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Introduction

On Time and Being contains Heidegger's lecture on ‘“Time and
Being” together with a summary of six seminar sessions on that
lecture—a lecture on “The End of Philosophy and the Task of
Thinking,” and a short retrospective piece on Heidegger's relation
to phenomenology. This introduction will attempt to examine and
clarify briefly the path from Being and Time to *“Time and Being.”

Taken from an external point of view, ““Time and Being’’ is obvi-
ously the reversal of Heidegger’s early major work, Being and Time.
But the road from Being and Time 1o ““Time and Being’ is too subtle
and too complex to allow us to speak of a mere reversal of the
concepts of Being and time. For in the later lecture these *‘concepts’
have undergone a profound change without, however, relinquishing
their initial fundamental intention.

In Being and Time Heidegger moves from a phenomenological
hermeneutic of human being toward a fundamental ontology of
Being. In this work he uncovers layers of experience, analyzing
things of nature (Vorbandensein), artifacts (Zubandensein), and the
core of human being in its basic structure of care. All three constitute
the original, indissoluble unity of being-in-the-world. This unity has
its heritage in Husser!’s conception of conscicusness as intentional-
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viil : INTRODUCTION

ity. All consciousness is consciousness ¢f something. Thus, there
is no such thing as a worldless subject (exemplified by Descartes’
res cogitans), nor is there world in any meaningful, phenomeno-
logical sense of that word without human being. One might call
the root nature of human being awareness, an awareness that is
concerned about its own being-in-the-world. On the basis of this
concern about its own being-in-the-world, human being is then
able to be concerned and take care of other beings. When Hei-
degger states that time is the condition of the possibility of care,
so to speak its constitutive structure, he is basically still within
the Kantian framework which principally asks the question:
“What makes X possible?”” It is the unity of the three ecstases of
time—-past, present, and future—that constitutes the fundamental
“Outside-itself,”” the mysterious transparency and openness which
characterize human awareness in contrast to the equally mysteri-
ous opacity of other beings. One might say, for example, that the
lack of self-awareness of the animal is just as strange to us as our
own self-awareness, but in a different way.

With the statement at the end of Being and Time that temporality,
the basic structure of human being, is perhaps the horizon of Being,
Heidegger implicitly relinquishes the question of causality and con-
ditions of possibility, and embarks on the road toward overcoming
metaphysics #nd ontology. To state that temporality is the horizon
of Being is not the same as to state that Being is the cause or ground
of time. Horizon has to do with directionality and openness, not with
causality. After Being and Time Heidegger abandons the distinction
between metaphysics as traditional philosophy, and fundamental on-
tology, the ontology of Being for which he was seeking. Henceforth,
metaphysics, ontology, and theology are identical, characterized by
the god of philosophy which is causa sui and the summum ens.

It is this kind of philosophy—metaphysics and onto-theology—
which Heidegger wishes to give up, not overcome. When he writes
about the end of philosophy he immediately raises the question of
the task of thinking. The end of philosophy is not the end of think-
ing. Thinking must take the step-back out of metaphysics as the
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history of Being and pay heed to Appropriation which is strictly
non-metaphysical.

The focus of this lecture is on time and Being. What sort of
transformation have these terms undergone now that they are to be
thought in a non-metaphysical way? According to Heidegger, Being
has been thought in traditional philosophy exclusively as a kind of
presence. The manner of presence changes throughout the history of
philosophy, not in the dialectical, calculable fashion of Hegel, but
in sudden epochal transformations which cannot be plotted out in
advance. Thus, Heidegger sketches the basic forms of Being in the
history of philosophy: the One (the unifying unique One), the Logos
(the gathering which preserves all things), idea, ousia, energeia, sub-
stance, actuality, perception, the monad, objectivity, the being pos-
ited or self-positing in the sense of the will of reason, love, spirit,
power, the will to will in the eternal recurrence of the same*

Both Being and time are concepts which have a long history in the
metaphysical tradition going back to Plato. In fact, Heidegger uses
these two concepts to establish what metaphysics #s in his conception
of it: Metaphysics begins when Plato separates the realm of Being
(the Forms or Ideas) and the realm of time (becoming, existence).
Thus, Heidegger must take these two terms which define his concep-
tion of metaphysics and attempt to give them a non-metaphysical

" meaning. This is no small task. We are simply caught in metaphysical

thinking. How can Being be thought other than as that which never
changes? How can time be thought other than as the perishable,
constantly changing realm of existence?

For the remainder of this introduction I shall confine myself to
indicating what path Heidegger follows in the beginning steps of the
step-back out of metaphysics.

Being. Terminologically speaking, this term begins to recede in
favor of Heidegger’s Appropriation, a term which has never before
had a philosophical significance. The word Being is simply too
bogged down with metaphysical connotations. But Heidegger still

*Cf.p. 7.
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retains it in order to maintain the relation to his earlier formulation
of the question of Being. In other words, the question is the same,
but in “Time and Being Heidegger is groping his way out of
metaphysics. Appropriation does not designate a “realm” as does
Being, but rather a relation, that of man and Being. What is radically
new and non-metaphysical about Appropriation is not only that it is
an “‘activity”’*—a non-static process—Appropriation is non-meta-
physical because in the relationship between man and Being as ap-
propriated to each other, the relation is more fundamental than what
is related. '

Time. The traditional theory of time since Aristotle can be roughly
described as a series of now-poinss. This is, of course, an oversim-
plification, but the fact remains that philosophers have grappled with
the problem of time and ended up in perplexity. As Kant remarked,
“time yields no shape,” and this makes it more difficult to think than
space. Perhaps one of the least fruitful aspects of the traditional
theories of time was that it was treated parallel to space and thus
“spatialized.”

Heidegger had already moved away from this concept of time in
Being and Time. Whatever a theory of time accomplishes, it must
offer a structure of occurrence. The occurrence or event in Being and
Time concerns the temporality of Dasein and its structure was very
close to Husserl's Phenomenology of Internal Time Consciousness in its
emphasis on the future as the primary mode of time.

The occurrence or event in ““Time and Being’* concerns the tem-
poral character of Being itself. Far removed from phenomenology
(Being cannot “appear” in any phenomenological sense) and from
onto-theology, future as the withholding of presence and past as the
refusal of presence grant and yield presence in a reciprocal relation-
ship. Presence has replaced the present which can too easily be con-
fused with the Aristotelian *‘now." Thus, Heidegger has succeeded
in substituting a true dimensionality of time in contradistinction to

the seriality of a string of nows. He is, so to speak, describing sheer

*(This Heidegger shares with most thinkers since the nineteenth century—Nietz-
sche, Bergson, and Whitehead, to name a few.)
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occurrence without reference to a thing occurring; and, thus, occur-
rence incorporates “‘room’’ for man and Being to be appropriated
to each other.

Appropriation (Being) and time nearly coalesce in this analysis
without, however, simply collapsing into an indifferent sameness.
Time is the way in which Appropriation appropriates. As for Appro-
priation, we can neither say that it is nor that it is given (es gibt). This
would be like deriving the stream from its source which can and
cannot be named.

The One, which alone is wise, is willing and unwilling to be called
by the name of Zeus (of Life).*

JOAN STAMBAUGH

*Heraclitus, B 32.




Time and Being

The following lecture calls for a few words of introduction. If we
were to be shown right now two pictures by Paul Klee, in the
original, which he painted in the year of his death—the watercolor
“Saints from a Window,” and “‘Death and Fire,” tempera on burlap
—we should want to stand before them foralong while—and should
abandon any claim that they be immediately intelligible.

If it were possible right now to have Georg Trakl's poem “Septet
of Death’ recited to us, perhaps even by the poet himself, we should
want to hear it often, and should abandon any claim that it be
immediately intelligible.

If Werner Heisenberg right now were to present some of his
thoughts in theoretical physics, moving in the direction of the cosmicC
formula for which he is searching, two or three people in the audi-
ence, at most, would be able to follow him, while the rest of us
would, without protest, abandon any claim that he be immediately
intelligible.

Not so with the thinking that is called philosophy. That think-
ing is supposed to offer “worldly wisdom’ and perhaps even be
a “Way to the Blessed Life.” But it might be that this kind of
thinking is today placed in a position which demands of it reflec-

1




2 ON TIME AND BEING

tions that are far removed from any useful, practical wisdom. It
might be that a kind of thinking has become necessary which
must give thought to matters from which even the painting and
the poetry which we have mentioned and the theory of math-
ematical physics receive their determination. Here, too, we
should then have to abandon any claim to immediate intelligibil-
ity. However, we should still have to listen, because we must
think what is inevitable, but preliminary.

Therefore, we must be neither surprised nor amazed if the
majority of the audience objects to the lecture. Whether a few will,
now or later, be prompted by the lecture to think further on such
matters, cannot be foreseen., We want to say something about the
attempt to think Being without regard to its being grounded in terms
of beings. The attempt to think Being without beings becomes
necessary because otherwise, it seems to me, there is no longer any
possibility of explicitly bringing into view the Being of what is today
all over the earth, let alone of adequately determining the relation
of man to what has been called “Being” up to now.

Let me give a little hint on how to listen. The point is not to listen

to a series of propositions, but rather to follow the movement of
showing.

What prompts us to name time and Being together? From the
dawn of Western-European thinking until today, Being means the
same as presencing. Presencing, presence speaks of the present.
According to current representations, the present, together with past
and future, forms the character of time. Being is determined as
presence by time. That this is so could in itself be sufficient to
introduce a relentless disquiet into thinking. This disquiet increases
as soon as we set out to think through in what respect there is such
a determination of Being by time.

In what respect? Why, in what manner and from what source does .

something like time have a voice in Being? Every attempt to think
adequately the relation of Being and time with the help of the
current and imprecise representations of time and Being immedi-
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ately becomes ensnared in a hopeless tangle of relations that have
hardly been thought out. '

We name time when we say: every thing has its time. This means:
everything which actually is, every being comes and goes at Fhe right
time and remains for a time during the time aliotted to it. Every
thing has its time. o

But is Being a thing? Is Being like an actual being in time? s
Being at all? If it were, then we would incontestably have to recog-
nize it as something which is and consequently discover it as §u<?h
among other beings. This lecture hall 5. The lecture hall s il-
luminated. We recognize the illuminated lecture hall at once and
with no reservations as something that is. But where in the whole
lecture hall do we find the “'is”’? Nowhere among things do_ we ﬁqd
Being. Every thing has its time. But Being is not a thing, is not in
time. Yet Being as presencing remains determined as presence by
time, by what is temporal.

What is in time and is thus determined by time, we call the
temporal. When a man dies and is removed from what is. here, from
beings here and there, we say that his time has come. Time and the
temporal mean what is perishable, what passes away in the course of
time. Qur language says with still greater precision: what passes away
with time. For time itself passes away. But by passing away con-
stantly, time remains as time. To remain means: not to fiisappear,
thus, to presence. Thus time is determined by a kind of Being. How,
then, is Being supposed to be determined by time? Being speaks out
of the constancy of time’s passing away. Nevertheless, nowhere do
we find time as something that is like a thing.

Being is not a thing, thus nothing temporal, and yet it is deter-
mined by time as presence. ; . . .

Time is not a thing, thus nothing which is, and yet it remains
constant in its passing away without being something temporal like
the beings in time. .

Being and time determine each other reciprocally, but in such a
manner that neither can the former—Being—be addressed as some-
thing temporal nor can the latter—time—be addressed as a being.
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As we give thought to all this, we find ourselves adrift in contradic-
tory statements.

(Philosophy knows a way out of such situations. One aliows the
contradictions to stand, even sharpens them and tries to bring to-
gether in comprehensive unity what contradicts itself and thus falls
apart. This procedure is called dialectic. Supposing the contradictory
statements about Being and about time could be reconciled by an
encompassing unity, this indeed would be a way out—it would be
a way out which evades the matters and the issues in question; for
it allows itself to become involved neither with Being as such nor
with time as such nor with the relation of the two. The question is
totally excluded here of whether the relation of Being and time is
a connection which can then be brought about by combining the
two, or whether Being and time name a matter at stake from which
both Being and time first result.)

But how can we become properly involved with this matter at
stake named by the titles “‘Being and time,” *‘time and Being’'?

Answer: by cautiously thinking over the matters named here.
Cautiously means at first: not hastily invading the matters with unex-
amined notions, but rather reflecting on them carefully.

But may we take Being, may we take time, as matters? They are
not matters if *‘matter” means: something which is. The word “‘mat-
ter,” “‘a matter,” should mean for us now what is decisively at stake
in that something inevitable is concealed within it. Being—a matter,
presumably tbe matter of thinking.

Time—a matter, presumably the matter of thinking, if indeed
something like time speaks in Being as presence. Being and time,
time 4nd Being, name the relation of both issues, the matter ar stake
which holds both issues toward each other and endures their relation.
To reflect upon this situation is the task of thinking, assuming that
thinking remains intent on persisting in its matter.

Being—a matter, but not a being.

Time—a matter, but nothing temporal.

We say of beings: they are. With regard to the matter “Being’’ and
with regard to the matter “‘time,” we remain cautious. We do not
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say: Being is, time is, but rather: there is Be'in'g and .tl;ler; is :rr:zs 1
For the moment we have only changed‘the 1d1.or'13 ‘\':Vlt t is .e, P
sion. Instead of saying “it is,” we say “there is,” "It gives. «

In order to get beyond the idiom and back to the matter, we m
show how this “‘there is’" can be experien.ced‘and seen. 'El;e appro-
priate way to get there is to explaig what is g:xe-n 1[3,the t g:r;r?c,h
what “Being”’ means, which—It gives; what “‘time m;a..n;, eh
—It gives. Accordingly, we try to look ahead to thfe It w ;t:e(-i—lg ves
Being and time. Thus looking ahead, we be.com.e. oresighte o
another sense. We try to bring the It and its giving 1nto View,

itali “Ie.”’ o

Ca[;lit;ltl,z (:v::h:hall think Being in order to think It itself into its own

element. o . .
Then, we shall think time in order to think it itself into its own
t}

elelr:etﬁit; way, the manner must become clear .hou:' t.here_xsibitc g:}:z
Being and how there is, It gives time. Ir.l this gl.w;g, it e aotion
apparent how that giving is to be determmec% which, as a jacio R
first holds the two toward each other and brings them into aﬁ;

Being, by which all beings as such are marked, Being n;:in
presencing. Thought with regard to what presences, pr;§ek [hi
shows itself as letting-presence. But now we must try to (ti 1Ir‘1e o
letting-presence explicitly insofar as presencing 1s admltlte . esenci
shows its character in bringing into unconcealment. To .Et pr e
means: to unconceal, to bring to openness. In ugconcgalm_g ;;n::ri: _
a giving, the giving that gives presencing, that is, Being, in letting
P“(?’SI?: (;E.ink the matter *‘Being’’ explicitly reguires our reﬂecnc;n to
follow the direction which shows itself in letting—presence. But from
unconcealing speaks a giving, an It gives.)

idi es grbt,”" literally it
t. “There is”" is used here to translate the (‘;lermgq,ndlqm(he Ff-ench e
" gives,” i idi i ning “‘there is”" as in ya.
ives,” but with the idiomatic mea he neh g o
ﬁis L;ner on Humanism, commenting on the use of the |dlqm th .

in Being and Time, Heidegger writes: “The ‘it’ which her'e ‘gives'is Bqn% :tiﬁlt:.'
The ‘gives, however, indicates the giving nature of Being granting Its truth.

