifies our being an-
noyed at talk - not to say idle talk - about “being,” so annoyed that “being”
becomes a laughingstock. Without giving thought to being, without recol-
lecting a path in thought to it, one has the presumption to make oneself the
court that decides whether the word “being” speaks or not. Hardly anyone
takes offense anymore at having thoughtlessness in this way elevated to a
principle.

If things have reached such a state that what was once the source of our
historical Dasein is bogged down in ridicule, it might be advisable to engage
In some simple reflection. -

[274] We can think nothing when the word “being” is used. How would
fht‘ suggestion be that it is, therefore, the job of the thinker to furnish
informadon about what is called “being”?
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In case this should turn outto be too much even for thinkers, it could at
least remain their task to show again and again that being is what is worthy
of thought, and to show this in such a way, moreover, that this which is
worthy of thought remains as such within the horizon of human beings.

We shall follow the suggestion mentoned and listen to a thinker and
what he has to say to us concerning being. We shall listen to Kant.

Why do we listen to Kant to learn something about being? For two
reasons. First, Kant took a far-reaching step in the discussion of being.
Second, Kant took this step out of loyalty to the tradition, i.e., in a crit-
cal encounter with it, which threw new light on it. Both reasons for the
reference to Kant’s thesis about being impel us to reflect.

Kant’s thesis about being goes as follows, according to the version in his
main work, the Critique of Pure Reason (1781):

“Being” is obviously not a real predicate; that is, it is not a concept of something
which could be added to the concept of a thing. It is merely the positing of a thing,
or of certain determinatons in and of themselves. (A 598, B 626)

In view of that which today &5, which in being besets us and which as
possible nonbeing threatens us, Kant’s thesis about being strikes us as ab-
stract, meager, and pale. For, meanwhile, it has also been demanded of
philosophy that it no longer be satisfied with interpreting the world and
roving about in abstract speculatons, but rather that what really matters
is changing the world practcally. But changing the world in the manner
intended requires beforehand that thinking be changed, just as a change
of thinking already underlies the demand we have mentioned. (Cf. [275]
Karl Marx, The German ldeology: “A. Theses on Feuerbach ad Feuerbach, 11"
“The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the point
is to change it.”)

Butin what way is thinking supposed to change if itdoes not take the path
into that which is worthy of thought? Now, the fact that being presents itself
as that which is worthy of thought is neither an optional presuppositon nor
an arbitrary invention. It is the verdict of a tradition that stll governs us
today, and this far more decisively than one might care to admit.

Kant’s thesis offends us as abstract and inadequate only if we fail to
consider what Kant said in elucidaton of it and how he said it. We must
follow the path of his elucidaton of the thesis. We must bring before our
eyes the region in which that path runs. We must bear in mind the site
where what Kant discusses and situates under the name “being” belongs.*

? First edition, 1963: Topology of being.
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When we attempt such a thing, something astounding becomes appar-
ent. Kantelucidates his thesis in a merely “episodic way,” i.e., in the form of
insertions, notes, appendices to his main works. The thesis is not advanced
as the first principle of a system commensurate with its content and its im-
port. What appears to be a shortcoming has, however, the advantage that
at each of the various episodic places Kant gives expression to an original
reflection, which never pretends to be the conclusive one.

The following presentation will have to adapt itself to Kant's procedure.
It will be guided by the intention of allowing one to see how, in all Kant’s
elucidations, i.e., in his fundamental philosophical position, his thesis ev-
erywhere shines through as the guiding idea, even when it does not form
the scaffolding expressly constructed for the architectonic of his work. For
that reason the procedure here followed aims at so balancing the suitable
texts against each other that they will illuminate one another, and [276]
what cannot be stated directly will nevertheless become evident.

Not untl we retrace the thought in Kant’s thesis in this kind of way shall
we experience the full difficulty in the queston about being, and also that
which is decisive and that which is questionable in it. Atthis point we begin
to wonder whether and to what extent present-day thinking is competent
to attempt a critical encounter with Kant's thesis, i.e., to ask in what Kant's
thesis about being is grounded, in what sense does it admit of proof, in
what way can it be discussed. The tasks of thought herewith designated go
beyond the possibilities of a first delineation, go beyond even the capacity
of the thinking stll customary today. All the more pressing is the need
for reflecdvely listening to the tradition, a listening that does not devote
itself to what is past but rather considers the present. Let us repeat Kant’s
thesis:

“Being"” is obviously not a real predicate; that is, it is not a concept of something
which could be added to the concept of a thing. It is merely the positing of a thing,
or of certain determinations in and of themselves.

Kant's thesis contains two assertons. The first is a negative one, which
denies to being the character of a real predicate, in no way, however, denying
t it the character of a predicate in general. In accordance with this, the
Positive assertion of the thesis that follows it characterizes being as “merely
the positing.”

Even now, when the content of the thesis is distributed between both
assertions, we resist with difficulty the opinion that the word “being” does
not offer anything to thought. The prevailing perplexity, however, is less-
ened, and Kant’s thesis becomes more familiar if, before a more precise
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classification, we note at what place within the structure and development
of the Critique of Pure Reason Kant expresses his thesis.

Let us recall here in passing an undeniable development: Occidental-
European thought is guided by the quesdon “What are bemgs’” In this
way it inquires about being. [277] In the history of this way of thinking,
Kant effects a decisive turn, through the Critigue of Pure Reason. With this
in view, we expect Kant to bring the guiding thought of his main work
into play by a discussion of being and by the asserton of his thesis. This
is not the case. Instead, we do not encounter the thesis in question undl
the last third of the Critique of Pure Reason, in the section enttled “On the
Impossibility of an Ontological Proof of the Existence of God” (A 592,
B 620).

But if we recall once again the history of Occidental-European thought,
then we see that the question about being, taken as a question about the
being of beings, is double in form. It asks on the one hand: What are
beings, in general, as beings? Considerations within the province of this
question come, in the course of the history of philosophy, under the heading
of ontology. The question “What are beings?” includes also the queston,
“Which being is the highest and in what way is it>” The question is about
the divine and God. The province of this question is called theology. The
duality of the question about the being of beings can be brought together in
the dtle “onto-theo-logy.” The twofold* questdon, What are beings? asks
on the one hand, What are (in general) beings? The queston asks on the
other hand, What (which one) is the (ulimate) being?

Obviously, the twofold quality of the question about beings must result
from the way the being of beings manifests itself.” Being manifests itself
in the character of that which we call ground. Beings in general are the
ground in the sense of the foundation upon which any further consideration
of beings takes place. That which is the highest being is the ground in the
sense of that which allows all beings to come into being.©

That being is defined as ground has untl now been considered most
self-evident; and yet it is most questionable. To what extent being is to
be defined as ground, wherein [278] the essence of ground lies, cannot
be discussed here. But already, in a seemingly external consideration, the
suspicion forces itself upon us that in Kant’s determination of being as

? First edition, 1963: The word “twofold” already says more than the mere “and” of v }, v
“and” N iov.
First edition, 1963: Being and beings, but not as difference or the latter as that which is
_ worthy of question, indeed even the most worthy of question.
¢ First edition, 1963: Xowvdy — xowhiatov; xowdv — xaf)onon (Deiov).
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positing, there prevails a kinship with that which we call ground. Positio,
ponere, Means 1o set, place, lay, lie, to lie before, to lie at the ground.”

In the course of the history of ontotheological inquiry the task has arisen
not only of showing what the highest being is but of proving that this most
supreme of beings is, that God exists. The words Existenz, Dasein, actuality,
name a mode of being.

In the year 1763, almost two decades before the appearance of the
Critique of Pure Reason, Kant published a work under the title The Only
Possible Ground of Proof for a Demonstration of the Existence of God. The “First
Consideradon” in this work deals with the concepts of “Existence [Dasein]
in general” and “being in general.” Here we already find Kant's thesis about
being, and even in the twofold form of the negative and the affirmatve as-
sertion. The wording of both assertions agrees in a cersain manner with
that in the Critique of Pure Reason. The negative assertion goes like this in
the precritical work: “Existence is not a predicate or determination of any-
thing whatever.” The affirnative asserdon goes: “The concept of positing
or asserting [Position oder Setzung) is completely simple and idendcal with
that of being in general.”

At first it was necessary only to point out that Kant formulates the thesis
within the province of the questions of philosophical theology. This dom-
inates the entre question about the being of beings, i.e., metaphysics in its
central content. From this it can be seen that the thesis about being is no
out-of-the-way, abstract bit of doctrine, as its wording might at first easily
persuade us.

In the Critique of Pure Reason the negative-defensive assertion is intro-
duced with an “obviously.” That means it is supposed to be immediately
evident to everyone: being - [279] “obviously” not a real predicate. For us
today the statement is by no means immediately clear. Being - this means,
of course, reality. How, then, could being not count as a real predicate?
But for Kant the word “real” still has its original meaning. It means that
which belongs to a res, to a substance, to the substantive content of a thing.
A real predicate, a determination belonging to a substance, is, for example,
the predicate “heavy” with respect to the stone, regardless of whether the
stone really exists or not. In Kant's thesis “real” means, then, not that which
we mean today when we speak of Realpolitik, which deals with facts, with
the actual. Reality is for Kant not actuality but rather substandality. A real
predicate is such as belongs to the substantve content of a thing and can
be attributed to it. We represent and place before ourselves the substantive
content of a thing in its concept. We can place before ourselves what the
word “stone” names without its being necessary that the thing in question
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exists as a stone just now lying there before us. Existenz, Dasein, i.e., being,
says Kant's thesis, is “obviously no real predicate.” The obviousness of this
negative assertion emerges as soon as we think of the word “real” in Kant’s
sense. Being is nothing real.

But how is that? After all, we do say of a stone lying before us that it, this
stone here, exists. This stone is. Accordingly, the “is,” i.e., being, shows
itself just as obviously as predicate, namely, in the assertion about this stone
as the subject of the assertion. Nor does Kant deny in the Critigue of Pure
Reason that the existence predicated of an existing stone is a predicatc. But
the “is” is no real predicate. Of what is the “is” predicated then? Obviously
of the existing stone. And what does this “is” in the assertion “The stone
is here” say? It says nothing about what the stone, as stone, is; it does
say, however, that what belongs to the stone exists here, is. What is called
being, then? Kant answers with the affirmative assertion in his thesis: Being
“is merely the positing of a thing or of certain determinations in and of
themselves.”

[280] The wording of this statement easily misleads one into supposing
that being as “merely the positing of a thing” concerns the thing in the
sense of the thing in and for itself. This meaning the thesis cannot have,
insofar as it is expressed within the Critique of Pure Reason. “Thing” here
means something for which Kant also says “object” or “Gegenstand.” Nor
does Kant say that the positing concerns the thing with all its real deter-
minatons; what he says is rather, “merely the positing of the thing, or of
certain determinations in and of themselves.” How the phrase “or of certain
determinations” is to be interpreted we shall leave open for now.

The expression “in and of itself” does not mean: “something in itself,”
something that exists unrelated to a consciousness. The “in and of itself”
we must understand as marking the distinction from what is represented
as this or that with regard to something else. This sense of “in itself” is
already expressed in Kant's statement, in his saying that being “is merely
the positing.” This “merely” sounds like a limitation, as if the positing were
something inferior to the reality, i.e., to the substandality of a thing. The
“merely,” however, indicates that being can never be explained by what any
given being is, i.e., for Kant, by the concept. The “merely” does not limit,
but rather assigns being to a domain where alone it can be characterized in
its purity. “Merely” means here: purely. “Being” and “is” belong, with all
their meanings and inflections, in adomain of their own. They are nothing
thing-like, i.e., for Kant, nothing objectve.

In orderto think of “being” and “is,” therefore, another view is required,
one that is not guided exclusively by observing things and by reckoning with
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them. A stone lying before us obviously “is”; but one can explore and study
it from every side without ever finding the “is” in it. And yet this stone é.

In what way does “being” receive the meaning of “merely the positing™?
From what source and how is the meaning of the heading “pure positing”
circumscribed? [281] Does not this interpretadon of being as positing re-
main for us strange, even arbitrary, or in any case ambiguous and therefore
inexact?

Kant himself, to be sure, translates “positing,” “Position,” by Setzung.
But this does not help much. For our German word Setzung is just as
ambiguous as the Latin positio. The latter can mean: (1) Setting, placing,
laying as acdon. (z) Something set, the theme. (3) Setness [Gesetztheit),
site, constitution. But we can also understand Position and Setzung in such
a way that they mean the unity of the positing of something posited as such
in its positedness.