(Tr.)
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However, the giving named above remains just as obscure for us
as the It named here which gives.

To think Being itself explicitly requires disregarding Being to the
extent that it is only grounded and interpreted in terms of beings and
for beings as their ground, as in all metaphysics. To think Being
explicitly requires us to relinquish Being as the ground of beings in
favor of the giving which prevails concealed in unconcealment, that
is, in favor of the It gives. As the gift of this It gives, Being belongs
to giving. As a gift, Being is not expelled from giving. Being, pre-
sencing is transmuted. As allowing-to-presence, it belongs to uncon-
cealing; as the gift of unconcealing it is retained in the giving. Being
is not. There is, It gives Being as the unconcealing; as the gift of
unconcealing it is retained in the giving. Being s not. There is, It
gives Being as the unconcealing of presencing.

This “It gives, there is Being” might emerge somewhat more
clearly once we think out more decisively the giving we have in

mind here. We can succeed by paying heed to the wealth of the -

transformation of what, indeterminately enough, is called Being,
and at the same time is misunderstood in its core as long as it is taken
for the emptiest of all empty concepts. Nor is this representation of
Being as the abstractum par excellence given up in principle, but only
confirmed, when Being as the abitractum par excellence is absorbed
and elevated into the concreteness par excellence of the reality of the
absolute Spirit—as was accomplished in the most powerful thinking
of modern times, in Hegel's speculative dialectic, and is presented
in his Science of Logic.

An attempt to think upon the abundance of Being'’s transforma-
tions secures its first foothold—which also shows the way—when we
think Being in the sense of presencing.

(I mean think, not just parrot the words and act as if the interpreta-
tion of Being as presencing were a matter of course.)

But what gives us the right to characterize Being as presencing?
This question comes too late. For this character of Being has long
since been decided without our contribution, let alone our merit.
Thus we are bound to the characterization of Being as presencing.
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It derives its binding force from l:he bizgir}llnin.g c;t; ;h::) :?;2:;::123:;

i something that can be said, that s, - Er
Sifrf: ltr;li al;seginning of Western thinking with the Gre:;:ks, all.s?;;gﬁ
of “Being’” and “’Is” is held in remfembrancg of' theTEFerrtIllnhOlds
of Beihg as presencing which is binding for thinking. hxs also s
true of the thinking that directs the most modern tec lr‘:o (:fzdem
industry, though by now only in a certain sense. No;lv t ;:) mode?
technology has arranged its expansion and rule over th ew irding,
it is not just the sputniks and their by-product.s that z;]re cnse 8
around our planet; it is rather Being as pres.encmg in the seh o
calculable material that claims all the inhabitants of the eart o
uniform manner without the inhabitants' of the non-Eurgpean (1:::1 o
nents explicitly knowing this or even belng able or wanltm‘%1 t(:e oow
of the origin of this determination of Being. (Evident ylt o  who
desire such a knowledge least of all are those busy deve' op.e:to ho
today are urging the so-called underdf:-velope.d counul'(lesfx to e

realm of hearing of that claim of Being which speaks tro
innermost core of modern technology.-) ‘ _—
But we do not by any means perceive Being as presencmtgtion
clusively, primarily in the remembrance .of the early ;()}reselr:Sa o
of the unconcealment of Being accomphsh.ed by the _rczf d e
perceive presencing in every Is/im;le{,i Sl;f]f;e:;g ;rg;g:(;:bmd-

i things of nature ( Vorbanaenbe

f::z:;?)n 'CI)’rl:ings if nature and artifacts are l.)oth modes of p;sessisrc}lc}-l
ing. The vast reach of presencing sho‘ys itself most oppr svely
when we consider that absence, too, mdeeﬁ absenc.ehmos tig} i
ticularly, remains determined by a presenting which at
nny proportions.

Feaiflzevie:r;?weyczn arl’so note historically the abundalnce (l)]f traniz;
mations of presencing by pointing out that presencing shov.vs 1tthat
as the ben, the unifying unique One, as Fhe logos, tt_le gat e?ng a
preserves the All, as idea, ousia, energeid, Jub.stantz? alcftua ztlctz:n pin
ceptio, monad, as objectivity, as the being posnte'd.o sfe -pos asgthe
the sense of the will of reason, of love, of the spirit, of power, e
will to will in the eternal recurrence of the same. Whatever can
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noted historically can be found within history. The development of
the abundance of transformations of Being looks at first like a history
of Being. But Being does not have a history in the way in which a
city or a people have their history. What is history-like in the history
of Being is obviously determined by the way in which Being takes
place and by this alone. After what has just been explained, this
means the way in which It gives Being. ,

At the beginning of Being’s unconcealment, Being, einai, eon is
thqught, .but not the “It gives,” *‘there is.” Instead, Parmenides says
estt gar einat, “"For Being is.”

Years ago, in 1947, in the Letter on Humanism ( Wegmarken, p. 165 ),
I.no.ted with reference to this saying of Parmenides: “The esti gar
einai of Parmenides is still unthought today.” This note would like
to I_)Oin_t out for once that we must not rashly give to the saying ““For
Bemg is”" a ready interpretation which makes what is thought in it
macces.sible. Anything of which we say it is” is thereby represented
asa being. But Being is not a being. Thus the es#/ that is emphasized
in Parmenides’ saying cannot represent the Being which it names as
some kind of a being. Translated literally, the est; thus emphasized
does mean “it is.”” But the emphasis discerns in the est7 what the
Greeks thought even then in the esti thus emphasized and which we

- can paraphrase by: “It is capable.” However, the meaning of this

‘c‘ap'ability remained just as unthought, then and afterward, as the
'It which is capable of Being. To be capable of Being means: to
yield and give Being. In the esti there is concealed the It gives.

In the beginning of Western thinking, Being is thought, but not
the ‘“It gives' as such. The latter withdraws in favor of the g,ift which
I.t gives. That gift is thought and conceptualized from then on exclu-
s‘lvely as Being with regard to beings.

A giving which gives only its gift, but in the giving holds itself
back a.md withdraws, such a giving we call sending. According to the
meaning of giving which is to be thought in this way, Being—that
whlc_h It gives—is what is sent. Each of its transformations remains
destined in this manner. What is historical in the history of Being is
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determined by what is sent forth in destining, not by an indetermi-
nately thought up occurrence.

The history of Being means destiny of Being in whose sendings
both the sending and the It which sends forth hold back with their
self-manifestation. To hold back is, in Greek, epoche. Hence we speak
of the epochs of the destiny of Being. Epoch does not mean here a
span of time in occurrence, but rather the fundamental characteristic
of sending, the actual holding-back of itself in favor of the discerni-
bility of the gift, that is, of Being with regard to the grounding of
beings. The sequence of epochs in the destiny of Being is not acci-

dental, nor can it be calculated as necessary. Still, what is appropriate -

shows itself in the destiny, what is appropriate shows itself in the
belonging together of the epochs. The epochs overlap each other in
their sequence so that the original sending of Being as presence is
more and more obscured in different ways.

Only the gradual removal of these obscuring covers—that is what
is meant by “dismantling”—procures for thinking a preliminary
insight into what then reveals itself as the destiny of Being. Because
one everywhere represents the destiny of Being only as history, and
history only as a kind of occurrence, one tries in vain to intrepret this
occurrence in terms of what was said in Being and Time about the
historicity of man ( Dasein) (not of Being). By contrast, the only
possible way to anticipate the latter thought on the destiny of Being
from the perspective of Being and Time is to think through what was
presented in Being and Time about the dismantling of the ontological
doctrine of the Being of beings.

When Plato represents Being as ides and as the koinonta of the
Ideas, when Aristotle represents it as energeia, Kant as position,
Hegel as the absolute concept, Nietzsche as the will to power, these
are not doctrines advanced by chance, but rather words of Being as
answers to a claim which speaks in the sending concealing itself, in
the ““there is, It gives, Being.” Always retained in the withdrawing
sending, Being is unconcealed for thinking with its epochal abun-
dance of transmutations. Thinking remains bound to the tradition of
the epochs of the destiny of Being, even when and especially when
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it recalls in what way and from what source Being itself receives its
appropriate determination, from the “‘there is, It gives Being.”” The
giving showed itself as sending.

But how is the “It”” which gives Being to be thought? The opening'

remark about the combination of “Time and Being” pointed out
that Being as presence, as the present in a still undetermined sense,
is characterized by a time-character and thus by time. This gives rise
to the supposition that the It which gives Being, which determines
Being as presencing and allowing-to-presence, might be found in
what is called “time” in the title Time and Being.

We shall pursue this supposition and think about time. “Time"’ is
familiar to us by way of current representations in the same way as
“Being.”” But it s also unknown in the same way once we propose
to explain what is peculiar to time. While we were just now thinking
about Being, we found: what is peculiar to Being, that to which
Being belongs and in which it remains retained, shows itself in the
It gives-and its giving as sending. What is peculiar to Being is not
anything having the character of Being. When we explicitly think
about Being, the matter itself leads us in a certain sense away from
Being, and we think the destiny that gives Being as a gift. By noting
this fact we are prepared to find that what is peculiar to time also can
no longer be determined with the aid of the current characteristics
of time as commonly represented. But the combination of time and
Being contains the directive to explain time in its peculiarity in the
light of what was said of Being. Being means: presencing, letting-be-
present: presence. Thus we might read somewhere the notice: *“The
celebration took place in the presence of many guests.”” The sen-
tence could be formulated just as well: ““with many guests being
present.”

The present—as soon as we have named it by itself, we are already
thinking of the past and the future, the earlier and the later as distinct
from the now. But the present understood in terms of the now is not
at all identical with the present in the sense in which the guests are
present. We never say and we cannot say: “‘The celebration took
place in the now of many guests.”
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But if we are to characterize time in terms of the present, we
understand the present as the now as distinct from the no-longer-
now of the past and the not-yet-now of the future. But the present
speaks at the same time of presence. However, we are not accus-

- tomed to defining the peculiar character of time with regard to the

present in the sense of presence. Rather, we represent time——tl?e
unity of present, past and future—in tem‘ls.of the now. Even Aris-
totle says that that of time which 5, that is, presences, is the actual
now. Past and future are a me on fi: something which is not, though
not an absolute nullity, but rather something present Wl,'l’lch lacks
something. This lack is named with the “'no longer now and fhe
“not yet now.” Viewed in this way, time appears as the sucscessmn
of nows, each of which, barely named, already c?lsappears into .the
*‘ago” and is already being pursued by the t‘soon. ' I_(ja.nt says of time
thus represented: ““It has only one dimension” (grzt{que of Pure Rea-
son, A31, B47). Time familiar to us as the succession in th.e seguencea
of nows is what we mean when measuring and calculating tme. It
seems that we have calculated time immediately and palpably before
us when we pick up a watch or chronometer, look %t the hands,‘and
say: “Now itis eight-fifty (o’clock).” We say “now’ a.nd mean time.
But time cannot be found anywhere in the watch that indicates time,
neither on the dial nor in the mechanism, nor can it be fouqd in
modern technological chronometers. The assertion fgrces 1ts_elf
upon us: the more technological—the more exact and informative
—_the chronometer, the less occasion to give thought first of all to
time’s peculiar character. : .
But where is time? Is time at all and does it have a p!ace? Obvi-
ously, time is not nothing. Accordingly, we maintain caution and say:

there is time. We become still more cautious, and look carefully-at -

that which shows itself to us as time, by looking ahead Fo Being in
the sense of presence, the present. However, fhe present in the sense
of presence differs so vastly from the present in the sense of Fhe now
that the present as presence can in no way be determined in terms
of the present as the now. The reverse would rather seem possible.
(Cf. Being and Time, section 81.) If such were the case, the present
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as presence and everything which belongs to such a present would
have to be called real time, even though there is nothing immedi-
ately about it of time as time is usually represented in the sense of
a succession of a calculable sequence of nows.

But we have so far omitted showing more clearly what the present
in the sense of presence means. Presence determines Being in a
unified way as presencing and allowing-to-presence, that is, as un-
concealing. What matter are we thinking when we say presencing?
To presence means to last. But we are too quickly content to con-
ceive lasting as mere duration, and to conceive duration in terms of
the customary representation of time as a span of time from one now
to a subsequent now. To talk of presencing, however, requires that
we perceive biding and abiding in lasting as lasting in present being.
What is present concerns us, the present, that is: what, lasting, comes
toward us, us human beings.

Who are we? We remain cautious in our answer. For it might be
that that which distingyishes man as man is determined precisely by
what we must think about here: man, who is concerned with and
approached by presence, who, through being thus approached, is
himself present in his own way for all present and absent beings.

Man: standing within the approach of presence, but in such a way
that he receives as a gift the presencing that It gives by perceiving
what appears in letting-presence. If man were not the constant re-
ceiver of the gift given by the “It gives presence,” if that which is
extended in the gift did not reach man, then not only would Being
remain concealed in the absence of this gift, not only closed off, but
man would remain excluded from the scope of: It gives Being. Man
would not be man. :

Now it looks as if the reference to man had led us astray from the
way upon which we would like to think about what is peculiar to
time. In a way this is so. Yet we are closer than we believe to the
matter which is called time and which is to show itself explicitly in
the light of the present as presence.