In every case the characterization of being as positing points to an am-
biguity that is not accidental and also not unknown to us. For it plays about
everywhere in the realm of that setting and placing that we know as repre-
sentdng. For this, the learned language of philosophy has two characteristc
names: representing is percipere, perceptio, to take something to oneself,
grasp; and: repraesentare, to hold opposite oneself, to hold present to one-
self. In representing we place something before ourselves, so that it, as
thus placed (posited), stands over against us as object. Being, as position,
means the positedness of something in representational positing. Accord-
ing to what is posited and how it is posited, positing, position, being has a
different meaning. Kant, therefore, after setting up his thesis about being
in the text of the Critique of Pure Reason, continues:

In its logical use it [i.e., being as “merely the positdon”] is merely the copula of a
judgment. The proposition “God is omnipotent” contains two concepts, each of
which has its object - God and omnipotence. The small word “is” adds no new
predicate, but only serves to posit the predicate in its relation to the subject.

In The Only Possible Ground of Proof the reladonship between the subject
and predicate of the sentence as posited by the “is” of the copula is called the
respectus Jogicus. Kant’s talk of the “logical use” of “being” causes one to sup-
pose that there is yet another use [282] of “being.” At the same time we are
at this point already learning something essential about being. It is “used,”
in the sense of applied. This use is accomplished by the understanding, by
thinking.

What other use of “being” and of the “is” is there, besides the “logical”
one? In the sentence “God is,” no substantive, real predicate is added on.
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Rather, the subject, God, with all its predicates, is posited “in itself.” The
“is” now says: God exists, God is there. “Dasein,” “Existenz,” mean being,
to be sure, but “being” and “is” not in the sense of positing the relation
between the subject and predicate of the sentence. The positing of the “is”
in the sentence “God is” goes beyond the concept of God and brings to this
concept the thing itself, the object God as existing. Being is used here, in
contrast to the logical use, with reference to the existing object in and of
itself. We could therefore speak of the ontc, or better, the objective, use
of being. In the precritical work Kant writes:

If not merely this relationship [namely, between subject and predicate of the sen-
tence), but the thing posited in and of itself is considered, then such being is the
same as existence.

And the heading of the section concerned begins: “Existence is the
absolute position of a thing.” In an undated note (Werke, Akademieausgabe

vol. XVIII, n. 62 76), Kant briefly summarizes what has been presented thus
far:

By the predicate “existence” I add nothing to the thing, but rather add the thing
itself to the concept. In an existential sentence, therefore, I go beyond the concept,
not to a predicate other than what was thought of in the concept, but rather to
the thing itself with just the very same predicates, not more, not less, except that
absolute position is now added over and beyond the relatve.

[283) But now the question for Kant becomes, and remains, whether and
how and within what limits the sentence “God is” is possible as absolute
positing — the secret goad that prods all the thinking in the Critique of Pure
Reason and is the moving force in his later major works. The talk about
being as absolute positing, in contrast to relative positing, as the logical
one, gives the impression that no relation is posited in absolute positing.
If, in the case of absolute positing, however, it is a matter of the objective use
of being in the sense of Dasein and Existenz, then for critical reflection it
becomes not only clear but pressing that here also a relation is posited and
consequently the “is” receives the character of a predicate, even if not of a
real one.

In the logical use of being (@ is &) it is a matter of the positing of the
relation between subject and predicate of a sentence. In the ontic use of
being - this stone is (“exists”) - it is a matter of the positing of the relation

2 First edition, 1963: Presencing is attributed, but is not demonstrable in the manner of the
. empiricism of natural science.
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berween I-subject and object ~ this, however, in such a way that the subject-
predicate relation cuts across, as it were, the subject-object relation. The
significance of this is that the “is” as copula in the statement of an objective
cognition has a different and richer sense than the merely logical sense.
But it will be seen that Kant arrived at this insight only after long reflecdon
and did not even express it untl the second edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason. Six years after the first editon he is able to say what is involved with
the “is,” i.e., with being. Not untl the Critigue of Pure Reason are fullness
and certainty brought into the interpretation of being as positing.

Had someone at the time of the compositon of his precritical essay
asked Kant concerning The Only Possible Ground of Proof for a Demonstration
of the Existence of God just how it might be determined more exactly what he
understood “existence” in the sense of absolute positing to be, Kant would
have referred to this work, wherein the following is found: “So simple is
this concept [of Dasein and Existenz] that one can say nothing by way of
unfolding it.” ‘

[284] Kant even adds a fundamenual observation that gives us an insight
into his philosophical positon prior to the appearance of the Critique of
Pure Reason:

If one sees that our entire knowledge ends ultimately in insoluble concepts,” then
onealso understands that there will be some that are almostinsoluble, that is, where
the characteristic features are barely clearer and simpler than the issue itself. This
is the case with our explanation of existence. Igladly admit that by means of the latter
the concept of that which is explained becomes clear to only a very small degree. But
the nature of the object in relation to the capacities of our understanding permits
no higher degree.

The “nature of the object,” i.e., here the essence of being, permits no
higher degree of clarification. Nevertheless, for Kant one thing stands firm
from the beginning: he thinks of existence and being “in relation to the
capacites of our under;fanding.’_’ Even in the Critique of Pure Reason being
continues to be defined as positing. The critical reflection, to be sure, attains
no “higher degree of clarificaton,” that is, according to the precritcal
way of explaining and dissecting concepts. But the Critigue achieves a
different sort of explanation of being and of its different modes, which we
are acquainted with as being possible, being actual, being necessary.

What has happened?> What must have happened through the Critigue
of Pure Reason, if the reflection on being was begun as a reflection on the

* First edition, 1963: Le., begins from there in terms of its subject-matter, proceeds from
there as the all-governing ¢ %, (archetypes).
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“relation” of being “to the capacities of our understanding”? Kant himself
gives us the answer in the Critigue of Pure Reason with the statement:

So long as the definition of possibility, existence,” and necessity is sought solely i m
pure understandmg, they cannot be cxplamed save through an obvious tautology
(A 244, 302)

(285] However, it is just such an explanaton that Kant himself still at-
tempts in his precritical period. Meanwhile the insight came to him that the
relating of being and of the modes of being solely to “the capacities of our
understanding” does not afford a sufficient horizon from which being and
the modes of being can be explained, i.e., now ~ from which their meaning
can be “verified.”

Whatis lacking? In what regard must our thinking at once glimpse being
together with all its modalities in order to arrive atasufficient determination
of essence? In a supplementary remark in the second edition of the Critigue
of Pure Reason (B 302) one finds: ’

[Possibility, existence, and necessity] cannot be verified by anything [i.e., authenti-
cated or proved] ... if all sensuous intuition (the only kind of intuition we have) is
removed. €

Without this intuition the concepts of being lack the relation to an object,
through which relation alone they acquire what Kant calls their “reference.”
To besure, “being” means position, positedness in being posited by thinking
as an act of understanding. But this positing can only posit something as
object, i.e., as something brought over against us, and thus bring it to a stand
as something standing over against us [Gegenstand], if something that can
be posited is given to our positing through sensuous intuition, i.e., through
the affection of the senses. Only positing as positing of an affection lets us
understand what, for Kant, the being of beings means. o

But in the affection through our senses, a manifold of representations is
condnually given to us. In order that the given “turmoil,” the flux of this
manifold, can come to a stand and thus show itself as something standing
over against us [Gegenstand ], the manifold must be ordered, i.e., connected.

? First edition, 1963: Le., actuality.

" First edition, 1963: On the various possibilities of “tautology™ of the xaf)* 216,
cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, VII.

¢ First cdition, 1963: Contrast with Husserl's “categorial intuition” (Logical Investigations, VT);
but what does “category”™ mean for Husserl?
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Such connection can, however, never come through the senses. All con-
necting comes, according to Kant, from that power of representation that is
called understanding. Its basic feature is positing as synthesis. [286] Posit-
ing has the character of proposition, i.e., of judgment, whereby something
is placed before us as something, a predicate is attributed to a subject by
the “is.” To the extent, however, that the positing is necessarily related as
proposition to what is given in the affection, whenever an object is to be
cognized by us, the “is” (as copula) receives from this a new sense. Kant
does not define this untl the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason
(§19, B 140ff.). He writes at the beginning of §19:

I have never been able to accept the interpretation which logicians give of judgment
in general. Itis, theydeclare, the representation of a relationbetween two concepts.

With respecttothis explanatdon Kant finds “thatitis not determined here
wherein this relationship consists.” In the logical explanation of judgment,
Kant misses that wherein positing a predicate of a subject is grounded. Only
as object for the cognizing I-subject can the sentence-subject of the state-
ment be grounding. Kant continues, therefore, beginning a new section in
the text:

But if I investigate more precisely the relation of the given modes of knowledge
in any judgment, and distinguish it, as belonging to the understanding, from the
relation according to laws of the reproductive imagination (which [relatdonship] has
only subjective validity), I find that a judgment is nothing but the manner in which
given modes of knowledge are brought to the objective unity of apperception. This
is what is intended by the copula #. It is employed to distinguish the objective unity
of given representations from a subjective unity.

In the attempt to give these sentences their due consideration, we must
above all heed not only the fact that the “is” of the copula is now differently
defined, but also the fact that along with it the relaton of the “is” to the
unity of connecting (gathering) comes to light.

[287] The belonging together of being and unity, of éév and &y,
already manifests itself to thought in the great beginning of Western phi-
losophy. Today, if someone mentions to us simply the two ttles, “being”
and “unity,” we are hardly in a position to give a satisfying answer con-
cerning the belonging together of the two or even to discern the ground
of this belonging together. For we do not think “unity” and unification
in terms of the gathering-revealing character of Aéyog and neither do
we think of “being” as self-revealing presencing. We do not even
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think of the belonging together of the two, which the Greeks also left
unthought.?

Before we pursue the question of how, in Kant’s thought, the belonging
together of being and unity is presented and how Kant's thesis about being
thereby manifests its richer content, only then grounded, we shall mention
the example, cited by Kant, that clarifies for us the objectve sense of the
“is” as copula. It goes:

(If I consider the sequence of representatons as only" a process in the subject, in

accordance with laws of association, then] all that I could say would be: IfI support

a body, I feel an impression of weight; I could not say: It, the body, is heavy. Thus
to say that the body is heavy is not merely to state that the two representatons have

been conjoined in my perception (however often that perception be repeated), but

to say that these two representations are connected in the object, i.e., irrespective

of the state of the subject.

According to Kant’s interpretaton of the “is,” there speaks in it a con-
necting of subject and predicate of the sentence in the object. Every con-
necting brings with itself a unity with which and into which it connects
the given manifold. If, however, the unity cannot first arise from the con-
necting, because the connecting remains dependent from the outset upon
the unity, then where does the unity come from? According to Kant it is
“to be sought higher up,” above the positing that connects by way of the
understanding. It is that &v (uniting unity) which lets all the v (together)
of every O¢ag (positing) arise in the first place. [288] Kant therefore calls
it “the originally synthetic unity.” From the outset it is already present
(adest) in all representation, in perception. It is the unity of the original
synthesis of apperception. Because it makes possible the being of beings,
or in Kandan terms, the objectvity of the object, it lies higher, beyond the
object. Because it makes possible the object (Gegenstand)] as such, it is called
“transcendental apperception.” At the end of §15 (B 131) Kant says of it
that it

iself contains the ground of the unity of diverse concepts in judgment, and therefore
[the ground] of the possibility of the understanding, even as regards its logical
employment.

While Kant in his precritical work is stll content with the view that
being and existence cannot be further explained in their relationship to the

? First edition, 1963: Unthought: propriating usage [braucbendes Eignen].
’ Firstedition, 1963: “Only™: the subjective as initially given.
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capacites of understanding, he gets, through the Critique of Pure Reason,
so far as not only to clarify expressly the capacities of understanding but
even to explain fundamentally the possibility of understanding itself. With
this regression to the locus of the possibility of the understanding, with
this decisive step from his precritical considerations into the area of critical
questioning, one thing, however, remains untouched. It is the guiding thread
to which Kant holds in setting up and clarifying his thesis on being: namely,
that it must be possible for being and its modes to be determined from their
relation to the understanding.

Of course, the more original critical determinaton of the understanding
now also gives the warrant for a changed and richer clarificaton of being.
For now the modalites, the modes of “existence” and their determination,
come expressly into the purview of Kantan thought. Kant himself lives in
the certainty of having reached the place from which the determination of
the being of beings can be set in motion. Once again, this is verified by a
note that appears only in the text of the second edition of the Critigue of
Pure Reason (§16, B 134, note): [289]

The synthedc unity of apperception is therefore the highest point at which one
must ateach all employment of the understanding, even the whole of logic, and
after it, transcendental philosophy. Indeed this faculty [of apperception] is the
understanding itself.