Presence means: the constant abiding that approaches man,
reaches him, is extended to him. But what is the source of this
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extending reach to which the present belongs.as presencing, x;sof:r
as there is presence? True, man always ren'.xams appro‘afthed de e
presencing of something actually present without e?(plncxtly hee l:g
presencing itself. But we have to do with absenFe just as often, t att
is, constantly. For one thing, there is much that is no longex;\ pr;l:sent
in the way we know presencing in the sense of the. preseqt. nd yc; "
even that which is no longer present presences lmfnedxately in its
absence—in the manner of what has been, and §tlll concerns us.
What has been does not just vanish from the previous now as do<_es
that which is merely past. Rather, what has Peen presences, but in
its own way. In what has been, presencing is exteflded.

But absence also concerns us in the sense of wha} is not yet present
in the manner of presencing in the sense of coming toward us. Tf)
talk of what is coming toward us has meanwhile bec.omct a cliché.
Thus we hear: “‘the future has already begun,” which is not so,
because the future never just begins since absence, as the presencing
of what is not yet present, always in some way already concerns us,
is present no less immediately than what has been. In the future, in
what comes toward us, presencing is offered. o

If we heed still more carefully what has been said, we shall
find in absence—be it what has been or what is to come—a man-
ner of presencing and approaching w_hich bY no means comcxdzs
with presencing in the sense of the nmfnedinate presegt. :ccor -
ingly, we must note: Not every presencing IS necessa.nly the pre-
sent. A curious matter. But we find such presencing, the ap-
proaching that reaches us, in the present, too. In the present,

ing is given. .
tocl)-’lgvl;e:(::cwegto dgetermine this giving of prese'ncipg' thaf p.reva{ls
in the present, in the past, in the future? Does _thfs liglvmg lie in FhlS;
that it reaches us, or does it reach us because it is tn itself a reachnpg.
The latter. Approaching, being not yet present, at the same time
gives and brings about what is no longer present, th.e past, arlld
conversely what has been offers future to itself. The reciprocal rela-
tion of both ar the same time gives and brings a!)out the present. “i/]e
say “‘at the same time,” and thus ascribe a time character to the
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mutual giving to one another of future, past and present, that is, to
their own unity.

This procedure is obviously not in keeping with the matter, assum-
ing that we must give the name *‘time”’ to the unity of reaching out
and giving which we have now shown, to this unity alone. For time
itself is nothing temporal, no more than it is something that is. It is
thus inadmissible to say that future, past and pbresent are before us
““at the same time.” Yet they belong together in the way they offer
themselves to one another. Their unifying unity can be determined
only by what is their own; that they offer themselves to one another.
But what do they offer to one another?

Nothing other than themselves—which means: the presencing
that is given in them. With this presencing, there opens up what we
call time-space. But with the word “time” we no longer mean the
succession of a sequence of nows, Accordingly, time-space no longer
means merely the distance between two now-points of calculated
time, such as we have in mind when we note, for instance: this or
that occurred within a time-span of fifty years. Time-space now is the
name for the openness which opens up in the murtual self-extending
of futural approach, past and present. This openness exclusively and

primarily provides the space in which space as we usually know it can
unfold. The self-extending, the opening up, of future, past and pre-
sent is itself prespatial; only thus can it make room, that is, provide
space. '

Time-space as commonly understood,»in the sense of the distance
measured between two time-points, is the result of time calculation.
In this calculation, time represented as a line and parameter and thus
one-dimensional is measured out in terms of numbers. The dimen-
sionality of time, thought as the succession of the sequence of nows,
is borrowed from the representation of three-dimensional space.

But prior to all calculation of time and independent of such calcu-
lation, what is germane to the time-space of true time consists in the
mutual reaching out and opening up of future, past and present.
Accordingly, what we call dimension and dimensionality in a way
easily misconstrued, belongs to true time and to it alone. Dimension-
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ality consists in a reaching out that opens up, in which futural ap-
proaching brings about what has been, what has been br{ngs about
futural approaching, and the reciprocal relation of both brings about

the opening up of openness. Thought in terms of this threefold

giving, true time proves to be three-dimensional. Dimension, we

' .

repeat, is here thought not only as the area of possible n?easuren(l)enlt,
i ivi ing up. On

but rather as reaching throughout, as giving and opening up y

the latter enables us to represent and delimit an area of measure-

ment. . ‘ .
But from what source is the unity of the three dimensions of true

time determined, the unity, that is, of its Ithree interplaying wa(;j/‘s ;)f
giving, each in virtue of its own presencing? We alre?dy heard: In
the approaching of what is no longer present and even in the pres;nt
itself, there always plays a kind of approa§h and bringing a'r:’aout, t ;u
is, a kind of presencing. We cannot attribute th'e presencing to be
thus thought to one of the three dimensions of tu'ne, ,to the prfesent,
which would seem obvious. Rather, the unity of time’s th.re.e dimen-
sions consists in the interplay of each toward each. This interplay

- proves to be the true extending, playing in the very heart of time,

the fourth dimension, so to speak—not only so to speak, but in the
nature of the matter.

True time is four-dimensional. o

But the dimension which we call the fourth in our count is, in the
nature of the matter, the first, that is, the giving that determines a_ll.
In future, in past, in the present, that giving brings about to eaclkl\ its
own presencing, holds them apart thus opfened and so h(‘)lds them
toward one another in the nearness by which the three dlmeps_lons
remain near one another. For this reason wc.e call the ﬁltst, orlglqal,
literally incipient extending in which the unity of true time c.(insm;
“nearing nearness,” ‘‘nearhood’” ( Nabbeit), an early word stil u;e
by Kant. But it brings future, past and present near to one another
by distancing them. For it keeps what has been open by denying lt;
advent as present. This nearing of nearness keeps open the approach
coming from the future by withholding the present in Fhe approac I.
Nearing nearness has the character of denial and withholding. It
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unifies in advance the ways in which what has-been, what is about
to be, and the present reach out toward each other.

Time is not. There is, It gives time. The giving that gives time is
determined by denying and withholding nearness. It grants the
openness of time-space and presetves what remains denied in what
has-been, what is withheld in approach. We call the giving which
gives true time an extending which opens and conceals. As extend-
ing is itself a giving, the giving of a giving is concealed in true time.

But where is there time and time-space, where are they given? As
urgent as this question may be at firse sight, we may no longer ask
in this manner for a where, for the place for time. For true time itself,
the realm of its threefold extending determined by nearing nearness,
is the prespatial region which first gives any possible “‘where.”

True, from its beginning, whenever it thought about time, philos-
ophy also asked where time belongs. What philosophy primarily had
in view was time calculated as a sequence of the succession of con-

secutive nows. It was explained that there could be no numerically
measured time with which we calculate without the Dsyche, without
the animus, without the soul, without consciousness, without spirit.
There is no time without man. But what does this “not without”
mean? Is man the giver or the receiver of time? Is man first of all
man, and then after that occasionally—that is, at som
——receives time and relates himself to it? True time is the nearness °
of presencing out of present, past and future—the nearness that
unifies time’s threefold opening extending. It has already reached
man as such so that he can be man only by standing within the
threefold extending, perduring the denying, and withholding near-
ness which determines that extending. Time is not the product of
man, man is not the product of time. There is no production here.

There is only 8iving in the sense of extending which opens up
time-space.

€ time or other

But granted that the manner of giving in which time is given
requires our characterization of time, we are still faced with the
enigmatic It which we named in the expression: It gives time; It gives
Being. There is a 8rowing danger that when we speak of “It,” we
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arbitrarily posit an indeterminate power which is supposedl:o bring
about all giving of Being and of time. However, we sh? escaie
indeterminancy and avoid arbitrariness as long as we hold‘fast tlo the
determinations of giving which we attempted to s.how, if only vive
look ahead toward Being as presence and towarq time as tkie rea rz
where, by virtue of offering, a mani.folc,i' presencing takes pd'?\ce a:d
opens up. The giving in It gives Being provec! to be a sending a
a destiny of presence in its epochal transmutations. . -
The giving in ‘It gives timle" proved to be an extending, opening
r-dimensional realm. .
l{?l;l;f)f:cr)uas there is manifest in Being as presence such a thing as
time, the supposition mentioned earlier grows stronger that true

‘ time, the fourfold extending of the open, could be discovered as the

“It” that gives Being, i.e., gives presence. The suppositign appeax;
to be fully confirmed when we note that absgnce, 100, matmfests itse
as a mode of presence. What has-been which, by refusmg‘ thedpl:-
sent, lets that become present which is no 'longer prf:qentfdz}n the
coming toward us of what is to come which, by withho ;,ng tde
present, lets that be present which is not yet present-'—bot. ma lfi
manifest the manner of an extending opening up which gives a
ing into the open.
P“’;S;::sc 1nfle time appears as the “It” of whic-h we sgeak ‘whf‘en ie
say: It gives Being. The destiny in which It gives Being hﬁ; 1'r,1 ;1 ;
extending of time. Does this reference show time to be tt'le ft t“It
gives Being? By no means. For time itself remains the gift o an
gives’’ whose giving preserves the realm in Whll?h presence is ex-
tended. Thus the “It” continues to be unde-tefmmec.i, and we our-
selves continue to be puzzled. In such cases it is advisable to detc:ir-
mine the It which gives in terms of the giving'that we have alre'a y
described. This giving proved to be the sending of Being, as time
in the sense of an opening up which extends. |
(Or are we puzzled now only because we have allowed ourse .vesl
to be led astray by language or, more precisely,.by the grammatica
interpretation of language; staring at an It that is s?‘uppc')sed to glve’:
but that itself is precisely not there. When we say ‘It gives Being,
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“It gives time,” we are speaking sentences. Grammatically, a sen-
tence consists of a subject and a predicate. The subject of a sentence
is not necessarily a subject in the sense of an €80 Or a person.

Grammar and logic, accordingly, construe it-sentences as imper- -

sonal, subject-less sentences. In other Indo-Germanic languages, in
Greek and Latin, the It is lacking, at least as a separate word and
phonetic form; but thar does not mean that what is meant by the It
is nort also in their thought: in Latin, plus, it is raining; in Greek,
chre, it is needful.

But what does this “It” mean? Philologists and philosophers of
language have given the marter much thought without arriving at
any valid clarification. The area of meaning meant by the It extends
from the irrelevant to the demonic. The “It” of which we speak
when we say “It gives Being,” “It gives time,” presumably indicates
something distinctive which we sha!l not discuss here. We shall be
content, therefore, with a fundamental consideration.

Interpreted by the rules of grammar and logic, that about which
a statement is made appears as tite subject: hypokeimenon—rthat which
already lies before us, which js present in some way. What is then
predicated of the subject appears as what is already present along
with the present subject, the symbebekos, accidens: *“The auditorium is
illuminated.” In the “It” of “It gives” speaks a presence of some-
thing that is present, that is, there speaks, in a way, a Being. If we
substitute Being for It in our sentence “It gives Being," it says as
much as “Being gives Being.”” And here we are back in the same
difficulty that we mentioned at the beginning of the lecture: Being
is. But Being “is” just as little as time “‘is.” We shall therefore now

abandon the attempt to determine *‘[¢"’ by itself, in isolation, so to
speak. But this we must keep in mind: The It, at least in the interpre-
tation available to us for the moment, names a presence of absence.

When we say It gives Being,” It gives time,” we are not making
statements about beings. However, the syntax of sentences as we
have it from the Greek and Roman grammarians has such statements
exclusively in view. In view of this fact we must also consider the
possibility that, contrary to all appearances, in saying "It gives Be-
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ing.” “'It gives time,” we are not dealing with s.tatemercllt‘s that a]r:
always fixed in the sentence structure of thf sgl?)ect-gre 1ca}:e l:ewe
tion. And yet, how else are we to bring .the .It 1:1:0 ylevlv v'\; 1chink-.
say when we say It gives Being," “It gives time"’? Simply : y t‘vin
ing the “It” in the light of the kind of giving that belongtho ;,t };gnlong
as destiny, giving as an opening up wh¥ch rgachgs outi ot een ég_
together, inasmuch as the former, destiny, lies in the lauer, ext

. u ) . -
m%nof)l'neemsrelﬁdiig of the destiny of Being, ip thg extendl_ng of time,
there becomes manifest a dedication, a delwerm‘g over into what 1sf
their own, namely of Being as presence and of um-e as t!me realmhot
the open. What determines both, time and Bemg,.m 'the;]r own, tt ;
is, in their belonging together, we shall call: Erezgmfr, t e ever:, o
Appropriation. Ereignis will be translated as Appropriation or e

‘of Appropriation. One should bear in mind, however, that “event

is not simply an occurrence, but that which makes any c.)ccurrin;e
possible. What this word names can be thought now only in the ig (;
of what becomes manifest in our looking ahead toward Being an

- toward time as destiny and as extending, to which time and Being

beiong. We have called both—Being and time——"rnatters.'l The
“and”’ between them left their relation to each other mdetermmal:e.
We now see: What lets the two matters belong tqgether, wl (ziat
brings the two into their own and, even more, maintains and ho ds
them in their belonging together—the way the two matters stand,
the matter at stake—is Appropriation. The matter at stake is not a
relation retroactively superimposed on Being anc! time, The.matte;
at stake first appropriates Being and time im(? their own in virwe o
their relation, and does so by the appropriatngg that is concealefi in
destiny and in the gift of opening out. Accordingly, the It that. gives
in ‘It gives Being,”” “'[t gives time,” proves .to be Appropriation.
The statement is correct and yet also untrue: it conceals Fhe matter
at stake from us; for, unawares, we have represer}ted it as some
present being, whereas in fact we are trying to ‘rhmk Presenc? alsl
such. But could it not be that we might suddegly be re}leved ofa
the difficulties, all these complicated and seemingly fruitless discus-
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sions, by raising and answering this simple and long-overdue ques-
tion: What is the event of appropriation?

At this point we must be permitted an interim question: Whar is
meant here by “answering,” by “answer’’? Answer means the Say-
ing that co-responds to the matter at stake which we must think here,
to Appropriation. But if the matter at stake prohibits our speaking
of it by way of a statement, then we must give up the declaratory
sentence that is anticipated by the question we have raised. But to
do so means to admit our inability to think fittingly what has to be
thought here. Or would it be more advisable to give up not just the
answer, but even the question? How about this convincingly jus-
tified and candidly posed question: What is Appropriation? The
question asks for whatness, for the essence, it asks how Appropria-
tion becomes present, how it presences.