Apperception purports: (1) In all representing, to be co-present before-
hand as unifying; (2) in this pregiving of unity, to be dependent at the same
tme on affecton. Apperception thus understood is “the highest point at
which one must arttach . .. the whole of logic.” Kant does not say: to which
one must attach it. In that case, all of logic would be only belatedly hung on
to something that would subsist without this “logic.” Transcendental ap-
perception, rather, is the “highest point at which” logic as a whole, as such,
is already attached and hanging, which point it fulfills in that its whole
essence depends upon transcendental apperception, and this is why it must
be thought of in terms of this origin and only so.

And what does this “after it” in the text mean? It does not mean that
all logic, of itself, is of a higher order than transcendental philosophy, but
rather: not untl and only if all logic remains ordered into the place of
transcendental apperception can it function within the critical ontology
related to the given of sensuous intuition, that is to say, as the guiding thread
of the determination of the concepts (categories) and the basic principles of
the being of beings. It is this way because “the first pure cognition pertaining
to the understanding [i.e., the decisive stamping of the being of beings] is
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the principle of the original synthetic unity of apperception” (§17, B 137),
Accordingly, this principle is a unifying one, and the “unity” is no mere
being together; rather, it is unifying-gathering, A6yog in the original sense,
but transferred to and relocated in the I-subject. This Aéyog holds “all
logic” in its custody.

Kant gives the name transcendental philosophy to the ontology that, asa
result of the transformation effected by the Critique of Pure Reason, considers
the being of beings as the objectivity of the [290] object of experience.
Transcendental philosophy has itsground in logic. The logic, however, isno
longer formal logic, butthe logic determined by the original synthetc unity
of transcendental apperception. In such logic ontology is grounded. This
confirms what we have already said: Being and existence are determined by
their relatonship to the use of the understanding.

Even now the main title for the interpretation of the being of beings is
stll: “Being and Thought.” But the legitimate use of the understanding
depends on the following: that thinking continues to be specified as repre-
sentational thinking that posits and judges - i.e., as positing and proposition
by virtue of transcendental apperception, and that thinking remains related
to affection by the senses. Thinking is ensconced in human subjectvity,
which is affected by sensibility, i.e., is finite. “I think” means: I connect
a sensuously given manifold of representatons by virtue of a prior glance
toward the unity of apperception, which articulates itself into the limited
muldiplicity of pure concepts of the understanding, i.e., categories.

At one with the critical unfolding of the essence of the understanding
is the limitation of its use, namely, its being limited to the determination
of that which is given through sensuous intuition and its pure forms. Con-
versely, the restriction of the use of the understanding to experience opens
the way at the same tme to a more primordial determination of the essence
of the understanding itself. What is posited in positing is what is posited
of a given, which, for its part, becomes for the positing, by means of such
positing and placing, something placed opposite and standing over against
us, something thrown over against us [Entgegengeworfenen), i.e., an object
[Objekt]). The positedness (positing), i.e., being, changes into objectess
(Gegenstandigkeit]. Even though Kant still speaks of “things” in the Critique
of Pure Reason, as, for example, in the affirmative asserton of his thesis on
being, “thing” always means: Gegen-stand, ob-ject in the broadest sense of
something represented, of an “X.” Accordingly, Kant says in the Preface to
the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (B XXVTI) that the critdque
[291] “teaches that the object is to be taken in 4 rwofold sense, namely as
appearance and as thing in itself.”
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The Critique divides (A 235, B 294) “all objects whatever into phenomena
and noumena.” These latter are divided into noumena in the negative and
noumena in the positive sense. Whatever in general the pure understand-
ing, i.e., without relation to sensibility, represents, but does not and cannot
know, serves as the X that is only thought of as underlying the appearing
object. The noumenon in the positive sense, i.e., the nonsensuous object
intended as in itself, e.g., God, remains closed to our theoretical cognition
since we have at our disposal no nonsensuous intuition for which the object
in itself could be immediately present.

The Critique does not abandon the determination of being as posit-
ing nor even the concept of being in general. It is therefore an error of
Neo-Kantianism, still being felt today, to say that through Kant’s philoso-
phy the concept of being is, as one says, “resolved.” The age-old prevailing
meaning of being (constant presence) not only is preserved in Kant’s crit-
ical interpretation of being as the objectness of the object of experience,
but even reappears in an exceptional form in the definidon of “objectness,”
while the interpretaton of being as the substantality of substance, which
otherwise prevails in the history of philosophy, virtually covers it up or
even disguises it. Kant, however, defines “substantial” entirely in the sense
of the critical interpretation of being as objectness: The subswntial means
nothing other

than the concept of object in general, which subsists in so far as we think in it merely
the transcendental subject apart from all predicates. (A 414, B 441)

Let it be suggested at this point that we will do well to understand
the words “Gegen-stand” and “ob-ject” in Kant's language literally as well,
insofar as the reladon to the [292] thinking I-subject resonates in them,
from which relatdon being as positing receives its meaning.

Since from the side of transcendental apperception in its relation to sense
impressions, the essence of positing is determined as objective proposition,
as an objective statement of judgment, the “highest point” of thought, i.e.,
the possibility of the understanding itself, must also prove to be the ground
(Grund)] of all possible statements, and thus to be the fundamental principle
[Grundsatz]. And so the ttle to §17 (B 136) reads: The Fundamental Principle
of the Synthetic Unity of Apperception Is the Supreme Principle of All Employment
of the Under.rtanding.

Accordingly, the systematic interpretation of the being of beings, i.e., of
the objectivity of the object of experience, can be stated only in fundamental
principles. This situation affords the basis for the fact that through Hegel,
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and via Fichte and Schelling, “the science of logic” becomes dialectic, a
movement of principles circling within themselves that is itself the abso-
luteness of being. Kant introduces the “Systematic Representation of All
Synthetic Principles” of pure understanding with the following statement

(A 158/59, B 197/98):

That there should be principles at all is entrely due to the pure understanding.
Not only is it the faculty of rules in respect of that which happens, but it is itself
the source of principles according to which everything (that can be presented to us
only as an object) must conform to rules. For without such rules appearances would
never yield knowledge of an object corresponding to them.

Those principles that expressly “explain” the modalides of being are
called, according to Kant, “the postulates of empirical thought in general.”
Kant expressly remarks that the “designations” for the four groups in the
“Table of Principles” (namely, “Axiomss of Intuidon,” “Anticipations of Per-
ception,” “Analogies of Experience,” “Postulates of Empirical Thought in
General”) were “chosen with care, [293] so as not to leave unnoticed the
differences with regard to the evidence and the exercise of these principles”®
(A 161, B 200). We must limit ourselves now to characterizing only the
fourth group, “the postulates,” and, moreover, with the single intent of
allowing us to see how in these principles the guiding concept of being as
positing shows through.

We shall postpone clarification of the title “postulates” but shall remind
ourselves that this ttle occurs again at the highest point of Kant’s meta-
physics proper, where it is a question of the postulates of practical reason.

Postulates are requirements. Who or what requires and for what? As
“the postulates of empirical thought in general” they are required by this
thought itself, from its source, from the essence of the understanding, and
are, indeed, required for making possible the positing of that which sensu-
ous perception provides, and thus for making possible the interconnecting
of existence, i.e., of the actuality of the manifold of appearances. Anything
actual is at any given time something actual that is possible; and that it
is something actual uldmately poins back to something necessary. “The
postulates of empirical thought in general” are the principles by which be-
ing possible, being actual, or being necessary are explained, insofar as the
existence of the object of experience is determined by them.

The first postulate reads: “Thatwhich agrees with the formal conditons
of experience (in accordance with intuition and concepts) is possible.”

The second postulate reads: “That which is bound up with the material
conditions of experience (with sensation) is actual.”
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The third postulate reads: “That which in its connection with the actual
is determined in accordance with universal conditions of experience, is (that
is, exists as) necessary.”

[294] We shall not presume, at the first actempt, to understand the con-
tent of these principles with complete clarity. Nevertheless, we are already
prepared for a first understanding, and this, indeed, by means of that which
Kant explains about being in the negative assertion of his thesis: “Being
is obviously not a real predicate.” This means: Being, and therefore also
the modes of being — being possible, being actual, being necessary — do not
say anything about what the Gegenstand, the object, is, but rather about
how the object is related to the subject. With respect to this “how” the
so-called concepts of being are called “modalities.” Kant himself begins his
clarification of the “postulates” with the following statement:

The categories of modality have the peculiarity that, in determining an object, they
do not in the least enlarge the concept [namely, that of the subject of the sentence]
to which they are attached as predicates. They only express the relation to our
faculty of cognition. (A 219, B 266)

Once again let us note: Kant now no longer explains being and exis-
tence in terms of the relation to the faculty of understanding but rather
in terms of the relationship to the faculty of cognition, i.e., of course, to
the understanding, to the power of judgment, but in such a way that this
latter gets its determination through its relation to experience (sensation).
Being, to be sure, remains position, but drawn into the relatdonship to affec-
don. In the predicates of being possible, being actual, and being necessary
there lies a “determination of the object” — only, however, a “certain” de-
terminaton, insofar as something is stated about the object in itself, about
it as object — namely, with regard to its objectvity, i.e., its standing-over-
against-ness [Gegenstindigkeit], with regard to the existence peculiar to it,
but not with regard to its reality, i.e., its substandality [Sachbeit]. For the
critical-transcendental interpretaton of the being of beings, the precritical
thesis that being is “not a predicate at all” is no longer valid. Being, as be-
ing possible, being actual, being necessary, is not, to be sure, a real (ontic)
predicate, but it is a transcendental (ontological) predicate.
~ [295) Now for the first time we understand the initially strange word-
Ing that Kant uses in the affirmative assertion of his thesis in the text of
the Critique of Pure Reason: “Being ... is merely the positng of a thing
or of certain determinations in and of themselves.” “Thing” means now,
according to the language of the Critique, object or Gegenstand. The “cer-
tain” determinations of the object as the object of the cognition are the
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non-real ones, the modalities of being. As these, they are positings. To
what extent this is accurate must become evident from the content of the
three postulates of empirical thought in general.

We now attend only to this: that and how in Kant’s interpretation of the
modes of being, being is thought of as positing.

The being possible of an object consists in the positedness of something
in such a way that this latter “agrees with” what is given in the pure forms
of intuition, i.e., space and time, and is, as thus given, capable of being
determined according to the pure forms of thought, i.e., the categories.

The being actual of an object is the positedness of something possible in
such a way that what is posited “coberes with” sensuous perception.

The being necessary of an object is the positedness of what “is connected
with” the actual according to general laws of experience.

Possibility is: agreement with. . .; Actuality is: coherence with...; Ne-
cessity is: connection with ...

In each of the modalities there prevails the positing of a relationship -
different in each instance - to that which is requisite for the existence of an
object of experience. The modalities are predicates of the relationship required in
each instance. The principles that these predicates explain require that which
is requisite for the possible, actual, or necessary existence of an object. For
that reason Kant calls these principles postulates. They are postulates of
thought in the twofold sense that the requirements stem from the under-
standing [296)] as the source of thought and also are at the same time valid
for thought, insofar as it is supposed by means of its categories to determine
what is given in experience as an existing object. “Postulates of empirical
thought in general” — this “in general” means: though the postulates are
not named in the Table of Principles of pure understanding until the fourth
and last place, they are the first in rank, insofar as every judgment about an
object of experience must from the outset satisfy them.

The postulates name that which is requisite in advance for the positing of
an object of experience. The postulates name the being that belongs to the
existence of that endty which, as appearance, is an object for the cognizing
subject. Kant’s thesis about being holds good; being is “merely the posit-
ing.” But the thesis now shows a richer content. The “merely” means the
pure relationship of the objectivity of objects to the subjectivity of human
cognition. Possibility, actuality, necessity are positings of different modes
of this relationship. The different ways of being posited are determined
by the source of the original positing. This is the pure synthesis of tran-
scendental apperception; and this synthesis is the primal act of cognitve
thought.
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Because being is no real predicate, but is nevertheless a predicate and
therefore is attributed to the object, and yet cannot be elicited from the
substantial content of the object, the ontological predicates of modality
cannot stem from the object, but rather must, as modes of positing, have
their origin in subjectvity. Positing and its modalities of existence are
determined from the side of thought. Thus, there hovers unexpressed over
Kant’s thesis about being the heading: Being and Thought.

In the “Explanation” of the postulates and, before that already, in the
presentation of the Table of Categories, Kant distinguishes possibility, ac-
tuality, and necessity without its being said, or even asked wherein the basis
for the distinction between being possible and being actual might lie.

[297] Notundl ten years after the Critique of Pure Reason, toward the end
of his third main work, the Critique of Judgment (1790), does Kant touch
upon this question, and then quite “episodically,” in §76, which bears the
heading, “Remark.” Five years later, the twenty-year-old Schelling, in his
first work, “On the Ego as the Principle of Philosophy; or, Concerning
the Uncondidonal in Human Knowledge” (1795), ended the concluding
remark of his work with the following statement:

But never, perhaps, have so many profound thoughts been compressed into so few
pages as has happened in the Critique of Teleological Fudgment, §76. (Pbilosopbische
Schriften, vol. I [1809), p. 114. Werke 1, 242)

Because what Schelling says here hits the mark, we must not pretend
to think through this §76 adequately. According to the intendon of this
presentation, the task is only to bring into view how Kant, even in the
assertion about being now referred to, holds to the guiding determination
of being as positing. Kant says,

The reason [for the distincdon - ] which is unavoidably necessary to the human
understanding [ - between the possibility and the actuality of things] lies in the
subject and in the nature of its cognitive facultes.

For the exercise of these faculties there are for us human beings “two
quite heterogenous factors . .. required.” To what extent? Understanding
and sensuous intuition are quite different in kind; the former is requisite
“tor concepts,” the latter “for objects that correspond to them.” Our under-
standing is never capable of giving us an object. Our sensuous intuition, on
the other hand, is not capable of positing as an object in its objectivity that
which is given by it. Taken by itself, our understanding can, by means of its
concepts, think of an object solely in its possibility. In order to recognize the
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object as actual, affection through the senses is required. [298] What was
just remarked will help us to understand the following decisive statement
of Kant's:

Now the whole distincton which we draw between the merely possible and the
actual rests upon the fact that possibility signiﬁes only the positing of the represen-
tation of a thing relative to our concept, and, in general, to our capacity of thinking,
whereas actuality signifies the positing of a thing in itself (apart from this conce_gt)

From Kant’s own words we conclude: possibility and actuality are dif-
ferent modes of positing. The differentation of them is unavoidable for us
humans, becausé the substantality of an object, its reality, is objective for us
only if objectvity as sensuously given is determined by the understanding
and if, conversely, that which is to be determined by the understanding is
given to it.

Kant uses the ttle “objective reality,” that is, the substandality posited as
an object, for the being of those beings that are accessible to us as objects of
experience. Accordingly, Kant says in another decisive place in the Critique
of Pure Reason:

If knowledge is to have objective reality, that is, if it is to relate to an object, and is
to acquire meaning and significance in respect to it, the object must be capable of
being in some manner given. (A 155, B 194)

Through the reference to the basis and the inevitability of the distincdon
between possibility and actuality, it becomes clear that in the essence of the
being of beings, in positing, the artculation of the necessary difference
between possibility and actuality prevails. With this glimpse of the basis
of the articulation of being, the most Kant can say about being seems o
be achieved. So it seems, indeed, when we are on the lookout for results”
instead of following Kant’s path.

In the determination of being, however, Kant takes yet a further step,
and this again only by way of an indmadon, [299] so that he does not
achieve a systematic presentation of being as positing. This does not mean
a shortcoming from the viewpoint of Kant's work, because the episodic
statements about being as positing belong to the style of his work.

We can make clear to ourselves what is unavoidable in Kant’s ultimate
step by the following reflecdon. Kant calls his statements about being “ex-
planation” and “elucidation.” Both are supposed to make it possible to see
clearly and purely what he means by being. Insofar as he determines it as

356



KANT'S THESIS ABOUT BEING

«merely the positing,” he understands being as coming from a delimited
site, namely, from positing as an act of human subjectvity, i.e., of the hu-
man understanding that is dependent on the sensuously given. Tracing
something back to its site [Ort] we call situating by discussion [Erirzerung].
Explanation and elucidation are based in situating by discussion. Thereby
we first discern the site, but the situational context is not yet visible, i.e.,
that in terms of which being as positing, i.e., such positing itself, is in its
turn expressly determined.

Now, Kant attached an appendix at the close of the positive part of his
interpretation of human experience of beings and its object, i.e., at the close
of his critical ontology, under the title: “On the Amphiboly of Concepts
of Reflection.” Presumably this “Appendix” was inserted very late, perhaps
only after completon of the Critique of Pure Reason. Seen as part of the
history of philosophy, it presents Kant’s encounter with Leibniz. Seen with
regard to Kant’s own thought, this “Appendix” contains a reflection back
over the completed steps of thought and the dimension through which they
passed. This retrospective reflection is itself a new step, the most extreme
one that Kant executed in the interpretation of being. So far as this inter-
pretation consists in restricting the use of the understanding to experience,
the question it deals with concerns the limits of the understanding. That is
why Kant says, in the “Remark” on this “Appendix” (A 280, B 336), that the
discussion situating the concepts of reflection is “of great utility as a reliable
method of determining and securing the limits of the understanding.”

[300] The “Appendix™ secures the safeguard by means of which Kant's
Critique of Pure Reason makes secure human theoretical cognition over its
whole range. Here, too, we must be content with an indication that is
supposed to show only to what extent Kant in this “Appendix” draws the
lines in the situational context of the site in which being as positing belongs.
The interpretation of being as positing includes the fact that positing and
positedness of the object are elucidated in terms of various relations to
the power of cognition, i.e., in reference back to it, in bending back, in
reflection. If, now, these various reflexive relationships are taken expressly
as such into view and thereby compared with one another, then it becomes
obvious that the interpretation of these relatonships of reflection must
proceed according to definite perspectives.

T'his consideration then aims “at the condition of the mind,” i.e., at
the human subject. The consideration no longer goes directly to the ob-
jeet of experience; it bends itself back toward the experiencing subject, it
is reflection [Reflexion). Kant speaks of “deliberation” [“Uberlegung™). If
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now reflection attends to those conditions and relationships of representa-
tonal thinking by which, in general, the delimitadon of the being of beings
becomes possible, then reflection on the situational context in the site of
being is a transcendental reflection. In conformity with this, Kant writes:

The act by which I confront the comparison of representations in general with the
cognitive faculty to which it belongs, and by means of which I distinguish whether
it is as belonging to the pure understanding or to sensible intuition that they are to
be compared with each other, I call transcendental reflection [Uberlegung]. (A 261,

B317)

In the elucidation of being possible as positing, the relatonship to the
formal conditions of experience came into play and therewith the concept
of ﬁﬂ'm With the elucidation of befng actual, the material conditions of
experience were expressed and thereby the concept of matter. The [301]
elucidaton of the modalides of being as positing is accordingly accom-
plished with a view to the difference of matter and form. This distinction
belongs to the situational context belonging to the site of being as positing.

Because the relatonship of reflection is determined with the help of these
concepts, they are called concepts of reflection. The manner whereby the
concepts of reflection are determined, however, is itself a reflection. The
ultimate determination of being as positing is accomplished for Kant ina’
reflection onreflection - therefore, in a distinctive manner of thought. This
fact increases the justification for bringing Kant's reflection on being under
the title “Being and Thought.” The title seems to speak unequivocally.
Nevertheless, something unclarified is concealed in it.

In the course of the clarification and substantiadon of the distinction
between possibility and actuality, it tumed out that the positing of thg
actual proceeds out of the bare concept of the possible, out into the outside,
over against the inside of the subjective condition of the subject. Hereby
the differentation of “inside” and “outside” comes into play. The “inside”
refers to the intrinsic determinations of a thing that are forthcoming out
of the understanding (qualitas-quantitas) in distinction to the “outside,”
i.e., the determinations that show themselves in the intuition of space and
time as the extrinsic relatdons of things as appearances among one another.
The difference between these concepts (concepts of reflection), and they
themselves, are forthcoming for transcendental reflection.

Even before the transcendental concepts of reflection named, “matter
and form,” “inner and outer,” Kant names “identity and difference,” “agree-
ment and opposition.” Of the concepts of reflecton, “matter and form,”
which are named in fourth and last place, he says, however:
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‘I'hese two concepts underlie all other reflection, so inseparably are they bound up
with all employment of the understanding. [302] The one [matter] signifies the
dJeterminable in general, the other its determination. (A 266, B 322)

Even the mere enumerating of the concepts of reflection gives us hints
for a more thorough understanding of Kant’s thesis about being as positing.
Positing shows itself in the joining of form and matter. This is explained as
the difference between determining and the determinable, i.e., with regard
to the spontaneity of the act of understanding in its relation to the receptivity
of sensuous perception. In this discussion, being as positing is situated, i.e.,
is located in relation to the structure of human subjectivity as the site of its
essential provenance.

The access to subjectivity is reflection. To the extent that reflection as
transcendental does not aim directly at objects but at the relatonship of
the objectivity of objects to the subjectivity of the subject, and therefore to
the extent that the theme of reflection in its turn, as the named relation-
ship, is already a relating back to the thinking ego, the reflection by which
Kant elucidates being as positing and situates it, proves to be a reflection
on reflection, as a thinking of the thinking related to perception. The al-
ready frequently mentioned heading for Kant’s interpretation of being, the
dtle “Being and Thought,” speaks more clearly now in its richer content.
Nevertheless, the heading still remains obscure in its decisive sense. For
in its formula-like version an ambiguity is concealed that must be thought
about if the title “Being and Thought” is supposed not only to characterize
Kant’s interpretation of being but also to name the fundamental trait that
forms the process of the entire history of philosophy.

Before, in conclusion, we bring to light the ambiguity mentioned, it
might be helpful if we show - even though only roughly - how, in Kant’s
interpretation of being as positing, the tradition speaks. Already from
Kant’s early work, The Only Possible Ground of Proof for a Demonstration of
the Existence of God, we gather that the explanation of being takes place with
regard to existence, because the “demonstration of the existence of God”
is the theme under consideration. Instead of Dasein, [303] the language of
Metaphysics says also Existenz. It suffices to remind oneself of this word in
order to recognize in the sistere, the setting [Setzen], the connection with
the ponere and with positing; the exsistentia is the actus, quo res sistitur, ponitur
extra statwomn possibilitatis (cf. Heidegger, Nietzsche [1961], vol. 11, pp. 417ff.).

Of course, with such allusions we must give up the predominating in-
strumental and calculative relationship to language and keep ourselves open
for the broad, sustained power of its utterance coming from afar.
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In the Spanish language, the word for being is ser. It is derived from
sedere, to sit. We speak of “Wobnsitz” (residence). That means where liv-
ing settles down. This settling down is a presence-at. .. Hélderlin would
like “to sing the palatal seats of princes and their ancestors.” Now, it
would be foolish to maintain that the queston about being can be dealt
with by dissecting the meaning of words. But listening to the utterance of
language can, with the necessary precautions and with due regard for the
context of the utterance, give us hints toward the proper subject matter of
thought.

Thought must ask: What, then, is called being, such that it can be de-
termined by way of representational thinking as positing and positedness?
That is a question that Kant does not ask, just as he does not ask the follow-
ing ones: What, then, is called being, such that positing can be determined
by the structure of forrn and matter? What, then, is called being, such that
in the determinadon of the positedness of that which is posited, these occur
in the twofold form of the subject, on the one hand as sentence-subject in
relation to the predicate and on the other hand as ego-subject in relation to
the object? What, then, is called being, such that it becomes determinable
in terms of the subiectum, i.e., in Greek, the Oroxeipevov? This is, because
it is constantly present, that which already lies before us from the outset.
Because being is determined as presence, a being is that which is lying there
before us, roxelpevov. Our relation to beings is that of lettdng them lie
there, as a mode of laying, of ponere. This includes the possibility of setting
and placing them. Because being is cleared as presence, [304] our relatiop
to beings as that which is lying there can become one of laying, placing,
setdng before us [Vorstellen), and positing. Being, in the sense of enduring
presencing, is dominant in Kant's thesis about being as positing, and also
in the entre realm of his interpretation of the being of beings as objectvity
and objective reality. N

Being as purely a positing unfolds itself into the modalities. Beings are
posited in being posited by the propositon, which is related to sensuous
affection; i.e., it is posited by empirical judgment in the empirical use of the
understanding in thinking thus determined. Being is elucidated and situated
by virtue of its relatonship to thought. Elucidatdon and situatonal discus-
sion have the character of reflecdon, which becomes explicit as thought
about thought.

What still remains unclear in the title “Being and Thought™? If we insert
into this dtle the results of our presentation of Kant’s thesis then we shall say
positing instead of being, reflection of reflection instead of thought. Then
the title “Being and Thought” means positing and reflection of reflection.
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\Vhat stands here on both sides of the conjunction “and” has been elucidated
as Kant meant it.