Our seemingly innocent question, What is Appropriation? de-
mands information about the Being of Appropriation. But if Being
itself proves to be such that it belongs to Appropriation and from
there receives its determination as presence, then the question we

have advanced takes us back to what first of all demands its own

determination: Being in terms of time. This determination showed
itself as we looked ahead to the “It”’ that gives, looked through the
interjoined modes of giving: sending and extending. Sending of
Being lies in the extending, opening and concealing of manifold
presence into the open realm of time-space. Extending, however,
!les in one and the same with sending, in Appropriating. This, that
is, the peculiar property of Appropriation, determines also the sense
of what is here called “lying.”

What we have said now allows and in a way even compels us to
say how Appropriation must ot be thought. What the name *“‘event
of Appropriation’’ names can no longer be represented by means of
the current meaning of the word; for in that meaning “event of
Appropriation’ is understood in the sense of occurrence and hap-
pening—not in terms of Appropriating as the extending and sending
which opens and preserves.

Thus, we heard it proclaimed recently that the agreement reached
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within the European economic community was a European event of
world-historic significance. Now, if the word “‘event’ is heard in the
context of a discussion of Being, and if we take the word only in its
current meaning, it becomes almost inevitable to speak of the event
of Being. For without Being, no being is capable of being as such.
Accordingly, Being can be proffered as the highest, most significant
event of all.

However, the sole purpose of this lecture was to bring before our
eyes Being itself as the event of Appropriation. But what the word
“Appropriation’’ denotes says something altogether different. The
inconspicuous word ““as,”’ always treacherous because of its several
meanings, must also be thought accordingly. Even assuming that in
our discussion of Being and time we abandon the common meaning
of the word “event’’ and instead adopt the sense that suggests itself
in the sending of presence and the extending of time-space which
opens out—even then our talk about “‘Being as Appropriation”
remains indeterminate.

“Being as the event of Appropriation’: Formerly, philosophy
thought Being in terms of beings as idea, energeia, actualitas, will—
and now, one might think, as Appropriation. Understood in this
way, ‘‘Appropriation’’ means a transformed interpretation of Being
which, if it is correct, represents a continuation of metaphysics. In
this case, the “as” signifies: Appropriation as a species of Being,
subordinated to Being which represents the leading concept that is
retained. But if we do what was attempted, and think Being in the
sense of the presencing and allowing-to-presence that are there in
destiny-—which in turn lies in the extending of true time which
opens and conceals—then Being belongs into Appropriating. Giv-
ing and its gift receive their determination from Appropriating. In
that case, Being would be a species of Appropridtion, and not the
other way around.

To take refuge in such an inversion would be too cheap. Such
thinking misses the matter at stake. Appropriation is not the encom-
passing general concept under which Being and time could be sub-
sumed. Logical classifications mean nothing here. For as we think
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Being itself and follow what is its own, Being proves to be destiny’s
gift of presence, the gift granted by the giving of time. The gift of
presence is the property of Appropriating. Being vanishes in Appro-
priation. In the phrase ‘‘Being as Appropriation,” the word “as’’
now means: Being, letting-presence sent in Appropriating, time
extended in Appropriating. Time and Being appropriated in Appro-
priation. And Appropriation itself? Can we say anything more about
it?

Along the way, we have already thought more about it, although
it was not explicitly said: namely, that to giving as sending there
belongs keeping back—such that the denial of the present and the
withholding of the present, play within the giving of what has been
and what will be. What we have mentioned just now—keeping back,
denial, withholding—shows something like a self-withdrawing,
something we might call for short: withdrawal. But inasmuch as the
modes of giving that are determined by withdrawal—sending and
extending—lie in Appropriation, withdrawal must belong to what is
peculiar to the Appropriation. This, however, no longer belongs to
the matter of this lecture.

(Briefly, and inadequately as is the way of a lecture, we would
here point out what is peculiar to Appropriation.

(The sending in the destiny of Being has been characterized as a
giving in which the sending source keeps itself back and, thus,
withdraws from unconcealment.

(In true time and its time-space, the giving of what has-been, that
is, of what is no longer present, the denial of the present manifested
itself. In the giving of future, that is, of what is not yet present, the
withholding of the present manifested itself. Denial and withholding
exhibit the same trait as self-withholding in sending: namely, self-
withdrawal. »

(Insofar as the destiny of Being lies in the extending of time, and
time, together with Being, lies in Appropriation, Appropriating
makes manifest its peculiar property, that Appropriation withdraws
what is most fully its own from boundless unconcealment. Thought
in terms of Appropriating, this means: in that sense it expropriates
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itself of itself. Expropriation belongs to Appropriation as such. By
this expropriation, Appropriation does not abandon itself—rather,
it preserves what is its own.

(We catch sight of the other peculiar property in Appropriation
as soon as we think clearly enough what has already been said. In

. Being as presence, there is manifest the concern which concerns us

humans in such a way that in perceiving and receiving it we have
attained the distinction of human being. Accepting the concern of
presence, however, lies in standing within the realm of giving..In
this way, four-dimensional true time has reached us.

(Because Being and time are there only in Appropriating, Appro-
priating has the peculiar property of bringing man into his own as

" the being who perceives Being by standing within true time. Thus

Appropriated, man belongs to Appropriation.
(This belonging lies in the assimilation that distinguishes Appro-

" priation. By virtue of this assimilation, man is admitted to the Appro-

priation. This is why we can never place Appropriation in front of
us, neither as something opposite us nor as something all-encompass-
ing. This is why thinking which represents and gives account corre-
sponds to Appropriation as little as does the saying that merely

_ states. )

Since time as well as Being can only be thought from Appropria-
tion as the gifts of Appropriation, the relation of space to Appropria-
tion must also be considered in an analogous way. We can admit-
tedly succeed in this only when we have previously gained insight
into the origin of space in the properties peculiar to site and have
thought them adequately. (Cf. “Building Dwelling Thinking” in
Poetry, Language, Thought, translated by Albert Hofstadter, Harper
& Row 1971.) The attempt in Being and Time, section 70, to derive
human spatiality from temporality is untenable.

True, as we look through Being itself, through time itself, and
look into the destiny of Being and the extending of time-space, we
have glimpsed what ** Appropriation” means. But do we by this road
arrive at anything else than a mere thought-construct? Behind this
suspicion there lurks the view that Appropriation must after all “be”
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something. However: Appropriation neither s, nor # Appropria-
tion there. To say the one or to say the other is equally a distortion
of the matter, just as if we wanted to derive the source from the river.

What remains to be said? Only this: Appropriation appropriates.
Saying this, we say the Same in terms of the Same about the Same.
To all appearances, all this says nothing. It does indeed say nothing
so long as we hear a mere sentence in what was said, and expose that
sentence to the cross-examination of logic. But what if we take what
was said and adopt it unceasingly as the guide for our thinking, and
consider that this Same is not even anything new, but the oldest of
the old in Western thought: that ancient something which conceals
itself in a-letheia? That which is said before all else by this first source
of all the leitmotifs of thinking gives voice to a bond that binds all
thinking, providing that thinking submits to the call of what must be
though:,

The task or our thinking has been to trace Being to its own from
Appropriation—by way of looking through true time without regard
to the relation of Being to beings. '

To think Being without beings means: to think Being without
regard to metaphysics. Yet a regard for metaphysics still prevails
even in the intention to overcome metaphysics. Therefore, our task
is to cease all overcoming, and leave metaphysics to itself.

If overcoming remains necessary, it concerns that thinking that
explicitly enters Appropriation in order to say It in terms of It about
It

Our task s unceasingly to overcome the obstacles that tend to
render such saying inadequate.

The saying of Appropriation in the form of a lecture remains itself
an obstacle of this kind. The lecture has spoken merely in proposi-
tional statements.

Summary of a Seminar
on the Lecture
“Time and Being”

By way of introduction, many things were referred to which could

"serve as an aid to a better understanding of the lecture, and thus
 facilitate the preparation and anticipate the seminar’s intention.

These references already touched upon the questions and themes
which in the meetings to follow were partly made explicit and partly
determined the path of the seminar while remaining in the back-
ground. '
On account of the peculiarity of what was discussed, this seminar
was an experiment. [t was essentially different from the seminars
which Heidegger has given in the course of his academic career.
Expressed more superficially, this difference is already evide.nt in the
fact that Heidegger’s own text forms the basis of the seminar, not
a text of metaphysics. In the attempt to discuss what was said in thg
lecture, something more daring than the lecture itself became evi-
dent. The lecture’s risk lies in the fact that it speaks in propositional
statements about something essentially incommensu;able with this
kind of saying. However, we must heed the fact that it is not a matter
of mere statements, but of an answering prepared by questions, an
answering which attempts to adapt itself to the matter with which it
is concerned. Everything—statements, questions, and answers—pre-
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supposes the experience of the matter itself,

The experimental quality of the seminar was thus twofold: on the
one hand, it wanted to point directly at a matter which in accordance
with its very nature is inaccessible to communicative statements. On
the other hand, it had to attempt 10 prepare the participants for their
own experience of what was said in terms of an experience of some-
thing which cannot be openly brought to light. It is thus the attempt
to speak of something that cannot be mediated cognitively, not even
in terms of questions, but must be experienced. The attempt to speak
of it with the intention of preparing for this experience essentially
constituted the daring quality of the seminar.

The intention of the seminar aimed at bringing the lecture to view

" as a whole, its fundamental plan, as well as the context of the lecture
within Heidegger's thinking in general. The need also arose of
gaining clarity about the situation of philosophy today, at a time
when Heidegger's thinking ex-sists, and which on the other hand
can be characterized by the decline of philosophy. This decline has
many faces. Inasmuch as philosophy is understood as metaphysics,
the decline is manifest in the fact that the matter of thinking is no
longer the matter of metaphysics, although metaphysics itself pre-
sumably remains. The substitutes for philosophy are already becom-
ing apparent, the possibilities of sidestepping it: on the one hand,
mere interpretation of the traditional philosophical texts, the polish-
ing and dismantling of metaphysics, on the other hand, the replace-
ment of philosophy by logic ( logistics), psychology, and sociology,
in short, by anthropology.

In this seminar we had to presuppose the knowledge and the
experience of the history of metaphysics, since we could not explic-
itly refer to historical connections and individual metaphysical posi-
tions. Hegel was an exception. We specifically dealt with him be-
cause of the remarkable fact that Heidegger’s thinking has been
compared with Hegel's again and again in the most various ways.
Although in point of fact Hegel is in a way further from Heidegger's
concern than any other metaphysical position, the illusion of an
identity, and thus of a comparability, of the two positions intrudes
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| itself in an almost compulsory manner. How so? What does the

speculative development of Being (qua ‘“‘object’”) to Being (qu'zf
“concept’’) mean? How does ' Being’” maintain itself as *'presence

" here? Why does the “thought’ as speculative dialectic correspond

to that? Looking back upon Hegel's discussion of ‘‘Being,” it is
necessary for the clarification of Heidegger's own path and for the
understanding of his thinking to distinguish him from Hegel, not
just by denying the similarity, but by trying to throw light on the
reason for the illusion of that similarity. ' '

- Following these preliminary remarks about the seminar—its pecu-
liar character, its intention, and the presupposed knowledge of meta-
physics—we approached the lecture itself.

Its place within the whole of Heidegger's endeavors was made
evident by a characterization of his path. .

The lecture entitled “Time and Being" asks first about what is
peculiar to Being, then about what is peculiar to ume. It bec.a_me
clear that neither Being nor time #5. Thus we reached the transition
to the “It gives.”” The "It gives” was discussed first witb regard to
giving, then with regard to the It that gives. The [t was interpreted
as Appropriation. More succinctly formulated: The lectur.e goes
from Being and Time past what is peculiar to “Time and Being” to
the It that gives, and from this to Appropriation.

With the necessary caution, one could say that the lecture repeats
the movement and the transformation of Heidegger's thinking in
Being and Time to the later Saying of Appropriation. Whgt happens
in this movement? What does the transformation of questioning and
answering which has occurred in Heidegger's think.ing look like?

Being and Time is the attempt to interpret Being in terms”of the
transcendental horizon of time. What does ““transcendental’”” mean
here? It does not mean the objectivity of an object of experience as
constituted in consciousness, but rather the realm of proiection. for
the determination of Being, that is, presencing as such, caught sight
of from the opening up of human being (Da-sein}). In the lecn_Jre
“Time and Being,” the meaning of time, as yet unthought, ‘.Nl'?lch
lies in Being as presencing, is anchored in a still more original
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relation. Talking about something more original can easily be mis-
understood here. But even if we leave open for the time being the
question of how what is more original is to be understood, and that
means how it is not to be understood, the fact remains that this
thinking—indeed in the lecture itself as well as in the whole of
Heidegger’s course of thought—has the character of return. That is
the step back. One should note the ambiguity of the phrase. In
talking about *'back,” it is necessary to discuss where we go back,
and how.

The question can then be asked, however, whether and how this
return constituting the manner of movement of this thinking is
related to the fact that Appropriation is not only sending, but as
sending is actually withdrawal.

Is the character of withdrawal already evident in the problems of
Being and Time? In order to see this, we must enter the simple
intention of this work, that is, the meaning which time has in the
question about the meaning of Being. Time, which is addressed as
the meaning of Being in Being and Time, is itself not an answer, not
a last prop for questioning, but rather itself the naming of a question.
The name “‘time” is a preliminary word for what was later called
“the truth of Being.”

The interpretation of time aims primarily at the character of tem-
poralization of Dasein’s temporality, at the ecstatic element which in
itself already contains a reference to truth, to opening up, to the
unconcealment of Being qua Being, even though this is not explicitly
named in the part of Berng and Time which was published (see Being
and Time, section 28). Thus already in Being and Time time is from
the very beginning removed from the common conception by the
reference to aletheia and presencing, and receives a new meaning,
although the interpretation of time is limited here to the temporality
of Dasein, and there is no mention of the temporal character of
Being. (In contrast, the role of human being for the opening out of
Being is purposely left out in the lecture " Time and Being.”)

Thus it is 2 martter of avoiding the limitation which might, indeed
at first does, lie in the word “time,” both in “Time and Being”
where this is explicitly done and also in Being and Time where it
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occurs more in the general tenor and unspoken intention. Already

in Being and Time, time is thought in its relation to aletbeia (uncon-

cealment) and in terms of the Greek ousta (presence).