But what does the “and” mean in “Being and Thought™® We are not
cmbarrassed for the answer and can easily dispose of the matter. We can
readily appeal in this case to one of the oldest maxims of philosophy, the
saying of Parmenides that goes, 1o yap aitd voeiv éativ e xai elvar. “For
thinking and being are the same.”

The reladonship between thinking and being is sameness, identty. The
title “Being_ and Thought” says, being and thought are identical. As if it
were decided what identical means, as if the sense of identity lay at hand,
and in particular, lay at hand right here in this distinctive “case” in respect
of the reladon between being and thought. Both are obviously nothing
like things or objects between which one might, unchallenged, calculate
this way or that. In no case does “identical” mean the same as “equal.”
Being and thought: [305] in this “and” lies concealed that which is worthy
of thought, both for philosophy up to now and for present-day thinking.

But the presentation of the Kandan thesis has shown that being as posit-
ing is determined in terms of its reladonship to the empirical use of the
understanding. The “and” in the title suggests this relationship, which,
according to Kant, has its foothold in thinking, i.e., in an activity of the
human subject.

Of what sort is this relationship? The characterization of thinking as
reflection of reflection gives us a hint, even if only an approximate, not
to say misleading, one. Thought plays a double role: in the first place as
reflection and then as reflection of reflecdon. But what does all this mean?

Given the assumption that the characterization of thinking as reflection
suffices to specify the relatdon to being, then this means that thinking as
simple positing provides the horizon within which such qualides as posit-
edness and objectivity can be seen. The function of thought is to provide a
horizon for the elucidadon of being and of its modalities as positing.

Thinking as reflection of reflection means, on the other hand, the pro-
cess whereby, and also the instrument and organon wherewith, being as
glimpsed in the horizon of positedness is interpreted. Thinking as re-
flection means the horizon, thinking as reflectdon of reflecdon means the
organon for the interpretation of the being of beings. In the ttle “Being and
Thought,” thinking remains essendally ambiguous in the indicated sense,
and this holds for the entire history of Western thought.

Buthowwould it be, now, if we take being in the sense of originary Greek
thought, as the self-clearing and enduring presence of that which is for a
while, not only and not in the first instance as positedness in being posited
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by the understanding? Can representational thought form the horizon for
being in this its originary character? Obviously not, if self-clearing and
enduring [306] presence differs indeed from positedness, even though this
positedness may remain akin to that presence, because positedness owes to
presence its essential provenance.

If that is so, must not also, then, the kind of interpretation of being,
the manner of thinking, have a correspondingly diff erent character? From
ancient times the theory of thought has been called “logic.” But if, now,
thinking is ambiguous in its relatdon to being - as offering both a horizon
and an organon - does not what we call “logic” also remain ambiguous,
according to the view under discussion? Does not “logic,” then, as organon
and as interpretive horizon of being, become completely questonable? A
reflection that presses in this directon does not turn itself against logic but
occupies itself with making a sufficient determination of the Aéyog, i.e., !
of that saying in which being brings itself to language as what is singularly
thoughtworthy for thinking.

In the unobtrusive “is” lies concealed everything of being that is worthy
of thought. But what is most worthy of thought therein remains, neverthe-
less, that we consider whether “being,” whether the “is,” can itself be, or
whether being never “is” and it yet remains true that being is given.

But whence comes, to whom goes, the gift in the “being is given,” and
what is the manner of giving?

Being cannot be. Were it to be, it would no longer remain being but
would become a being, an entity.

But does not the thinker who first gave thought to being, does not
Parmenides say (Fragment 6): ot yag elvar, “there is, namely, being” -
“there is present, namely, presencing”™ If we consider that in the elvai,¢
presencing, it is really revealing, "\ A%6eia, that speaks, then the presencing
that in the #ot is said emphadcally of the elva. means letting be present.
Being - is properly that which grants presence.

Is being, being that is, here passed off as some entity, or is being, t0
ant6 (the Same), here said xaf ™ aiutH, with reference to itself? Does a
tautology speak here? Indeed. However, it is tautology in that highest
sense, which says not nothing but everything: that which [307] originarily
was and throughout the future will be decisive for thought. Thatis why this
tautology conceals within it something unsaid, unthought, unquestioned.
“There is present, namely, presencing.”

What does presence mean here? The present? Where does the deter-
mination of such things come from? Does an unthought character of a
concealed essence of time here show itself, or more exactly, conceal itself?
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If that is the situation, then the question about being must come under
the heading: “Being and Time.”

And Kant’s thesis about being as pure positing?

If positedness, objectivity, proves to be a modification of presence, then
Kant’s thesis about being belongs to that which remains unthought in all
metaphysics.

The guiding dtle for the metaphysical determinaton of the being of
beings, “Being and Thought,” does not so much as pose the question of
being, let alone find an answer.

Nevertheless, Kant's thesis about being as pure positing remains a peak
from which a perspective reaches back to the determination of being as
nzoxeiahat, and points forward toward the speculative-dialectical interpre-
tation of being as Absolute Concept.
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Notes

The dedication appears only in the Gesamtausgabe, not in the first edidon of
Wegmarken. (Ed.)

Comments on Karl Jaspers’s Psychology of Worldviews

Pagereferencesareto the first edition of Jaspers's Psychologie des Weltanschauungen
(1919). (Ed.)

In using the two German words for history (Historie and Geschichte) interchange-
ably throughout this essay, Heidegger does not clearly distinguish them, as he
does later in his 192 5 Kassel lectures on Dilthey and in his Being and Time, where
the former term is reserved for the discipline of “historiography,” and the latter
for the more original happening of “history.” For the sake of economy, I have
translated both terms and their variants without indicating which German term
is being employed at the time. (Trans.)

In this early essay, Heidegger is already using “Dasein” as a central term. Thus,
following John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson’s translation of Heidegger's
Being and Time, | have adopted the German term in my translatdon. However,
since Heidegger plays on the literal meaning of the noun “Dasein” as “being
there,” and that of the verb “dasein” as “to be there,” I have often also used the
English translation, “existence or being there,” or simply “being there.” (Trans.)

Phenomenology and Theology

First published in The Piety of Thinking, translated with notes and commen-
tary by James G. Hart and John C. Maraldo (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1976). Present version revised and edited by James G. Hart, John C.
Maraldo, and William McNieill.

All theological concepts of existence that are centered on faith intend a specific
transition of existence, in which pre-Christian and Christian existence are united
in their own way. This transitional character is what motivates the multidimen-
sl':unaliry of theological concepts —a feature we cannot examine more closely

cre.

Cf. Being and Time, Division Two, §58.
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It should not require extensive discussion to show thatit is a matter here of a basic
(existential) confrontation of two possibilities of existence that does not exclude,
but includes, an in each case factical, existentiell, and reciprocal acknowledgment
and earncstness.

From the Last Marburg Lecture Course

Fdited and revised by William McNeill. Translation adopted in part from The

Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, translated by Michael Heim (Bloomington:

Indiana University Press, 1984). Where translations of French or Latn are

given in brackets they have been provided by the translator and do not appear

in the German text.

Throughout the text, Heidegger’s references are identified as follows:

E. Joh. Ed. Erdmann, Leibnitii Opera Philosophica quae extant Latina, Gallica,
Germanica Onmia, @ vols., Berlin, 1840.

G. C. L Gerhardt, Die philosophischen Schriften von Gortfried Wilbelm Leibniz,
7 vols., Berlin, 1875—g0.

B. A. Buchenau, translator, G. W. Leibmiz, Hauptschriften zur Grundlegung der
Philosophie, edited by E. Cassirer, 2 vols. (Philosophische Bibliothek, vols.
107 and 108), Leipzig, 1904-6.

S. H. Schmalenbach, Leibniz (Munich: Dreimasken Verlag, 1921).

Leibmizens Mathematische Schriften, ed. C. 1. Gerhardt, 7 volumes (in 8) (Berlin

and Halle, 1849-63) [reprint, Hildesheim, 1962].

In transladons of German philosophy the customary rendering of Vorstellung is

“(mental) representation,” though sometimes “notion” or “idea” is also used. In

discussing the monad’s mode of apprehension, however, Heidegger plays on the

temporal, out-stretching meaning of vor-stellend and thus suggests the necessity

of a different English transladon. To “pre-hend” does not share the same root

meaning as stellen (to place) but derives from the Latin prendere (to grasp, reach).

“Prehension” is nevertheless connected with “apprehension” and has enjoyed

a felicitous usage in the English-language philosophy influenced by Leibniz,

namely in the speculative thought of Alfred North Whitehead. (Trans.)

What Is Metapbysics?

Originally published in Marzin Heidegger: Basic Writings, ed. David Farrell Krell
(2nd, revised and expanded edition) (New York: HarperCollins, 1993), pp. 93—
110. Present version edited and revised by David Farrell Krell and William
McNeill.

The words “whether explicitly or not” (ob ausdriicklich oder nicht) are an addi-
ton to the Gesamtausgabe editon. They do not appear in the first edidon of
Wegmnarken. (Ed.)

The words “it seems” (wie es scheint) do not appear in the first edition of
Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “In a familiar phrase...”. (Ed.)
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NOTES TO PAGES 97-103

On the Essence of Ground

An existing translation by Terrence Malick, The Essence of Reasons (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1969), has been consulted throughout. In
certain instances, I have gratefully adopted, or adapted, Malick’s transladon.
Where translations of French, Latin, or Greek are given in brackets they
have been provided by the translator and do not appear in the German text.
Translatons from the Latin that appear in brackets have been adopted, with
minor alterations, from the Malick transladon.

Metaphysics V, 1, 1013 a1 7ff.

Ibid., V, 2, 1013 b16ff.

Ibid,, I, 7, 988 b16ff.

The German Grund means both “ground” and “reason”; thus, der Satz vom
Grund (or the more archaic Satz vom Grunde) is usually translated as the “prin-
ciple of reason” or “principle of sufficient reason.” I have generally rendered it
as “principle of reason.” Part of Heidegger's argument will be that ground as
ratio or Aéyos is derivative upon the more primary sense of being (Sefn) itself
as ground. (Trans.)

Dissertatio philosophica de usu et Iimitibus principii rationis determinantis vulgo suf-
ficientis. Cf. Opuscula pbilosopbico-theologica antea seorsum edita nunc secundis curis
revisa et copiose aucta (Lipsiae, 1750), pp. 152ff.

Uber die vierfache Wurzel des Satzes vom zureichenden Grunde. Second edition
(1847); third edidon edited by Jul. Frauenswddt (1864).

Principiorum primorum cognitionis metaphysicae nova dilucidatio (1755).

Uber eine Entdeckung, nach der alle neue Kritik der reinen Vernunft durch eine iltere
entbebrlich gemacht werden soll (1790).

Cf. pp. 106f.

Pbilosophische Untersuchungen iiber das Wesen der menschlichen Freibeit und die
damit zusammenbéingenden Gegenstinde. Werke, 1. Abt, Bd. 7, pp. 333—416.
The first edition of Wegmarken has vulgdre, “ordinary,” rather than gewibnliche,
“usual,” “habitual,” “customary.” (Trans.)

Cf. Opuscules et fragments inédits de Leibmiz, ed. L. Couturat (19o3), pp. 518ff.
(. also Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale, vol. X (1902), pp. 2ff. Couturat
attributes a special significance to this treatise, since it supposedly provides him
with definidve evidence for his own thesis “que la métaphysique de Leibniz re-
pose toute entiére sur la logique” [“that Leibniz's metaphysics is based endrely
on logic™]. Although this treatise forms the basis for our following discussions,
this does not indicate agreement with Couturat’s interpretation of the treatise,
nor with his view of Leibniz in general, nor indeed with his concept of logic.
This treatise instcad speaks most sharply against the principium rationis having
its origin in logic; indeed, it spcaks in general against the very question as to
whether logic or metaphysics merits priority in Leibniz. The very possibility
of such a question begins to vacillate precisely through Leibniz, and is first
shattered in Kant, although here it does not issue in any further repercussions.
Cf. M. Heidegger, Sein und Zeit | Being and Time) 1 (Jabrbuch fiir Philosopbie und
phdnomenologische Forschung, Bd. VIII, 1927), §44, pp. 212—230; on the asser-
tion, cf. §3 3, pp- 154ff. (The pagination given agrees with the separate edition.)
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NOTES TO PAGES 103-114

Cf. ibid., §60, pp- 295ff.