If this is how it is with time—time being addressed as the transcen-
dental horizon of Being—then how can the fundamental e?(pene.nce
guiding the position of Being and Time be characterized? IS.'F possible
to find the character of withdrawal already in that posmon.? T}"ne
experience which attempts to find expression for the first time in
Betng and Time and which in its transcendental manner of question-

~ ing must still in a way speak the language of metaphysics has indeed

thought the Being of beings and brought it to a conceptu?l formula-
tion, thus also bringing the truth of beings to view, but in all these
manifestations of Being, the truth of Being, its truth as such, has
never attained to language, but has remained in oblivion. Thc.e f.unda-
mental experience of Being and Time is thus that of the oblivion of
Being. But oblivion means here in the Greek sense: concealment
and self-concealing. ‘

The oblivion of Being which is manifest as not thinking about the
truth of Being can easily be interpreted and misunderstqod as an
omission of previous thinking, in any case as something v\fh1ch would
be terminated by the question about the meaning, that is, the truth
of Being when that question is explicitly adopted and fol.lowed
through. Heidegger's thinking could be understoogl, e.md Betng and
Time still suggests this—as the preparation and begmmpg of a foun-
dation upon which all metaphysics rests as its inaccessible ground,
in such a way that the preceding oblivion of Being would thgs be
overcome and negated. However, for the correct underst_andmg it
is a matter of realizing that this previous non-thinking is not an
omission, but is to be thought as the consequence of the self-concgal-
ment of Being. As the privation of Being, the conceaimen.t of Bel.ng
belongs to the opening up of Being. The oblivion of Be‘mg which
constitutes the essence of metaphysics and became the stimulus fqr
Being and Time belongs to the essence of Being its§lf. Thus there is
put to the thinking of Being the task of thinking Being-in such a way
that oblivion essentially belongs to it.

The thinking that begins with Being and Time is thus, on the one




30 ON TIME AND BEING

hagd, an awakening from the oblivion of Being—an awakenin
which must be understood as a recollection of something which haf
never 'been thought—but on the other hand, as this awakening, not
an extmgl%ishing of the oblivion of Being, but placing onesel%in it
and standing within it. Thus the awakening from the oblivion of
Being tq t.he oblivion of Being is the awakening into Appropriation
The oblivion of Being can first be experienced as such in the think‘
ing on Being itself, on Appropriation. -
The chatracter of this thinking was often called the “‘step back.”

At first this step back js understood as an “away from" and a "t-
ward.” Thus Heidegger's thinking would be the movement aw: -
from the openness of beings toward openness as such which remain)s,
Foncealed in manifest beings. However, something else is thought
in the phrase “‘step back.”” The step steps back before, gains distafce
from that wh'ich is about to arrive. The gaining o,f distance is a
Ig:)og\;]attl- of distance, the freeing of the approach of what is 10 be

In_the step back, openness as such appears as what is to be thought
But in whar direction does it shine? Thought in terms of the sgt '
ba'ck, where does that step lead us? The “whither” cannot be det:lfJ
mined. It can only be determined in the taking of the step back, tha;

» C
g
1§, 1t can Ollly [esult f[OIIl OIICSpOlldltl to [hat Wthh appea[s in dle

han.d, this indeterminacy exists not only for knowledge, but is rath
an indeterminacy of the manner of being of the “wh’ither" itsele;'r
then the question arises of how such an indeterminacy can b ’
thought which is not to be understood merely in terms ofyth :;
of our not yet knowing. Thee
. To the extent that this was clarified, one could say in spite of th
inadgquaf:y. of these expressions: The “that”" of the place of th:
whither” is certain, but as yet how this place is, is concealed from

R bl
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knowledge. And it must remain undecided whether the ““how,” the
manner of Being of this place, is already determined (but not yet
knowable) or whether it itself results only from the taking of the
step, in the awakening into Appropriation which we mentioned.
We attempted once more to characterize the fundamental inten-

i+ tion and movement of the lecture. This led again to a reflection on

Betng and Time.
From the point of view of metaphysical thinking, the whole path

of the lecture, that is, the determination of Being, in terms of Appro-
priation could be interpreted as a return to the ground, to the origin.
The relation of Appropriation and Being would then be the relation
of the a prior: to the a posteriori. This a priori is not to be understood
only as the «# priori of and for knowledge which has become domi-

" nant in modern philosophy. It would be a matter of a causal nexus

which could be more precisely determined in Hegel’s sense as the
reabsorption and incorporation of Being in Appropriation.

This interpretation was also plausible on account of the term
“fundamental ontology” used to characterize the intention and the
method of Being and Time—a term which was then dropped precisely
with the intention of countering this misunderstanding. The decisive
thing which must be heeded here is the relation of fundamental
ontology to the sole question of the meaning of Being prepared for

.. in Being and Time. According to Being and Time, fundamental on-

tology is the ontological analysis of Dasein.

“Therefore fundamental ontology, from which alone all other on-
tologies can take their rise, must be sought in the existential analytic
of Dasein’’ (Being and Time, p. 34). According to this, it looks as
if fundamental ontology were the foundation for ontology itself
which is still lacking, but is to be built upon that foundation. When
it is a matter of the question about the meaning of Being, whereas
meaning is projected meaning which occurs in and as the under-
standing of Being which constitutes the fundamental characteristic
of Dasein, then the development of Dasein’s horizon of understand-
ing is the condition for any development of an ontology which, so
it seems, can only be built upon the fundamental ontology of Dasein.
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Thus the relation of fundamental ontology to the clarification of the
meaning of Being—which was not published—would be analogous
to the relation between fundamental theology and theological sys-
tem.

This, however, is not true, although it cannot be denied that this
is not yet clearly expressed in Being and Time itself. Rather, Being and
Time is on the way toward finding a concept of time, toward that

which belongs most of ali to time, in terms of which “Being”’

patible with any building on it. Instead, after the meaning of Being
had been clarified, the whole analytic of Dasein was to be more
originally repeated in a completely different way.

Thus, since the foundation of fundamental ontology is no founda-
tion upon which something could be built, no fundamentum inconcys-
sum, but rather a Jundamentum concussum, and st
the analytic of Dasein already belongs to ¢
Being and Time whereas the word “fou
preliminary character of the analytic, th
tology™’ was dropped.

At the end of the first session, some passages of the text were
discussed which are not €asy to understand and which are indispens-
able for an understanding of the lecture.

At the end of the introduction to the lecture, the paragraph “Qur
task is . . . to sufficiently determine’ caused some difficulties.

First of all there is a huge contradiction in the sentence: “The
attempt to think Being without beings becomes necessary because
otherwise, it seems to me, there is no longer any possibility of
bringing explicitly into view the Being of what 5 today all over the
earth.” The necessity and the possibility of this contradiction is
related to the ambiguity of Framing (Gestell) about which we are
thinking when we use the phrase ““the Being of that which . . . j
today.” As the preliminary appearance of Appropriation, Framing is
in addition that which makes this attempt necessary. Thus the neces-

he point of departure of
ndation™ contradicts the
e term “fundamental on-
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sity of understanding the present timeﬁ is not the t;ue m(:uvauon for
our attempt, as one might at first bellev.e frgm the t‘ex . € hat i

Then we asked whether the expression the B'emgd o :fof Y
today all over the earth’ does not signify a narrowing Zzl  of the
universal problem of Being to the small plaqet, the un;cri 8 ¥ sand
which is called earth, whether this nafrowmg'down oes no Stemm
from an anthropological interest. This question was not ptxs ed
further. We did not explain how Framing, whnch. const:ntu taes he
essence of modern technology, hence of somethllng talaB,ein
know, only occurs on earth, can be a. name fOF un'lvvers . Sfe.d

Then the phrase “‘to think Being without ‘l?elpgs was IZCI;IO the.
Along with the expression use:‘ onhpage.:z:,hev;lbtll;c-)::i ;:eeg:x;mmu[a.

i Being to beings,” this phrase i : ed ft

:iec:ztgjf?“oti thinlf Being without regard to_grotx’ndmg Being “: :,:::
of beings.” ‘“To think Being without _bemgs Fhus does no mean
that the relation to beings is inessential to Bemg: tha_t wetsto [;e
disregard this relation. Rather, it.meansv that B(.emgf 1sthr;ofact o
thought in the manner of metaphysics, which consists in

. . . ings
© the summum ens as causa sui accomplishes the grounding of all being

as such (cf. Leibniz’ so-called twenty-four metaphysical thesetsh ;2
' Heidegger, Nietzsche, Vol. 11, pp. 454 ff.). But we m;an mor(; shan
this. Above all, we are thinking of the .metapbysx.cal c zu'e;::tef1 of the
ontological difference according to whlcb Being is thougftb Z 1d con
ceived for the sake of beings, so that Being, regardless o g
is subjugated to beings. '
grc”}i[;d;i;:tsﬁerlltegnces of the lecture—after the introduction—also
e difficulties. o
Ca‘::—' (fiirz(:t:z was stated directly: ““Ever since the beginning of We:;:
ern European thinking up to today, Being.means the same :sei(r:lu-
ence.”” What about this statement? Does Bemg mean p;eser}tcs .
sively or in any case with so much priority t at i s
characteristics can be passed by? Doe.s th.e determma..norll1 ol pein
as presence, which is the only determm.atlon strt?ssed in the :1 timé
result merely from the lecture’s intention to.thmk Be-:lng' a(;\etermi-
together? Or does presence have in the totality of Being's
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nations a ‘‘facrual”’
lecture? Above all,
ground?

Presencing, presence speaks in all m i
e ce spea . etaphysical concepts of Bei
allateadylﬁe:li) liesze(:ttn:;aicl)]n: odeel_ng. Even the grofx)nd as :Ei
its;l}f, to llasting, enc,luring,iout?m:!izs’thl:asrsés::f " considered in
ot only i inati -
o they I:; nti‘::n Gux"eels(.c?etefmmafxon of Being, but, for example,
movement of thesis, I:r)nlittlbc:?i.r aa:(cji l:y::z He(g::“an anoltic 3 the
e - Synibests (here again a being-
ositec )(C;.le ]\;J):zsir’; sI;I»eaks, the priority of presencing makes itseglf
ey 0 g ke | ,Ospéér I E, further: Wegmarken 1967, pp.
These intimating referencee m!? ; iori
its say .in all formulations osfsB::;; p;l{(())r::y o Papoence which has
fiete‘rmmation is, what the meaning ot.' the
irelg 1t.self known is, is still unthought. Thep
main ion i
pomar :ﬂa:nzs:et:tsft;fmh.th; lecture “T.ime and Being,” but as such
o bt e tak rit inking: to consider whether and whence and
T ex paragraph on;y ;})f presence exists.
S “gr:so t e lecture continue following the sen-
e b Oner:tclmg, presence‘speaks of the present.”
mean that presenc;ng as pie(s):nec: airsldt’hg C;“ 'be a0 t0
ean ‘ ! ught in relation
1:” in;i:nerr;r;zi:1sfrepme:entw. .The present would then be ;Ode[t}::
presend'ng ‘ pir ;eozn'presencmg and would name the relation of
denmond o e l::?g man. On the other hand, it can be un-
enine o me remai—qmte generally—time speaks from pre-
s doree i e ns oifen. hov,v' and in what manner. “Being
the lecnuen o 25 P I;nce y time. Th.is second meaning is what
the oxmanrment d‘,e owg;rer, the ambiguity and the difficulty of
cences o o o £ dQpro eg—thus .the fact that in the first sen-
groning ey o do nlc])t wnt.h an inference, but with the first
derraningy o in th t e;nfmc reglm—tends to lead to misun-
ing the. e hose lr:ctzva 1s possible only by continually keep-
ure as a whole in view.

p;lonty independent of the intention of the
ow about the determination of Being as

» in what manner this
riority of presence mak-
priority of presence thus
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At the beginning of the second session, some things were added
to the general remarks with which the seminar began.

4. The belonging of the relation of Being and thinking together

with the question of Being.

Although the relation of Being and thinking—or Being and man
—is not explicitly discussed in the lecture, we must keep in mind the
fact that it belongs essentially to every step of the question of Being.
Here we must note a double role of thinking. The thinking which
essentially belongs to the openness of Being is, on the one hand, the
thinking which distinguishes man. In terms of Being and Time, it can
be called understanding thinking. On the other hand, thinking is
interpretative thinking, the thinking which thinks the relation of
Being and thinking, and the question of Being in general.

We must consider whether thinking in the first sense can charac-
terize the peculiarity of interpretative thinking, the way in which
“philosophical” thinking belongs to the question of Being. It re-
mains questionable whether interpretation can be what is character-
istic of thinking at all when it is a matter of truly taking upon
ourselves the question of Being. The task for thinking is that of
freeing itself and keeping itself free for what is to be thought in
order to receive its determination from that.

b. Provisionalness.

A further characteristic of the thinking which is also decisive for
the realization of the question of Being is closely bound up with the
fact that thinking receives its decisive determination only when it
enters Appropriation. Echoes of this can already be found in the
discussion of the step back. This characteristic is its provisionalness.
Above and beyond the most obvious meaning that this thinking is

always merely preparatory, provisionalness has the deeper meaning
that this thinking always anticipated—and this in the mode of the
step back. Thus the emphasis on the provisional character of these
considerations does not stem from any kind of pretended modesty,
but rather has a strict, objective meaning which is bound up with the
finitude of thinking and of what is to be thought. The more strin-
gently the step back is taken, the more adequate anticipatory Saying

becomes.
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last ones, are entitled “The Thing, das Gestel]

sion of the lecture just

“die Frage nach d ik’
die Ko I962;r Technik”’; further: Opuscul,

4. Most clearly in the lecture on iden

V" (op. cit, pp. 13 ff.
. "'Die Technik und

Intensive considera-

‘ q S pa’ ag . g C
tion It was a ue tion Ot tlle I laph Beln ] by “lu h up to

gestalt as it were, which IS native

beings, Being i i
, & 1s that which sh
showing itself. nows
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presence is admitted. "
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demarcating ‘‘But now’’? It is a difference in the letting-presence,

and that means above all in letting. The two sides of the distinction

are:
1. Letting-presence: Letting-presence: what is present.
2. Letting-presence: Letting-presence (that is, thought in terms of
Appropriation).
In the first case, presence as letting-presence is related to beings,

. to what is present. What we mean is the difference underlying all

metaphysics between Being and beings and the relation of the two.
Taking the original sense of the word as our point of departure,
letting means: to let go, let go away, put away, let depart, that is, to
set free into the open. What is present, which has been “'freed” by
letting-presence, is only thus admitted as something present for itself
to the openness of co-present beings. Whence and how “the open”’
is given remains unsaid and worthy of question here.