On “finding onesclf” (Befindlichkeit), cf. Being and Time, §29, pp. 134ff.
When “ontology” and “ontological” are today appealed to as catchwords and
titles for various orientations, these expressions are employed in an utterly triv-
ial manner that fails to appreciate any problematic whatsoever. One thrives
on the erroneous opinion that ontology as the question concerning the be-
ing of beings means a “realistic” (naive or critical) “atttude” as opposed to an
“idealistic” one. Ontological problematic has so little to do with “realism™ that
precisely Kant, in and through his transcendental way of questioning, was able
to accomplish the first decisive step since Plato and Aristotle toward explicitly
laying the ground for ontology. Defending the “reality of the outer world” is
not yet an ontological orientaton. “Ontological” - taken in its popular philo-
sophical meaning — means, however (and this betrays the hopeless confusion),
something that must instead be called ontic, i.e., a stance that lets beings in

' themselves be what and how they are. But this does not yet raise any problem

. of being, let alone attain the foundation for the possibility of an ontology.

Cf. Being and Time, §69c, pp. 364ff.; also the note on p. 363.

Cf. Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik (1929). [Translated as
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics by Richard Taft (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1990).]

Cf. Kant, Uber cine Entdeckung, nach der alle neue Kritik der reinen Vernunft
durch eine dltere entbebrlich gemacht werden soll (1790), concluding appraisal of
the three principal peculiarities of metaphysics in Leibniz. Cf. also the prize
essay on the progress of metaphysics, Division L.

The words der seiende Mensch, “the human being that exists,” do not appear in
the first edition of Wegmarken. (Trans.)

Cf. K. Reinhardt, Parmenides und die Gescbichte der griechiscben Philosopbie (1916),
pp- 174ff. and p. 216 (note).

Cf. Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker: Melissos, Fragment 7; and Parmenides,
Fragment 2.

Ibid.: Anaxagoras, Fragment 8.

Ibid.: Heraclitus, Fragment 89.

Regarding the textual referencesin St. John’s gospel, cf. the excursus on x6ouog
in W. Bauer, Das Jobannesevangelium (Lietzmanns Handbuch zum Neuen Testa-
ment 6), second, completely revised edition (1925), p. 18. On the theological
interpretadon, cf. the exceptional commentaries by A. Schlatter, Die Theologie
des Neuen Testaments, Part 11 (1910), pp. 114ff.

Augustine, Opera (Migne), vol. IV, 1842.

Ibid., treadse II, chapter 1,no. 11 (vol. 111, 1393).

Cf., e.g., Surmma theologica, 11/2, qu. CLXXXVIII, a 2, ad 3; dupliciter aliquis
potest esse in saeculo: uno modo per praesentiam corporalem, alio modo per mentis
affectum.

Metaphysica (ed. I, 1743), §354., p- 87.

? First edition, 1929: Furthermore, the task from the outset is not to produce or even to
ground an “ontology,” but to reach the truth of beyng, i.e., to be reached by it - history of
beyng itself, not the demand for philosophical erudition, hence being and tme.
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NOTES TO PAGES 114-120

Entwurf der notwendigen Vernunft-Wabrbeiten, wiefern sie den zufilligen entge-
gengesetzet werden (Leipzig, 1745), $350, p- 657-

Ibid., §349, pp. 654ff.

Ibid., §348, p. 653.

Cf. on this Kant und das Problem der Metaph ysik (1929).

De mundi sensibilis atque intelligibilis forma et principiis, Sectio I. De notione mundi
generatim. §§1, 2.

Cf. Critique of Pure Reason, A 568, B 596.

Ibid., A 832, B 860.

Ibid., A 328, B 384.

Ibid., A 327, B 384.

Ibid., A 310, B 367; also A 333, B 390.

Ibid., A 322, B 379. On the classificaton of the “idea” as a particular “kind
of representation” in the “serial arrangement” of representadons, cf. A 320,
B 376f.

Ibid,, A 334, B 391.

Was beipt: sich im Denken orientieren? (1786). Werke (Cassirer) IV, p. 355.
Critique of Pure Reason, A 407f., B 434.

“In the applicaton of pure concepts of understanding to possible experience,
the employment of their synthesis is either mathematical or dynamical, for they
are concerned partly with the mere intuition of an appearance in general, partly
with its existence.” (Ibid., A 160, B 199.) With regard to the corresponding
division of the “principles,” Kant states: “But it should be noted that we are
as little concerned in the one case with the principles of mathematcs as in the
other with the principles of general (physical) dynamics. We treat only of the
principles of pure understanding in their relation toinner sense (all differences
among the given representations being ignored). It is through these principles
of pure understanding that the special principles of mathematics and of dy-
namics become possible. I have named them, therefore, on account rather of
their applicadon than of their content...” (Ibid., A 162, B 302.) Cf. in relation
precisely to a more radical problematic of the concept of world and of beings as
a whole the distinctdon between the mathematical sublime and the dynamical
sublime. (Critique of Judgment, especially §28.)

Ibid., A 410ff., B 446ff.

Ibid.

Ibid., A 5§72, B 600 (note).

Anthropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht abgefapt (1800), 2nd edition, Preface.
Werke (Cassirer) VIII, p. 3.

Ibid,, p. 4.

Ibid. “A man of the world is a partcipator in the great game of life.” “Man
of the world means knowing one’s relations to other human beings and how
things go in human life.” “To have class [world] means to have maxims and
to emulate great examples. It comes from the French. One attains one’s end
through conduite, morals, dealings etc.” (Lecture on Anthropology.) Cf. Die
philosopbischen Hauptvorlesungen I. Kants. Nach den neuaufgefundenen Kollegheften
des Grafen Heinrich zu Dobna-Wundlacken. Edited by A. Kowalewski (1924),
p- 71.
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NOTES TO PAGES 120-122

Cf. Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten. Werke (Cassirer) IV, p. 273 (note).
Ibid,, p. 274 (note).

Cf. p. 72 of the Anthropology Lecture cited in note §1.

Critique of Pure Reason, A 839, B 867f. Cf. also Logik (ed. G. B. Jische), Intro-
duction, Pare III.

Ibid., A 569, B 597.

Ibid., A 840, B 868 (note).

In the present context we can neither develop nor indeed answer the following
questions: (1) To what extent does something like “Weltanschauung™ belong
necessarily to the essence of Dasein as being-in-the-world? (2) In what manner
must the essence of Weltanschauung be delimited in general and grounded in
terms of its intrinsic possibility with respect to the transcendence of Dasein?
(3) How, in accordance with its transcendental character, does Weltanschauung
relate to philosophy?

If indeed one identifies the ontic contexture of items of utlity, or equipment,
with world and interprets being-in-the-world as dealing with items of udlity,
then there is certainly no prospect of any understanding of transcendence as
being-in-the-world in the sense of a “fundamental constitution of Dasein.”

The ontological structure of beings in our “environing world” — insofar as
they arediscoveredas equipment — does, however, have the advantage, in terms
of an initial characterization of the phenomenon of world, of leading over into
an analysis of this phenomenon® and of preparing the transcendental problem
of world. And this is also the sole intent - an intent indicated clearly enough
in the structuring and layout of §§14-24 of Being and Time - of the analysis of
the environing world, an analysis that as a whole, and considered with regard
to the leading goal, remains of subordinate significance.

Yet if nature is apparently missing — not only nature as an object of natural
science, but also nature in an originary sense (cf. Being and Time, p. 65 below) —
in this orientadon of the analytic of Dasein, then there are reasons for this.
The decisive reason lies in the fact that nature does not let itself be encoun-
tered either within the sphere of the environing world, nor in general primarily
as something toward which we comport ourselves. Nature is originarily mani-
fest in Dasein through Dasein’s existing as finding itself attuned in the midst of
beings. But insofar as finding oneself (Befindlichkeit] (thrownness) belongs to
the essence of Dasein, and comes to be expressed in the unity of the full con-
cept of care, it is only here that the basis for the problem of nature can first be
artained.

The German zeitigen is used in Being and Time to designate the “temporalizing”
of Dasein as ecstatic temporality. Its more conventional usage implies mat-
uration, flourishing, arising. Thus, the present usage suggests that Dasein’s
selfhood first comes into being in and through a temporalizing. (Trans.)

The words “i.e., belongs to Dasein™ (d.b. daseinszugebirig) do not appear in
the first edition of Wegmarken. (Trans.)

? First edition, 1929: And indeed in such a way that the manner in which the concept of
world is grasped avoids from the outset the path of ens creatum taken by the traditional,
ontic metaphysics of nature.
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NOTES TO PAGES 123-128

The ontological interpretation of Dasein as being-in-the-world decides neither
positively nor negatively concerning a possible being toward God. Presumably,
however, the elucidation of transcendence first achieves an adeguate concept of
Dasein, and with respect to this being it can then be asked how things stand
ontologically concerning the relaton of Dasein to God.

Republic V1, 509 B.

This parenthetical addition is not found in the first edidon of Wegmarken.
(Trans.)

Ibid., 509 A.

Here we may be permitted to point out that what has been published so far
of the investigations on “Being and Time” has no other task than that of a
concrete projection unveiling transcendence (cf. §§12-83; especially §69). This
in turn occurs for the purpose of enabling the sole guiding intendon, clearly
indicated in the title of the whole of Part I, of attaining the “transcendental hori-
zon of the question concerning being.” All concrete interpretations, above all
that of ime, are to be evaluated solely in the perspective of enabling the question
of being. They have as little to do with modern “dialectical theology” as with
medieval Scholasticism.

If Dasein is here interpreted as that being that in general can pose such a
thing asa problem of being as belonging toits existence, then this does not mean
that this being, which as Dasein can exist authentically and inauthendcally, is the
“authentic” being in general among all other beings, so that the latter would be
only a shadow of the former. Quite on the contrary, the illumination of tran-
scendence is meant to atmin that horizon within which the concept of being -
including the “natural” concept that is often appealed to - can first be philo-
sophically grounded as a concept. Ontological interpretation of being in and
from out of the transcendence of Dasein does not, however, mean ontic deriva-
tion of the sum-total of non-Dasein-like beings from this being qua Dasein.

As regards the reproach - which is connected with such misinterpretation -
of an “anthropocentric standpoint” in Being and Time, this objection that is now
passed all too readily from hand to hand says nothing so long as one omits to
think through the approach, the entire thrust, and the goal of the development
of the problem in Being and Time and to comprehend how, precisely through
the elaboradon of the transcendence of Dasein, “the human being” comes into
the “center” in such a way that his nothingness amid beings as a whole can and
must become a problem in the first place. What dangersare entailed, then, by
an “anthropocentric standpoint” that precisely puts its entire effort solely into
showing that the essence of Dasein that there stands “at the center” is ecstatic,
i.e., “excentric,” yet that therefore, in additon, the alleged freedom from any
standpoint, which is contrary to the entire meaning of philosophizing as an es-
sentially finite possibility of existing, is a delusion? Cf. here the interpretation
of the ecstatic-horizonal structure of time as temporality in Being and Time,
Part I, pp. 316-438.

In the present investigation, the Temporal [temporale] interpretation of tran-
scendence is intentionally set aside throughout.

The first edition of Wegmarken simply reads: “as a being™ (als Seiendes), rather
than “as the being that it is” (uls das Seiende, das es ist). (Trans.)
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NOTES TO PAGES 128-147

Both the first edition of Wegmarken and the Gesamtausgabe edidon here read
“als dem Entwurf von Méglichkeit seiner selbst.” This appears to be an error.
The original publicaton, in the Festschrift Edmund Husserl (1929), reads “als
dem Entwurfvon Moglichkeiten seiner selbst.” Here, I have kept to the text of
the Festschrift and rendered “possibility” in the plural. (Trans.)

On the Essence of Truth

Originally published in Martin Heidegger: Basic Writings, edited by David
Farrell Krell (2nd revised and expanded edition) (New York: HarperCollins,
1993), pp- 1 15-38. Presentversion edited and revised by John Sallis and William
McNeill.

Throughout the translation das Seiende is rendered as “being” or “beings,” ein
Seiendes as “a being,” Sein as “Being,” das Seiende im Ganzen as “beings as a
whole.” (Trans.)

The first edidon of Wegmarken reads: “it” (Sie); the Gesamtausgabe edition
reads: “philosophy” (Die Pbilosopbie). (Ed.)

In the Gesamtausgabe edidon, the phrase “is thought to need no further spe-
cial proof” (bedarf keiner besonderen Begriindung mebr) has been altered to “is
considered a foregone conclusion” (balt man fiir ausgemacht). (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken includes the wordeben, “indeed,” after Wabrbeit,
“truth.” The eben is deleted in the Gesamtausgabe editon. (Ed.)

The Gesamtausgabe edition here inserts the word vielmebr, “rather.” (Ed.)
The text reads: “ein Offenbares als ein solches.” In ordinary German offenbar
means “evident,” “manifest.” However, the context that it has here through
its link with “open region” (das Offene), “open stance” (Offenstindigkeit), and
“openness” (Offenbeit) already suggests the richer sense that the word has for
Heidegger: that of something’s being so opened up as to reveal itself, to be
manifest (as, for example, a flower in bloom), in contrast to something’s being
so closed or sealed up within itself that it conceals itself. (Trans.)