But when letting-presence is thought explicitly, then what is
affected by this letting is no longer what is present, but presencing
itself. Accordingly, in what follows the word is also written as:
letting-presence. Letting then means: to admit, give, extend, send,
to let-belong. In and through this letting, presencing is admitted to
that to-which it belongs.

The determining double meaning thus lies in letting, accordingly
in presencing, too. The relation of the two not-unrelated parts
demarcated from each other by the “But now” is not without diffi-
culties. Speaking formally, a determining relation exists between
both members of the opposition: Only because there is letting of presente,
is the letting-presence of what is present possible. But how this relation is
explicitly to be thought, how the difference in question is t©0 be
determined in terms of Appropriation, was only hinted at. The main
difficulty lies in the fact that from the perspective of Appropriation

it becomes necessary to free thinking from the ontological differ-
ence. From the perspective on Appropriation, this relation shows
itself as the relation of world and thing, a relation which could in a
way be understood as the relation of Being and beings. But then its
peculiar quality would be lost.
The third session, on the second day, began with some references.
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of confirming mere existence. This is evident in poetic language.
- Trakl says:

It is a light which the wind has extinguished.
It is a jug which a drunkard leaves in the afternoon.

It is a vineyard, burned and black with holes full of spiders.
It is a room which they have whitewashed.

These verses are in the first stanza of the poem “‘Psalm.”” In another
poem called “‘De Profundis,”” which belongs to the same cycle as the
first poem, Trakl says:

It is a stubble field on which a black rain falls.
It is a brown tree which stands alone.

It is a hissing wind which circles around empty huts.
How sad this evening.

It is a light which is extinguished in my mouth.
And Rimbaud says in a passage from “‘Les Illuminations’”:

Au bois il y a un oiseau, son chant vous arréte et vous fait
rougir.

Il y a une horloge qui ne sonne pas.

Il y a une fondriére avec un nid de bétes blanches.

Il y a une cathédrale que descend et un lac qui monte.

Il y a une petite voiture abandonée dans le taillis, ou qui descend
le sentier en courant, enrubannée.

Il y a une troupe de petits comediens en costumes, apergus sur
la route 4 travers la lisiere du bois. ’

Il y a enfin, quand |'on a faim et soif, quelqu’un qui vous
chasse.

In the woods there’s a bird whose singing stops you and makes
you blush,
There’s a clock which doesn’t strike.
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%‘:ere.’s a clay-pit with a nest of white animals
There’s a c?thedral Foming down and a lake éoin
ere’s a little carriage abandoned in the d .
Thdovxfn the path, with ribbons all over it oo
Sf:: osnatt;eoupe of child actors, in costumes, whom you can
e ro?d through the edge of the wood.
nd then there’s someone who chases
hungry and thirsty . *

s or rolling

you oft when you're

“it'fl'lf;:ﬁrench il y 4 (cf. the phrase of South Ger
Trakl o C(;rl'e.sl?onds. to the German ¢ gtbt, ‘it gives.” P
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history of Being, but if it is rather the case that Being belongs to
Appropriation and is reabsorbed in it (in whatever manner), then
the history of Being is at an end for thinking /n Appropriation, that
is, for the thinking which enters into Appropriation—in that Being,
which lies in sending—is no longer what is to be thought explicitly.
Thinking then stands in and before That which has sent the various
forms of epochal Being. This, however, what sends as Appropria-
tion, is itself unhistorical, or more precisely without destiny.
Metaphysics is the history of the formations of Being, that is,
viewed from Appropriation, of the history of the self-withdrawal of
what is sending in favor of the destinies, given in sending, of an
actual letting-presence of what is present. Metaphysics is the oblivion
of Being, and that means the history of the concealment and with-
drawal of that which gives Being. The entry of thinking into Appro-
priation is thus equivalent to the end of this withdrawal’s history.
The oblivion of Being ‘‘supersedes’! itself in the awakening into
Appropriation.

But the concealment which belongs to metaphysics as its limit
must belong to Appropriation itself. That means that the withdrawal
which characterized metaphysics in the form of the oblivion of Being
now shows itself as the dimension of concealment itself. But now this
concealment does not conceal itself. Rather, the attention of think-
ing is concerned with it.

With the entry of thinking into Appropriation, its own way of
concealment proper to it also arrives. Appropriation is in itself expro-
priation. This wotd contains in a manner commensurate with Appro-
priation the early Greek lethe in the sense of concealing.

Thus the lack of destiny of Appropriation does not mean that it
has no ‘movement.” Rather, it means that the manner of movement
most proper to Appropriation turning toward us in withdrawal—first
shows itself as what is to be thought.?

This means that the history of Being as what is to be thought is at
an end for the thinking which enters the Appropriation—even if

1. bebt auf (Tr.)
2. Das zu Denkende. (Tr.)
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the more so in that in the relation to man, thing, gods, earth and
sky, thus in the relation to what is appropriated, we must never
forget that expropriation belongs essentially to Appropriation.
But this includes the question: Expropriation in what direction?
.The direction and meaning of this question was not discussed any
further.

At the beginning of the fourth session, another question led again
to a consideration of the intention of the lecture.

In the Letter on Humanism (Klostermann edition, p. 23) we read:
““For the It which gives here is Being itself.”” The objection arose that
this unequivocal statement did not agree with the lecture “*Time and
Being” in that the intention of thinking Being as Appropriation led
to a predominance of Appropriation, to the disappearance of Being.
The disappearance of Being not only conflicted with the passage in

. the Letter on Humanism, but also with the passage in the lecture
where it was stated that the sole intention of the lecture was *“‘to
bring Being itself as Appropriation to view."

To this we answered first that in the passage in question in the
Letter on Humanism and thus almost throughout, the term ‘Being
itself”” already names Appropriation. (The relations. and contexts
constituting the essential structure of Appropriation were worked
out between 1936 and 1938). Secondly, it is precisely a martter of
seeing that Being, by coming to view as Appropriation, disappears
as Being. Thus there is no contradiction between the two statements.
Both name the same matter with differing emphasis.

It is also not possible to say that the title of the lecture ““Time and
Being”’ contradicts the disappearance of Being. This title wants to
announce the continuation of the thinking of Being and Time. It does
not mean that “'‘Being” and “Time" are retained, and as such must
again become thematic at the end of the lecture.

Rather, Appropriation is to be thought in such a way that it can
neither be retained as Being nor as time. It is, so to speak, a ‘““neutrale

tantum,’’ the neutral "and’’ in the title *‘time and Being.”” However,
this does not exclude the fact that sending and giving are also explic-




4
4 ON TIME AND BEING

itly t.hought in Appropriation, so tha
continue to be themaric.

.Thf passages in Berng and Time
8ives was already used without bei
to Appropriation. These passages
attempts to work out the question o

t Being and time, too, in a way

Were. mentioned in which “I¢
ng directly thought in relation
appear today as half attempts—

f Being, attempts to give that
they themselves remain inade-

3
g “ay ’ C“tlca”y s tta“scende‘"ta“y l‘ 1Itw as to
lllklu 1ia I:arlt‘lall ’

find an i i
audience as 2 philosophy. Ontology was a word of scorn

O8Y not a particular school of phil

which permeares every philosophy O but rather something

. This something can best be

AR B T

SUMMARY OF A SEMINAR 45

called by the well-known motto “To the things themselves.” It was

_ precisely in this sense that Husserl's investigations stood out from
" the manner of procedure of Neo-kantianism as something new and

tremendously stimulating, as Dilthey was the first (1905) to see. And

" jtis in this sense that one can say of Heidegger that he preserves true

phenomenology. Actually, the question of Being would not have

~ been possible without a fundamentally phenomenological attitude.

Husserl's turn toward the problems of Neo-kantianism—first evi-
dent in the important essay *‘Philosophy as Exact Science” ( Logos 1,
1910~11) which is much too neglected today—and the fact that
Husser! lacked any vital relation to history brought about the break
with Dilthey. In this connection, we mentioned among other things
the fact that Husser]l understood Being and Time as the regional
ontology of the historical within the framework of his conception of
regional ontologies.

The fourth session was dominated by the discussion of a question
related to the important passage (‘‘Being by . .."”" up to "“that is, gives
Being’’) which we already cited. The question aimed at the relation
of Being and time to Appropriation and asked whether there was a
gradation in the sense of an ever greater originality within the con-
cepts named there—presencing, letting-presence, unconcealing, giv-
ing and appropriating. It asked whether the movement in the pas-
sage in question leading from presencing to letting-presence etc. to
appropriating was a deduction to a more original ground.

If it is not a case of something more original, the question arises
of what the difference and relation is between the concepts named.
They do not present a gradation, but rather stages on a way back
which is opened and leads preliminarily into Appropriation.

The discussion following essentially concerned the meaning of
determination inherent in the manner in which presencing deter-
mines what is present in metaphysics. Through this articulation, the
character of the way back from presencing to appropriating was to
be clarified, a character which can only too easily be misunderstood
as the preparation of a more original ground. _

The presencing of what is present—that is, letting-presence: what
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problem of the origin of Hegelian negativity. [s the “‘negativity” of
Hegelian logic grounded in the structure of absolute consciousness,

or is it the other way around? Is speculative reflection the ground

for the negativity which for Hegel belongs to Being, or is negativity
also the ground for the absoluteness of consciousness? If one notes
that Hegel works with original dualisms in the Phenomenology which
are harmonized only later on (beginning with the Logir), and if the
concept of life as developed in Hegel’s early writings is referred to,
the negativity of the negative apparently cannot be derived from the
reflection structure of consciousness, although on the other hand,
the fact cannot be ignored that the modern point of departure from
consciousness has contributed a great deal to the development of
negativity. Negation could rather be related to the idea of being torn
and thus, objectively speaking, go back to Heraclitus (diapberon).

The difference in the point of departure in the determination of

Being was established in the following two points:

1. That which for Hegel determines Being in its truth is never
questioned in this philosophy, because for Hegel the identity
of Being and thinking is really an equivalence. Thus for Hegel
there is no question of Being, and no such question can even
arise.

2. Starting with the lecture in which it was shown that Being is
appropriated in Appropriation, one might be tempted to com-
pare Appropriation as the ultimate and the highest with He-
gel’s Absolute. But back behind this illusion of identity one
would then have to ask: for Hegel, how is man related to the
Absolute?” And: what is the manner of relation of man to Ap-
propriation? Then one would see an unbridgeable difference.
Since for Hegel man is the place of the Absolute’s coming-to-
itself, that coming-to-itself leads to the overcoming of man’s
finitude. For Heidegger, in contrast, it is precisely finitude that
comes to view—not only man’s finitude, but the finitude of
Appropriation itself.

The discussion on Hegel gave occasion to touch anew upon the

question of whether the entry into Appropriation would mean the
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end of the history of Being. A similarity with Hegel seems to exist
here which must, however, be regarded against the background of
a fundamental difference. Whether or not the thesis is justified that
one can only speak of an end of history where—as is the case with
Hegel—Being and thinking are really identified, remains an open
question. In any case, the end of the history of Being in Heidegger’s
sense is something else. Appropriation does contain possibilities of
unconcealment which thinking cannot determine. In this sense, one
cannot say that the destinies are “‘stopped’’ with the entry of thinking
into Appropriation. But one must nevertheless consider whether
one can still speak in such a way about Being and the history of Being
after the entry, if the history of Being is understood as the history
of the destinies in which Appropriation conceals itself.
What was said in an earlier session about ontic models—for exam-
ple, extending, gift, etc., as ontic occurrences in time—was again
taken up. A thinking which thinks in models must not immediately
be characterized as technological thinking, because the word
“model” is not to be understood in the technological sense as the
repetition or project of something in smaller proportions. Rather, a
model is that from which thinking must necessarily take off in such
a way that that from which it takes off is what gives it an impetus.
The necessity for thinking to use models s related to language. The
language of thinking can only start from common speech. And
speech is fundamentally historico-metaphysical. An interpretation is
already buiit into it. Viewed from this perspective, thinking has only
the possibility of searching for models in order to dispense with
them eventually, thus making the transition to the speculative. As
examples of matters thought with the aid of models we named:
1. the speculative proposition of Hegel which is developed ac-
cording to the model of the common sentence in such a way
that the common sentence provides the model which is to be
dispensed with to arrive at the speculative proposition.

2. the manner of movement of nous as it is discussed in Plato’s

Laws according to the model of the self-movement of living
beings.
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word means the changing forms in which Being shows itself epo-
chally and historically. The question read: How is the sequence of
epoch:s determined? How does this free sequence determine itself?
Why is the sequence precisely this sequence? One is tempted t(;
ti?mk of Hegel’s history of the “idea.” For Hegel, there rules in
history qecessity which is at the same time freedom. For him, both
are on'e.m and through the dialectical movement as the essel;ce of
the S‘I:)mt exists. For Heidegger, on the other hand, one cannot speak
of a “why.” Only the “‘that’—that the history of Being is in such a
way—can be said. Thus in the lecture “The Principle of Sufficient
Reason” the saying of Goethe is cited:

"I:Iow? When? and Where?—The gods remain stlent!
Then stick to Because, and ask not about Why?

The-“because" in the lecture is what endures, what maintains itself
as destiny. Within the “that” and in the sense of the *that,” thinking
ca.n also ascertain something like necessity in the seque;lce some-

‘ tl'ung like an order and a consistency. Thus one can say ti'nat the
?’ustory of Being is the history of the oblivion of Being escalatin
itself. Between the epochal transformations of Being and its witl:g-
d-rawal, a relation can be seen which, however, is not a causal rela-
tlon'. Qne can say that the further one moves away from the
begm-nmg of Western thinking, from aletheia, the further aletheis
8oes into oblivion; the clearer knowledge, consciousness comes to
thg foreground, and Being thus withdraws itself. In add’ition this
wllthdrawal of Being remains concealed. In the kryptesthai of F:Iera-
clitus, that withdrawal is expressed for the first and last time ( Physis
kryptesthai philei. Nature loves to hide.) The withdrawal of.a[eth;ia
as aletheia releases the transformation of Being from a1
actualitas, etc. e o

We must sharply distinguish from this meaning of transformation
which refers to metaphysics, the meaning which is intended when we,

say that Being is transformed—to Appropriation. Here it is not a
matter.of manifestation of Being comparable to the metaphysical
formations of Being and following them as a new manifestation.
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Rather, we mean that Being—together with its epochal revelations
—is retained in destiny, but as destiny is taken back into Appropria-
tion.

Between the epochal formations of Being and the transformation
of Being into Appropriation stands Framing. Framing is an in-
between stage, so to speak. It offers a double aspect, one might say,
a Janus head. It can be understood as a kind of continuation of the

" will to will, thus as an extreme formation of Being. At the same time,

however, it is a first form of Appropriation itself.

_In the course of the seminar, we often spoke of experiencing. Thus
we said among other things: The awakening to Appropriation must
‘be experienced, it cannot be proven. One of the last questions raised
concerned the meaning of this experiencing. The question found a
kind of contradiction in the fact that thinking was supposed to be the
experiencing of the matter itself, and yet on the other hand, is only
the preparation for experience. Thus, it was concluded, thinking
(and also the thinking attempted in the seminar) is not yet the
experience. But what is this experience? Is it the abdication of think-
ing?

Indeed, thinking and experiencing cannot be contrasted with each
other in the manner of alternatives. What happened in the seminar
remains an attempt at a preparation for thinking, thus for experienc-
ing. But this preparation occurs already in a thinking manner in that .
experiencing is nothing mystical, not an act of illumination, but
rather the entry into dwelling in Appropriation. Thus awakening to
Appropriation remains indeed something which must be ex-
perienced, but as such is precisely something which is at first neces-
sarily bound up with the awakening from the oblivion of Being to
that oblivion. Thus it remains at first an occurrence which can and
must be shown.

The fact that thinking is in a preparatory stage does not mean that
the experience is of a different nature from preparatory thinking
itself. The limit of preparatory thinking lies elsewhere. On the one
hand, in that metaphysics might possibly remain in the last stage of
its history in such a way that the other thinking cannot appear at all
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—and nevertheless 5. Then something similar would occur to the
thinking that as preparatory thinking looks ahead to Appropriation
and can only point—that is, give directives which are to make the
direction of the entry to the site of Appropriation possible, some-
what similar to Holderlin’s poetry which was not there for a century
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—and nevertheless was. On the other hand, the limit of thinking lies”

in that the preparation for thinking can only be accomplished in a
special respect. It is accomplished in a different way in poetry, too,
in art, etc., in which a thinking and speaking also occur.

Afterward “The Turn,” taken from the lecture series ““Insight into
that which is,”” was read as a conclusion. This was done in order that
what was discussed during the seminar might be heard again, 5o to
speak, from another perspective as it were and in a more unified way.
Then some questions were raised which were briefly answered.

The denial of world about which *“The Turn” speaks is related to
the denial and withholding of the present in “Time and Being.”’ For
one can also speak about denial and withholding in Appropriation,
since they have to do with the manner in which It gives time. The
discussion of Appropriation is indeed the site of the farewell from
Being and time, but Being and time remain, so to speak, as the gift
of Appropriation.

The finitude of Being was first spoken of in the book on Kant. The
finitude of Appropriation, of Being, of the fourfold hinted at during
the seminar is nevertheless different from the finitude spoken of in
the book on Kant,4 in that it is no longer thought in terms of the
relation to infinity, but rather as finitude in itself: finitude, end, limit,
one’s own—to be secure in one’s own. The new concept of finitude
is thought in this manner—that is, in terms of Appropriation itself,
in terms of the concept of one’s own.

But the accused made a sign of refusal. One had to be there, he said, if one
was called, but to call oreself was the greatest error that one could make.
(Hans Erich Nassack, Impossible Trial)

4. Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics {Bloomington: Indiana University Pre;s, 1962).
Even in "“Being and Time" Heidegger thinks temporality as finite. (Tr.)

The End of Philosophy
and the Task of Thinking

questioning. The questions are paths to an answer. If the a‘nswe:—
could be given, the answer would consist in a transformation o

 thinking, not in a propositional statement about a matter at stake.

The following text belongs to a larger context. It is the atterflpt
undertaken again and again ever since 1930 to shape the q'uesngn
of Being and Time in a more primal way. This means: to sgb)ect the
point of departure of the question in Being and Time 10 an immanent
criticism. Thus it must become clear to what extefxt the mtzm! ques-
tion of what the matter of thinking is, necessarily and contl'nuall;;
belongs to thinking. Accordingly, the name of the task of Being an

Time will change.

We are asking: .
1. What does it mean that philosophy in the present age has

entered its final stage? .
2. What task is reserved for thinking at the end of philosophy?

1. What does it mean that philosophy in the present age bas entered its final

stage? ‘ . _
Philosophy is metaphysics. Metaphysics thinks being as a whole—
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the world, man, God—with respect to Being, with respect to the

belonging together of beings in Being. Metaphysics thinks beings as

being in the manner of representational thinking which gives rea-
sons. For since the beginning of philosophy and with that beginning,
the Being of beings has showed itself as the ground (arche, aition).

The ground is from where beings as such are what they are in their
becoming, perishing and persisting as something that can be known,
handled and worked upon. As the ground, Being brings beings to
their actual presencing. The ground shows itself as presence. The
present of presence consists in the fact that it brings what is present
each in its own way to presence. In accordance with the actual kind
of presence, the ground has the character of grounding as the ontic
causation of the real, as the transcendental making possible of the
objectivity of objects, as the dialectical mediation of the movement
of the absolute Spirit, of the historical process of production, as the
will to power positing values.

- What characterizes metaphysical thinking which grounds the
ground for beings is the fact that metaphysical thinking departs from
what is present in its presence, and thus represents it in terms of its
ground as something grounded.

What is meant by the talk about the end of philosophy? We
understand the end of something all 100 easily in the negative sense as
a mere stopping, as the lack of continuation, perhaps even as decline
and impotence. In contrast, what we say about the end of philosophy
means the completion of metaphysics. However, completion does
not mean perfection as a consequence of which philosophy would
have to have attained the highest perfection atits end. Not only do we
lack any criterion which would permit us to evaluate the perfection of
an epoch of metaphysics as compared with any other epoch. The right
to this kind of evaluation does not exist. Plato’s thinking is no more
perfect than Parmenides’. Hegel's philosophy is no more perfect than
Kant's. Each epoch of philosophy has its own necessity. We simply
have to acknowledge the fact that a philosophy is the way it is. It is not

our business to prefer one to the other, as can be the case with regard
to various Weltanschauungen.
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The old meaning of the word “end” means the same as place:
“from one end to the other’’ means: from one place.to the other. Thef
:" end of philosophy is the place, that place in which thc? .w‘hol; oCI _
philosophy’s history is gathered in its most extremg possibility. En
: tion means this gathering. o
as';cl)l::)il;hout the whole history of philosophy,. Pla.to's thmlfmg
- remains decisive in changing forms. Metaphysics is P.latoms'm.
Nietszche characterizes his philosophy as reversed PlaFonlsm. With
the reversal of metaphysics which was already accomphslzxed by Karl
Marx, the most extreme possibility of philosophy is fmalne'd. ?t hgs
entered its final stage. To the extent that phi_losophncal _thmkmg is
still attempted, it manages only to attain an epigonal re_na1ssance and
variations of that renaissance. Is not then the end of phllgsophy after
all a cessation of its way of thinking? To conclude this would be
pr;r:a;ucl:r.npletion, an end is the gathering into the most extreme
possibilities. We think in too limited a fashion as long as we expect
only a development of recent philosophie§ of the previous styl}el. We
forget that already in the age of Greek philosophy a de_cmve C fir;C—
teristic of philosophy appears: the development of sciences within
the field which philosophy opened up. The deve.lopment of the
sciences is at the same time their separation from philosophy and the
establishment of their independence. This process bel_ongs to t}.1e
completion of philosophy. Its development is in full swing t((;fiaylm
- all regions of beings. This develo;l,]n}ent lookls ?kﬁ the mere dissolu-
i hilosophy, and is in truth its completion. .
uOI[: ::Erl)ces to Sefi:r to the independence of psychology, §oc1()llogy,
anthropology as cultural anthropology, to the role of logic as ogxs;'
tics and semantics. Philosophy turns into the empnf-lcal science O
man, of all of what can become the experiential Ob]‘eCt of b1s tefcp-
nology for man, the technology by which he establishes hlr.nsel lg
the world by working on it in the manifold modesr of makmg;n
shaping. All of this happens everywhere on the b_asm- a.nd accor mgf
to the criterion of the scientific discovery of the individual areas o
beings.
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No prophecy is necessary to recognize that the sciences now estab-
lishing themselves will soon be determined and guided by the new
fundamental science which is called cybernetics.

This science corresponds to the determination of man as an acting
social being. For it is the theory of the steering of the possible
planning and arrangement of human labor. Cybernetics transforms
language into an exchange of news. The arts become regulated-
regulating instruments of information.

The development of philosophy into the independent sciences
which, however, interdependently communicate among themselves
ever more markedly, is the legitimate completion of philosophy.
Philosophy is ending in the present age. It has found its place in the
scientific attitude of socially active humanity. But the fundamental
characteristic of this scientific attitude is its cybernetic, that is, tech-
nological character. The need to ask about modern technology is

presumably dying out to the same extent that technology more
definitely characterizes and regulates the appearance of the totality
of the world and the position of man in it.

The sciences will interpret everything in their structure that is still
reminiscent of the origin from philosophy in accordance with the
rules of science, that is, technologically. Every science understands
the categories upon which it remains dependent for the articulation
and delineation of its area of investigation as working hypotheses.
Their truth is measured not only by the effect which their application
brings about within the progress of research.

Scientific truth is equated with the efficiency of these effects.

The sciences are now taking over as their own task what philoso-
phy in the course of its history tried to present in part, and even there
only inadequately, that is, the ontologies of the various regions of
beings (nature, history, law, art). The interest of the sciences is

directed toward the theory of the necessary structural concepts of the

coordinated areas of investigation. ““Theory”” means now: supposi-

tion of the categories which are allowed only a cybernetical function,
but denied any ontological meaning. The operational and model
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character of representational-calculative thinking becomes domi-

nant. o
However, the sciences still speak about the Being of belggs in th'e
unavoidable supposition of their regional categories. They just dorf t
say so. They can deny their origin from philosophy, but never dis-
pense with it. For in the scientific attitude of the sciences, the docu-
ment of their birth from philosophy still speaks. .

The end of philosophy proves to be the triumph of the mampu!a—
ble arrangement of a scientific-technological world and of the.soc.lai
order proper to this world. The end of philosophy means: the bgglﬁ-
ning of the world civilization based upon Western European think-
lngl?;ut is the end of philosophy in the sense of its developmen.t o t.he
sciences also already the complete realization of all thfe possibilities
in which the thinking of philosophy was posited.?‘ Or ls‘there a first
possibility for thinking apart from the last possibxlnty which we c'har-
acterized (the dissolution of philosophy in the . technologized
sciences), a possibility from which the thinking of philosophy would
have to start out, but which as philosophy it could nevertheless not

ience and adopt?
ex?fe :;1ei:chere the c:se, then a task would still havg to be reservgd
for thinking in a concealed way in the history of ph.llosophy from its
beginning to its end, a task accessible neither to ph%losophy as fneta-
physics nor, and even less so, to the sciences stemming from phllo§o-
phy. Therefore we ask:

2. What task is reserved for thinking at the end of philosophy?

The mere thought of such a task of thinking must sound.strange
to us. A thinking which can be neither metaphysics nor scn‘ence?

A task which has concealed itself from philosophy since its very
beginning, even in virtue of that beginning, and thus has withdrawn
itself continually and increasingly in the time to come? '

A task of thinking which—so it seems—includes Fhe assertion that
philosophy has not been up to the matter of thinking and has thus
become a history of mere decline?
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Is there not an arrogance in these assertions which desires to put
itself above the greatness of the thinkers of philosophy?

This suspicion easily suggests itself. But it can as easily be
removed. For every attempt to gain insight into the supposed task
of thinking finds itself moved to review the whole of the history of
philosophy. Not only this, but it is even forced to think the his-
toricity of that which grants a possible history to philosophy.

Because of this, that supposed thinking necessarily falls short of
the greatness of the philosophers. It is less than philosophy. Less
also because the direct or indirect effect of this thinking on the
public in the industrial age, formed by technology and science, is
decisively less possible to this thinking than it was in the case of
philosophy.

But above all, the thinking in question remains slight because its
task is only of a preparatory, not of a founding character. It is content
with awakening a readiness in man for a possibility whose contour
remains obscure, whose coming remains uncertain.

Thinking must first learn what remains reserved and in store for
thinking to get involved in. It prepares its own transformation in this
learning.

We are thinking of the possibility that the world civilization which
is just now beginning might one day overcome the technological-
scientific-industrial character as the sole criterion of man’s world
sojourn. This may happen not of and through itself, but in virtue of
the readiness of man for a determination which, whether listened to
or not, always speaks in the destiny of man which has not vet been
decided. It is just as uncertain whether world civilization will soon
be abruptly destroyed or whether it will be stabilized for a long time,
in a stabilization, however, which will not rest in something endur-
ing, but rather establish itself in a sequence of changes, each of which

presenting the latest fashion.

The preparatory thinking in question does not wish and is not able
to predict the future. It only attempts to say something to the present
which was already said a long time ago precisely at the beginning
of philosophy and for that beginning, but has not been explicitly
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thought. For the time being, it must be sufﬁcignt to rgfer to Fh‘s WIlt‘h
the brevity required. We shall take a directive which philosophy
id in our undertaking. :
OE\;;: ::leisk about the task of thinking, this me:-ms'in the §cct>lge
of philosophy: to determine that which concerns thmkmg,.w_hlc hlS
still controversial for thinking, which is the controversy. Thls is what
the word *‘matter’’ means in the German languagg It desx‘gnates that
with which thinking has to do in the case at hand(,:m)Plato s language
to (cf. “The Seventh Letter”” 341 C7).
’ fr:ani’::n‘:utim(es, philosophy has of its own accgrd expressly call]l_ei
thinking ‘“to the things themselves.”” Let us mention tv:z.o ca;es vlv1 hic
receive particular attention today. We hear this call “'to t ? t u;fs
themselves” in the *“Preface” which Hegel hgs placed be ore hns
work which was published in 1807, System ()f Science,! first part: The
Phenomenology of Spirit.” This preface is not the prefage to ;1 e
Phenamenology, but to the System of Science, to the wh.ole of phllosophy.
The call “to the things themselves” refers ulnmatgly—-—and that
means: according to the natter, primarily—to the Sczf*ncej of Logic.
In the call “to the things themselves,” the emphasis lies on Fhe
“themselves.” Heard superficially, the call has the sense of a rejec-
tion. The inadequate relations to the matter of philosophy arc;1 re-
jected. Mere talk about the purpose of philosophy belongs to t e;e
relations, but so does mere reporting about t!le results‘ of phllosc')I;‘)h -
ical thinking. Both are never the real tota!nty of pl?xlosop:y. | e
totality shows itself only in its becoming. This occurs in thelr] evel on;:l—
mental presentation of the matter. In tl.'le presentation, t eme“; d
method coincide. For Hegel, this identity is called: the idea. Wit
the idea, the matter of philosophy “itself” comes to appear. HDOW-
ever, this matter is historically determined: subjectivity. W:;? (;s-
cartes’ ego rogito, says Hegel, philosophy steps on firm groun 1 or the
first time where it can be at home. If the fundam‘entum ab{o utum 1?
attained with the ego cogito as the distinctive subiectum, thl‘s means:
The subject is the hypokeimenon which is transferred to consciousness,

1. Wissenschaft, sciensia, body of knowledge, not “'science” in the pres:nt(ylff )of that
. word. For German Idealism, science is the name for philosophy. (Tr.
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what is truly present, what is unclearly enough called *“substance”’
in traditional language.