The phrase “as the correctness of a statement” (als Richtgkeit der Aussage ver-
standen) is an addition to the Gesamtausgabe editon. It does not appear in the
first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The words “i.e., unimpeded” (d.h. unbebindert) are an addition that does not
appear in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)

This variant of the word Existenz indicates the ecstatic character of freedom,
its standing outside itself. (Trans.)

The Gesamtausgabe edition adds the words “i.e., openness” (d.b. die Offenbeit)
at this point. They do not appear in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)
The text reads, “Die Gestimmtbeit (Stinrmung). ..” Stimmung refers not only
to the kind of attunement that a musical instrument receives by being tuned
but also to the kind of attunement that constitutes a mood or a disposition
of Dasein. The important etymological connection between Stimmung and
the various formations based on stimmen (to accord) is not retained in the
transladon. (Trans.)
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“Resolutely open bearmg seeks to translate das entschlossene Verbaltnis. Entsch-
lossen is usually rendered as “resolute,” but such a translation falls to retain the
word’s structural relation to verschlossen, “closed” or “shut up.” Significantly,
this connection is what makes it possible for Heidegger to transform the sense
of the word: he takes the prefix as a privation rather than as |nd1caung estab-
lishment of the condition designated by the word to which it is affixed. Thus,
as the text here makes quite clear, entschlossen signifies just the opposite of that
kind of “resolve” in which one makes up one’s mind in such fashion as to close
off all other possibilites: it is rather a kind of keeping un-closed. (Trans.)

“To err” may translate /rven only if it is understood in its root sense derived
from the Latin errare, “to wander from the right way,” and only secondarily in
the sense “to fall into error.” (Trans.)

Plato’s Doctrine of Truth

Revised and edited by Thomas Sheehan and William McNeill. A previous
translation exists by John Barlow, in Philasopby in the Twentieth Century, ed.
William Barrettand Henry D. Aiken (New York: Random House, 1962), vol. 3,
Pp- 2§1-70.

Heidegger appears to use the J. Burnettext of the Republic, published by Oxford
University Press. (Trans.)

The Greek, ua Al” olUx Eywy *. &pr, more literally would be: “‘By Zeus, not
I} he said.” (There are only so many ways one can express agreement in a
Platonic dialogue.) (Trans.)

Einsichtslosigkeit: appoaiv. (Trans.)

Literally: “to turn his neck around” (den Hals umzuwenden, nepudyewv tdv
auyéva). (Trans.)

Literally: “those who were chained with him in those days” (der domals mit ibm
Gefesselten, tav t6te 0uvdeauw twv). (Trans.)

More literally: “... is not the presenting foreground of @Afifewa.” (Trans.)

On the Essence and Concept of $riavg in Aristotle’s Physics B, 1

Originally published in Man and Werld, vol. ¢, no. 3 (August 1976), pp. 219-70.
Present version edited and revised by Thomas Sheehan and William McNeill.
All parentheses in the translaton are Heidegger’s. However, brackets in the
translation represent later interpolatons that Heidegger made in hisown 1939
text and that appear in the German as: /... /. The following are exceptions:
(1) If brackets enclose German words, they are my own interpolations for sake
of clarity. (2) If brackets appear within parentheses, they are Heidegger's.
(3) In one instance (p. [349)] ad initiurm) | print Heidegger’s parentheses within
brackets just as they appear in Wegmarken. (Trans.)

As in the original transladon published in Man and World, 1 have from here
on sectioned the text for the sake of clarity according to Roman numerals
(I-XIX). Although this sectioning does not appear in the original German, I
have retained it here since existing scholarship has used these divisions for the
purpose of reference. (Trans.)
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NOTES TO PAGES 191-242

In the sense of an alteration, i.e., a “change over into something else.” (Trans.)
The original version in I/ Pensiero italicizes this entire phrase, including the
words “and toward itself.” (Trans.)

Cf. 193 ag, the beginning of sectdon X. (Trans.)

See section XII. (Trans.)

Postseript to “What Is Metapbysics?”

The first publication of the “Postscript” (1943) was preceded by the epigraph:
“‘Metaphysics,’ like the word ‘abstract’ and almost that of ‘thinking’ too, is a
word from which more or less everyone flees, as though fleeing someone with
the plague.” Hegel (1770-1831), Werke XVII, p. 400. [Neither this note, nor
the epigraph itself, appears in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Trans.)]

An existing transladon by Wemner Brock in Existence and Being (Chicago: H.
Regnery, 1949), pp. 34961, and an unpublished translation by Ferit Giiven
have also been consulted.

The words “metaphysically speaking” (metapbysisch gesprochen) do not appear
in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Trans.)

Fourth edition, 1943: “presumably.”*

Fourth edidon, 1943: “never, however.”

... als die von jener Stimme gestimmte Stimmung. Heidegger here plays on the
proximity of the German word Stimme, meaning “voice,” to Stimmung, “mood”
or “attunement,” and strmrmen, to “attune.” (Trans.)

Fourth edition, 1943: “Original thanking... [Das urspriingliche Danken).”
Fourth editon, 1943: “... in which it [being] is cleared and lets come to pass
the singular event:"

Fourth edition, 1943: “The speechless response of thanking in sacrifice. ..."”
Fourth editon, 1943: “thanking.”

Fourth edidon, 1943: “thinking.”

Fourth edidon, 1943: “thoughtful recollection [Andenken].”

Letter on “Humanism”

Originally translated by Frank A. Capuzzi in collaboration with John Glenn
Gray, edited by David Farrell Krell. Published in Martin Heidegger: Basic
Writings, edited by David Farrell Krell (2nd, revised and expanded edition)
(New York: HarperCollins, 1993), pp. 217-65. Present version edited and
revised by William McNeill and David Farrell Krell.

The first edition of Wegmarken simply reads: “in the element of being.” (Ed.)
The Gesamtausgabe edition alters the German word order in the final clause of
this sentence compared to the first edition of Wegmarken. There is no difference
in meaning. (Ed.)

? Fourth edition, 1943: Within the truth of being, beyng prevails as the essence of the dif-
ference; such beyng qua beyxg, prior to the difference, is the event [Ereignis] and for this
reason without beings.

Fifth edition, 1949: A prefiguring in terms of beyng qua event |Ereignis), but not under-

standable there (in the fourth edition).
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The word “also” is an addition that does not appear in the first edition of
Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The phrase “does not think being as such” (denkt nicht das Sein als solches) is
added to the Gesamtausgabe edition, and does not appear in the first edition of
Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “being itself” (das Sein selbst);, the
Gesamtausgabe edition reads: “being in each case” (je Sein). (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken here simply reads: “and propriated.” (Ed.)
The Gesamtausgabe edition here inserts the word einmal, “once”; this does not
appear in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: Deus est suum esse. (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “from out of " (aus). (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken does not place the “is” in quotation marks.
(Ed)

The word “essentially” (wesenbaft) is an addition to the Gesamtausgabe edition.
It does not appear in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken here reads: am weitesten; the Gesamtausgabe
reads: am fernsten. There is not much difference in meaning. (Ed.)

The phrase “than beings” is an addition to the Gesamtausgabe edition and does
not appear in the first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The word “destined” (geschicklich) is an addition that does not appear in the
first edition of Wegmarken. (Ed.)

The first edidon of Wegmarken simply reads: “of the essence of being.” (Ed.)
The first edition of Wegmarken reads: als eines solchen; the Gesamtausgabe edition
reads: alssolchen. There is litde difference in meaning. (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: im Wesensgang . . . zuriickfallt, “is falling
behind in the essental course . .."; the Gesamtausgabe edition reads: binter dem
Wesensgang . . . zurickfillt, “is falling behind the essental course ...". (Ed.)

Introduction to “What Is Metapbysics?™

Originally published in Existentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre, edited by Walter
Kaufmann (New York: Meridian Books, 1956), Chapter 8. Present translation
edited and revised by William McNeill.

The first edition of Wegmarken simply reads: “of metaphysics.” (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “which appears as beings” (das als das
Seiende erscheint). (Ed.)

On the Question of Being

An existing translaton by William Kluback and Jean T. Wilde, The Question of
Being (New York: Twayne, 1958), has also been consulted.

Here, as in other essays, Heidegger frequently plays on the root of the word
Erorterung (“discussion”) to suggest a “locating”™ or “situating” of a “locale”
(Ort) — here the locale of the critical line of nihilism. Cf. the usage of this word
in “Phenomenology and Theology” and “Kant’s Thesis about Being” in the
present volume; also the “Preface to the GGerman Edition.” (Trans.)
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NOTES TO PAGES 294-333

The German word Arbeir might be better rendered as “labor” rather than
“work,” which is closer to Werk (as in a “work” of art, or a craft). Because
modern usage often employs “work” and “labor” indiscriminately, however,
especially with regard to the factory “worker,” I have retained the latter term
throughout. (Trans.)

The German Wesen, generally rendered as “essence,” traditionally has the nom-
inal sense of essentia, referring to the fundamental “whatness” or primary “sub-
stance” of something. For Heidegger, the word Wesen carries the verbal and
temporal sense of being (Sefn) as the essental unfolding and enduring presenc-
ing (An-wesen) of something. (Trans.)

Ge-Stell (sometimes written Gestell ) is the term by which Heidegger designates
the “essence” of modern technology. It is often translated as “enframing.” See
the essay “Die Frage nach der Tecbnik” for further details (Vortrage und Aufsitze
[sth ed.] [Pfullingen: Neske, 1985], pp. 9—40). [Translated as “The Question
concerning Technology,” in Martin Heidegger: The Question concerning Tecbnol-
ogy and Otber Essays, wans. William Lovitt (New York: Harper & Row, 1977),
PP 3-35.] (Trans.)

The phrase Verwindung der Metapbysik is difficult to render into English.
Heidegger uses the word Verwindung to suggest something other thana straight-
forward “overcoming” (Uberwindung) that would be accomplished by human
beings (or by human thinking as subjectivity), and that would simply leave
behind it whatever is “overcome.” Verwindung implies recovery in the sense
that metaphysics itself, in its “essence,” recovers from the oblivion of its own
essence. As Heidegger goes on to clarify, it is not therefore to be taken as
implying that human beings recover from metaphysics; nor is it human beings
in the first instance who “recover” metaphysics in the sense of “retrieving”
its essence. In the phrase “recovery of metaphysics,” metaphysics is itself the
“subject” of the genitive. Elsewhere, Heidegger explains that the Verwindung
of the “essence of technology” in the direction of its as yet concealed truth “is
similar to what happens when, in the human realm, one recovers from grief
or pain.” See Die Kebre (1949), Gesamtausgabe, vol. 79, p. 69 (translated by
William Lovitt as “The Turning,” in The Question concerning Tecbnology, p. 39).
Verwindung does, therefore, imply an “overcoming,” but what is overcome is
not left behind or escaped. (Trans.)

The first edition of Wegmarken simply reads: “a surpassing of beings as such,”
(der Uberstieg iiber das Seiende als solcbes). (Trans.)

In what follows, Heidegger plays on the literal sense of the German es gibt, “it
gives.” The phrase also carries its ordinary meaning, “there is.” (Trans.)

Hegel and the Greeks

Edited and revised by John Sallis and William McNeill.
The phrase “through which the latter reaches completion” (durch welches dieses
sich vollendet) does not appear in the first ediion of Wegmarken. (Ed.)
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NOTES TO PAGES 334-337

So claims P. Friedlander, Platon, vol. I (2nd ed.), p. 235 (now 3rd ed. [1964), pp.
233ff., corrected) [This parenthetical reference is an addition to the Gesamt-
ausgabe edition (Ed.)], following W. Luther, who in his Gottingen dissertation
(1935, pp- 8ff.) sees the matter more clearly.

The first edition of Wegmarken reads:. .. der Thesis und Abstraktion im “Noch
nicht,” while the Gesamtausgabe edition reads: ... der Thesis und der Abstraktion
im “Noch nicht.” The additon of the definite article indicates that the words
“thesis and abstraction” are to be read together; in the firstedition, the sentence
could conceivably be understood as “... this philosophy remains as the stage
of thesis, and [as] abstraction in a ‘not yet.'” (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: bleibt aus, “remains absent”; the Gesamt-
ausgabe edition reads: stebt noch aus, “is as yet outsmanding.” (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “and” (und); the Gesamtausgabe edition
reads: “yet at the same time” (aber zugleich). (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarkenreads: “. .. to be discussed by thinking” (.. . durch
das Denken). (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “... in the sense of correctness and of
‘being’ in the sense of actuality” (... fm Sinne der Richtigkeit und vom “Sein™ im
Sinne der Wirklichkeit). (Ed.)

The first edition of Wegmarken reads: “... to what is enigmatic” (... auf das

Rétselbafte). (Ed.)

Kant's Thesis about Being

Originally published in Soutbwestern Journal of Pbhilosopby, vol. IV, no. 3 (1973),
PP- 7-33. Presentversion edited and revised by WilliamMcNeill, Ted E. Klein
Jr., and William E. Pohl.
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References

Comments on Karl Jaspers's “Psychology of Worldviews.” A critical review from the years
1919—21 that the author sent to Karl Jaspers in June of 1921. In this regard, cf.
the Foreword to the third edition (1925) of Jaspers’s Psychology of Worldviews,
which without naming names provides a response to Heidegger’s critical review:

This new edition is an unaltered reprint of the second edition. Allow me to make a few
purely personal comments as to why a revised edition would be difficult.

The result would be a new book. In representing worldviews as moments or di-
mensions of the one true worldview, which comprehends the whole only vaguely and
never explicitly, I attempted at that ime to formulate all this on the basis of intuition,
and to communicate it to my readers without any second thoughts. The particulars
of what was presented in this manner still seem to me today to be true. I would be
unable to do it better today. I could only do it differently. Following this first endeavor
that used an immediate, intuitive approach, I have for quite some time been concerned
with the methodological issue of venturing the second step of providing a logically
precise elucidation of our modem consciousness of existence. Therefore, allowing my
youthful undertaking to remain in its original form would seem to be the more natural
thing to do. Without my being aware of it or wishing it at the tme, my whole approach
in the book and my method of analysis expressed a hidden ideal. I fully acknowledge
this, now that I have become aware of it. However, the limits found in the nature of this
kind of presentation demand that the same content should appear in different forms. I
am presently endeavoring to come up with a new form, and the wrong way to do this
would be to revise what has already been published. In my subsequent work, I have
become a different person not in my cast of mind, but rather in the realm of knowledge
and logical form. And I would rather leave my earlier work untouched in the hope that,
after this first attempt to provide a psychological explanation and foundation for philo-
sophical existence, I will also be able to be present a logically systematic clarification
and foundation.

Another possible result of a revised edition would be damage to the boak. Since
the book has certain flaws (in its arrangement, methodical comments, and historical
digressions, i.e., in matters that should be considered unessential with respect to the
purpose of the book), I would wantto correct thesein a revised edition, taking advantage
of my presentinsights into the book. Pages and sentences thatare weak could be deleted,
a lot of the terminology could be altered, and above all lacunae could be filled and the
systematics of the whole book could be rearranged without affecting the particulars.
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But the result would be a hybrid form, and the book would suffer because of this.
In return, it would gain only a certain correctness in its outward appearance and in
peripheral matters.

Heidegger’s “Comments” were first published in Hans Sahner (ed.), Kar! Jaspers
in der Diskussion (Munich: R. Piper Verlag, 1973), pp. 70-100.

Pbenomenology and Theology. The lecture was held in Tiibingen on March 9, 1927,
and again in Marburg on February 14, 1928. The letter of March 11, 1964,
published as an Appendix, was written for a theological discussion that took
place at Drew University, Madison, New Jersey, April 9-11, 1964. Both texts
were published for the first tme in Archives de Philosophie, vol. 32 (1969),
pp. 356ff., together with a French transladon. They were published sepa-
rately under the ttle Phenomenology and Theology (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio
Klostermann, 1970), “Dedicated to Rudolf Bultmann, in friendship and remem-
brance of the Marburg years 1923 to 1928.”

From the Last Marburg Lecture Course. Excerpt from the lecture course held in the
summer semester of 1928 under the title “Logic,” dedicated to the thought
of Leibniz. First published as a contribution to Zeit und Geschichte [Time and
History], a Festschrift for Rudolf Bulunann on his eighteth birthday (Tiibingen:
I. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1964), pp. 497-507.

What Is Metapbysic? Inaugural public lecture, held on July 24, 1929, in the as-
sembly hall of the University of Freiburg im Breisgau. Published in 1929 by
Friedrich Cohen, Bonn. Fourth and subsequent editions published by Vittorio
Klostermann, Frankfust am Main. Since the fifth edidon “Dedicated to Hans
Carossa - on his seventieth birthday.” Eleventh, revised edition published 1975.

On the Essence of Ground. Contribution to a Festschrift for Edmund Husserl on
his sevendeth birthday: Erginzungsband of the Jabrbuch fiir Philosophie und
phanomenologiscbe Forscbung (Halle [Saale]: Max Niemeyer, 1929), pp. 71-110.
Published simultaneously as an offprint by Max Niemeyer, Halle (Saale). Since
the third edidon (1949) published, together with a Foreword, by Vittorio
Klostermann, Frankfurt am Main. Sixth edition published 1973.

On the Essence of Truth. The first edition appeared in 1943 (Vittorio Klostermann,
Frankfurt am Main). The essay contains the text - revised several times - of a
public lecture conceived in 1930 and delivered on different occasions under the
same title (in fall and winter 1930 in Bremen, Marburg an der Lahn, and Freiburg
im Breisgau; in summer 1932 in Dresden). The first paragraph of the concluding
Note was added in the second edition (1949). Fifth edition published 1967.

Plato’s Doctrine of Truth. The tain of thought goes back to the Freiburg lec-
ture course of winter semester 1930/31, “On the Essence of Truth.” The text
was composed in 1940 and first appeared in Geistige Uberlieferung. Das Zuweite
Fabrbuch (Berlin: Helmut Kiipper, 1942), pp. 96-124. Published as a separate
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essay, together with the “Letter on Humanism,” by A. Francke A. G. (Bern,
1947). Third edition published 1975.

On the Essence and Concept of d1iaq in Aristotle’s Physics B, 1. Written in 1939. First
published in I/ Pensierv, vol. 3, nos. 2 and 3 (Milan-Varese, 1958). Published
separately in Testi Filosofici, 1960 (Biblioteca “li Pensiero®).

Postscript to “What Is Metapbysics?” Added in 1943 to the fourth editon of the
injugural lecture. The text of the Postscript was reworked in several places for
the fifth edition (1949). The original version of these parts of the text is indicated
in the numbered footmotes. Eleventh, revised edition published 197s.

Letter on Humanism. A letter to Jean Beaufret, Paris (fall 1946). The text was revised
and expanded in a few places for publicaton. First published together with
“Plato’s Doctrine of Truth” by A. Francke A. G. (Bern, 1947). Appeared in 1949
as a separate publicaton by Vittorio Klostermann, Frankfurt am Main. Seventh
edition published 1974.

Introduction to “What Is Metaphysics?™ Placed at the beginning of the fifth edition
(1949) of the inaugural lecture. Eleventh, revised edition published 1975.

On the Question of Being. First appeared under the dtle “Concerning ‘The Line’”
[Uber “Die Linie" as a contribution to Freundschaftliche Begegnungen, a Festschrift
for Emst Jiinger on his sixteth birthday (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klos-
termann, 1955), pp- 9-45- Published separately in 1956 by Vittorio Kloster-
mann, Frankfurt am Main. Third edition published 1967.

Hegel and the Greeks. Written as a lecture that was held in the general assembly of
the Heidelberg Akademie der Wissenschaften on July 26, 1958. First published
as a contributon to Die Gegenrwart der Griechen im neueren Denken [T be Presence
of the Greeks in Modern Thought), a Festschrift for Hans-Georg Gadamer on his
sixtieth birthday (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1960), pp. 43-57.
An earlier version of the text was the basis of a lecture in Aix-en-Provence on
March 20, 1958, and appeared in a French translation by Jean Beaufret and
Pierre-Paul Sagave in Cabiers du Sud, vol. 47, no. 349 (January 1959), pp- 355-
68.

Kant’s Thesis about Being. A lecture held on May 17, 1961, in Kiel. First appeared
as a contribution to Existenz und Ordnung, a Festschrift for Erik Wolf on his
sixtieth birthday (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1962), pp. 217-45.

Published as a separate essay in 1963 by Vittorio Klostermann, Frankfurt am
Main.
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Editor’s Postscript to the German Edition

The collecdon Wegmarken, in its present form as volume ¢ of the
Gesamtausgabe, has been extended by the inclusion of two separate essays
and provided with marginal notes from the various personal copies belong-
ing to the author.

Newly included are the “Commenss on Karl Jaspers’s Psychology of World-
views” from 1919/21, and the essay “Phenomenology and Theology” (1927).
The encounter with Jaspers, which understands itself as a “positive and il-
luminating critical review of this work published by Jaspers,” is guided by
the beginning of the question of being that finds explicit formulation in
Heidegger. Here it takes the early form of the question concerning the
meaning of the being of the “I am” (existence, Dasein) as distinct from the
meaning of being found in the “something is something” that belongs to
objectifying thinking.

The essays have been newly ordered in accordance with the chronolog-
ical principle of when they were written. The volume now contains path-
marks belonging to the period from 1919 to 1961. The correspondence of
pagination with that of the first edidon (1967) is given in the margins.

Various minor textual corrections that serve only to clarify were incor-
porated from Heidegger’s own editions. According to the author, these cor-
rections were not to be explicitly noted. In addition, all texts were examined
for previous printing errors. The “Postscript to ‘What Is Metaphysics?' ”
indicates in its numbered footnotes the original 1943 version of those places
in che text that were altered for the fifth editdon (1949), and which triggered
extensive discussion in the secondary literature.

‘T'he marginal notes that appear in the foomotes and are indicated by let-
ters (3, b, c) are, by general decision of the author, to be reserved solely for
the volumes of the Gesamtausgabe. They were drawn from Heidegger’s per-
sonal editions of separate publications of the texts collected in Wegmarken,
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as well as from his personal copy of the first edition of Wegmarken. Martin
Heidegger entrusted the editor of this volume with the task of selecting the
marginalia, a process that was undertaken in accordance with the guidelines
provided by the author. Marginal notes that were meaningful only for the
author and would not be transparent to readers were not included. In the
majority of cases, there are several personal copies, sometimes even four or
five, of different editions of one and the same essay. In the present volume
the partcular editon, together with its year of publication, is noted before
each of the marginalia.

The marginal notes were made in different years and even in different
decades — usually beginning with the year of publication of the text and ex-
tending to the last years of the philosopher’s life — but were not dated. An
extrinsic indicator of the approximate period from which they date is pro-
vided by the year of each editon. Yet this indicates only that the marginalia
are not from an earlier period, prior to the date of publication - apart from
a few instances in which Heidegger copied marginal notes from an earlier
edition into a later one. This does not entail, however, that marginalia from
an earlier, or even from the first, edition must belong to the period prior
to the publication of the later edidon. Heidegger on occasion preferred to
use his copy of the first, or of an earlier, edition for the insertion of notes,
even when he had already acquired his own copy of a more recent editon.
There are enough instances of entries being found in his copy of an early
edition that stem from a period after the appearance of a later edition, while
his own copy of the later edidon may contain marginalia that stem from a
much earlier period than those found in an earlier edition.

Yet the thought contained in these marginal notes is and remains more
decisive for cautiously dating them than this extrinsic indicator. Whoever
has read Heidegger’s essays attentively and has carefully and thoughtfully
followed the path of his thinking - to the extent possible thus far given the
much greater amount of unpublished manuscripts — will be able to decide
with some degree of certainty the stop along his path of thought to which
a particular marginal note belongs. Because the marginalia arose over a
period of decades and accompany Heidegger on his path, they too let us
detect something of the path that characterizes his thinking.

In terms of their thought-content, the marginal notes fall into three
categories. First, there are the elucidatory clarificaons immanent to the
text, which do not go beyond, in any critical or progressive manner, the
horizon of thought belonging to the essay. A second, larger portion of
marginalia that belong to the essays relating to Being and Time are of a
self-critical nature. They are thought from out of the turning that occurs,
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which Heidegger earlier had designated using the Kantian term “overturn-
ing” (Umkippung). These notes often grant us a sudden insight into the
movement of a thinking that turns. In a third group of marginal remarks,
Heidegger looks back from his later position at what was thought at an
earlier stop on the same path, in order to point to the substantive connec-
tion between his current and his earlier positions. All marginalia that speak
from the perspective of the “event” [Ereignis] arose only after 1936, when
this word became for Heidegger the guiding word of his thinking.

My sincere thanks are due to Harunut Tietjen (cand. phil) and to
Murray Miles (cand. phil.) for their careful assistance with corrections.

Friedrich-Wilbelm von Herrmann
Freiburg im Breisgau, July 1976
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