When Hegel explains in the Preface (ed. Hoffmeister, p. 19),

“The true (in philosophy) is to be understood and expressed not as
substance, but just as much as subject,” then this means: The Being
of beings, the presence of what is present, is only manifest and thus
complete presence when it becomes present as such for itself in the
absolute Idea. But since Descartes, idea means: perceptio. Being’s
coming to itself occurs in speculative dialectic. Onily the movement
of the idea, the method, is the marter itself. The call ““to the thing
itself”” requires a philosophical method appropriate in it.

However, what the matter of philosophy should be is presumed
to be decided from the outset. The matter of philosophy as metaphy-
sics is the Being of beings, their presence in the form of substantiality
and subjectivity.

A hundred years later, the call *‘to the thing itself”” again is uttered
in Husser!’s treatise Philosophy as Exact Science, It was published in the
first volume of the journal Loges in 1910~11 (pp. 289 f.). Again, the
call has at first the sense of a rejection. But here it aims in another
direction than Hegel’s. It concerns naturalistic psychology which
claims to be the genuine scientific method of investigating conscious-
ness. For this method blocks access to the phenomena of intentional
consciousness from the very beginning. But the call “to the thing
itself” is at the same time directed against historicism which gets lost
in treatises about the standpoints of philosophy and in the ordering
of types of philosophical Weltanschauungen. About this Husserl says
initalics (1bid., p.340): “The stimulus Jfor investigation must start not with
Dhilosopbies, but with issues and problems.”

And what is at stake in philosophical investigation? In accordance
with the same tradition, it is for Husserl as for Hegel the subjectivity
of consciousness. For Husserl, the Cartesian Meditations were not
only the topic of the Parisian lectures in February, 1920. Rather,
since the time following the Logical Investigations, their spirit accom-
panied the impassioned course of his philosophical investigations to
the end. In its negative and also in its positive sense, the call “‘to the
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thing itself’ determines the securing ar.ld development of nfletl';l(i)éit;
It also determines the procedure of philosophy by means o lw“ ¢
the matter itself can be demonstrated as a dau‘lm.‘ For Husserl, L ei
principle of all principles” is first of all nota principle of cogtent, dua
one of method. In his work published in 191 3,2 H}‘lsserl .evptle !
special section (section 24) to the determination of thg p“f‘C‘P f o”
all principles.” “No conceivable theory can upset this principle,
says Husserl (7bid., p. 44). o
““The principle of all principles” reads:

that very primordial dator Intuition f's a source o{ ‘au!b'orztjlfi '(I;;fh:q;;ilﬁ)wix
knowledge, that whatever presents itself in “Immt‘mn. in primordia bor L
in its bodily reality), is simply to be accepted.aj it gives itself out to be, g
within the limits in which it then presents itself.

“The principle of all principles” cont:.xins the thesis of thle prec:r;
dence of method. This principle decxdes.wk.iat rEatter a onedc o
suffice for the method. “The principle of prmcnplgs requu"lv.?ls1 re un-
tion to absolute subjectivity as the matter .Of pl'ulosophy. e tr:the
scendental reduction to absolute sub_;ecnvxty gives and secgrfes e
possibility of grounding the objectivity (?f all objects.(tl}e. emﬁsti-
this being) in its valid structure and consistency, that is, in 1;5 cot ¢
tution, in and through subjectivity. Thus transcendental su 1ec;1v ,y[
proves to be “the sole absolute being” ( Formal and Trazscen. en :5
Logic, 1929, p. 240). At the same time, transcefldefltal r;e t111c'c;_:(;nin
the method of “‘universal science” of the cpnstltutlon of the het isg
of beings has the same mode of being as thn_s absolute being, thzd i;
the manner of the matter most native t0 pl.ulosophy. The met dis
not only directed toward the matter of philosophy. It doe.s lr)l;)lto)n s
belong to the matter as a key belongs toa l?ck. Rather, 1td i .
to the matter because it is ‘‘the matter 1tse'l’f. If. one wzmtebl to'a;l [.
Where does “‘the principle of all principles’ get its un§halsa. e r1kg1' [-:
the answer would have to be: from trans;erllﬁlental ;ub]ectlv1w whic|

i resupposed as the matter of philosop v ’

) ;1(;: athI: chosf:ﬁoa discussion of the call *‘to the thing itself”” as our

2. English edition: Ideas (New York: Collier Books, 1962). (Tr.)




62 ON TIME AND BEING

what is truly present, what i . "
v tradition:l I;anguage_ hat is unclearly enough called **substance
) When Hegel explains in the Preface (ed. Hoffmeister 19)
The true (in philosophy) is to be understood and expressc,edp;not9 ;
subst:fmce, but just as much as subject,” then this means: The Beinas
of beings, the presence of what is present, is only manif;est and thuf
complete presence when it becomes present as such for itself in th
abso.lute Idea. But since Descartes, idea means: Derceptio. Bein 'e
com;ng to itself occurs in speculative dialectic. Only the rr;ovemeg X
gf the idea, the method, is the matter itself. The call ““to the thj .
itself”” requires a philosophical method appropriate in it e
HoweYer, what the matter of philosophy should be is 'presumed
:i)c :bf d;cxgec.i from th.e outset. The matter of philosophy as metaphy-
sies : l:b;eec s:’r:g .of beings, their presence in the form of substantiality
- A hundred years later, the call “to the thing itself”” again is uttered
in Husserl's treatise Philosophy as Exact Science. It was published in th
first volume of the journal Logos in 1910-11 (pp. 289 f£.). Again the
ca}ll hz.ls at first the sense of a rejection. But here it ait;ls- in ano’thee
dxr.ectlon than Hegel’s. It concerns naturalistic psychology whi l:
 claims to be the genuine scientific method of investigating coiscio N
ness. For this method blocks access to the phenomena of intentio::i
::onsctc?usness from the very beginning. But the call ““to the thin
{tself‘ is at the same time directed against historicism which gets | .
in treatises about the standpoints of philosophy and in the ogrd g
f)f types of Philosophical Weltanschauungen. Abour this Husserf:;ng
in x_tahcs (_1bzd. » P-340): “The stimulus for investigation must start YI:
bhilosopbies, but with issues and broblems.” e
Wi:;n:l:l1 what is at sFa.ke ix.1 Philosophical investigation? In accordance
e .same tradition, it is for Husser! as for Hegel the subjectivit
of consciousness. For Husserl, the Cartesian Meditations were y
qnly the tgpic of the Parisian lectures in February, 1920 RathnOt
since the ur.ne follpwing the Logical Investigations, théir spir'it acco::
f::l::dd}e 1.mpassmx.1ed course of his philosophical investigations to
- In1ts negative and also in its positive sense, the call “to the
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thing itself’ determines the securing and development of method.
It also determines the procedure of philosophy by means of which
the matter itself can be demonstrated as a datum. For Husserl, ““the
principle of all principles” is first of all not a principle of content, but
one of method. In his work published in 1913,2 Husser] devoted a
special section (section 24) to the determination of “‘the principle of
all principles.” “No conceivable theory can upset this principle,”
says Husserl (#bid., p. 44).
““The principle of all principles” reads:

that very primordial dator Intuitton is a source of authority (Rechisquelle) for
Enowledge, that whatever presents itself in ““Intuttion”’ in primordial form (as it were
in its bodily reality), is simply to be accepted as it gives itself out to be, though only
within the limits in which it then presents itself.

“The principle of all principles” contains the thesis of the prece-
dence of method. This principle decides what matter alone can
suffice for the method. ““The principle of principles’ requires reduc-
tion to absolute subjectivity as the matter of philosophy. The tran-
scendental reduction to absolute subjectivity gives and secures the
possibility of grounding the objectivity of all objects (the Being of
this being) in its valid structure and consistency, that is, in its consti-
tution, in and through subjectivity. Thus transcendental subjectivity
proves to be “‘the sole absolute being” ( Formal and Transcendental
Logic, 1929, p. 240). At the same time, transcendental reduction as
the method of “‘universal science” of the constitution of the Being
of beings has the same mode of being as this absolute being, that is,
the manner of the matter most native to philosophy. The method is
not only directed toward the matter of philosophy. It does not just
belong to the matter as a key belongs to a lock. Rather, it belongs
to the matter because it is *‘the matter itself.”” If one wanted to ask:
Where does ‘‘the principle of all principles” get its unshakable right,
the answer would have to be: from transcendental subjectivity which
is already presupposed as the matter of philosophy.
We have chosen a discussion of the call “‘to the thing itself " as our

2. English edition: Ideas (New York: Collier Books, 1962). (Tr.)
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guideline. It was to bring us to the path which leads us to a determi-
nation of the task of thinking at the end of philosophy. Where are
we now? We have arrived at the insight that for the call “to the thing
itself,” what concerns philosophy as its matter is established from the
outset. From the perspective of Hegel and Husserl—and not only
from their perspective—the matter of philosophy is subjectivity. It
is not the matter as such that is controversial for the call, but rather
its presentation by which the matter itself becomes present. Hegel’s
speculative dialectic is the movement in which the matter as such
comes to itself, comes to its own presence. Husserl's method is
supposed to bring the matter of philosophy to its ultimately originary
givenness, that means: to its own presence.

The two methods are as different as they could possibly be. But
the matter as such which they are to present is the same, aithough
it is experienced in different ways.

But of what help are these discoveries to us in our attempt to bring
the task of thinking to view? They don’t help us at all as long as we
do not go beyond a mere discussion of the call and ask what remains
unthought in the call “to the thing itself.” Questioning in this way,
we can become aware how something which it is no longer the
matter of philosophy to think conceals itself precisely where philoso-
phy has brought its matter to absolute knowledge and to ultimate
evidence.

But what remains unthought in the matter of philosophy as well
as in its method? Speculative dialectic is 2 mode in which the matter
of philosophy comes to appeal of itself and for itself, and thus
becomes presence. Such appearance necessarily occurs in some light.
Only by virtue of light, L.e., through brightness, can what shines
show itself, that is, radiate. But brightness in its turn rests upon
something open, something free which might illuminate it here and
there, now and then. Brightness plays in the open and wars there

with darkness. Wherever a present being encounters another pre-
sent being or even only lingers near it—bur also where, as with
Hegel, one being mirrors itself in another speculatively—there
openness already rules, open region is in play. Only this openness
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. . , h
ants to the movement of speculative thinking the passage throug
B _
hich it thinks. . . i
thk}\)t(/: call this openness which grants a possible letting appea; z;[;d
how ‘“‘opening.” In the history of language, the Gelrr.n?\n ord
?‘o ening”’ is a borrowed translation of the Frenchfc mﬂf’;e.)and
fofmed in accordance with the older words Waldung (foresting
ng (fielding). . ' ' .
Fe{?ﬁegfc()rest clearing (opening) is experienced in cont’}alj; til cbl:tan-
forest, called ‘‘density” ( Dickung) in older 1ang’}1;iee. e e Tk
i ’ ing”’ he verb “'to open.

“‘opening’’ goes back to t e ver| - e
‘t'IZ;en’?is the same word as “‘light.” To open somzthul:g ?cl,:zt o
make something light, free and open, e.g., to make t eh e

f trees at one place. The openness thus originating is the caring-
(\)What is light in the sense of being free 'and‘ ‘op.ex;l l:as n:;hle rglm-
common with the adjective “light,” meantt)ng b;l%o ; t-t;ndiﬁ_erence

isti 3 This is to be observe :
tically nor factually. ol ‘ nee
lgnziiveen 3;)penness and light. Still, itis possn‘b}e that a fact‘ual ri:?ol o0
between the two exists. Light can stream 1nto Fhe. cleam;g,h i o1
openness, and let brightness play with darkness in it. But 1gss pever
ﬁ!r)sc; creates openness. Rather, light presupposes oplfr.m;m.ess o
ever. the clearing, the opening, is not only free for brig ness and
dark,ness but also for resonance and echo, for soundmfh?rrll dimie-
ishing o% sound. The clearing is the open for everything
t and absent. N e
p“;?ei‘; necessary for thinking to become exphc%dy awaren(;f; e
i not extracting mere
' alled opening here. We are ot ¢ . "

[fnattefmc:re worcli)s e.g., ‘opening,’” as it might easily apgf:a; .osnazi e

stx(i'rfi;ce Rather, we must observe the unique matter wd 1dces; ade
uately. named with the name "open?ng." What the wor } des grimal

gn the connection we are now thinking, free openne(sjs,h e
.lphenomenon " to use a word of Goethe’s. \)Jge Yvoul av:). e

’ ims and Reflections, n. 993):

imal matter. Goethe notes ( Maxims : oK

];;in:thhing behind phenomena: they themselves are what is to

3. BO(h meanings exist in Engllsh for l]gh(. The meaning Hddegget lnteuds 18
Ielaled to lever (l‘.\- > allevlate, llgh[eﬂ a buldeu), (Tl.)
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learned.” This means: The phenomenon itself, in the present case
the opening, sets us the task of learning from it while questioning
it, that is, of letting it say something to us.

Accordingly, we may suggest that the day will come when we will
not shun the question whether the opening, the free open, may not
be that within which alone pure space and ecstatic time and every-
thing present and absent in them have the place which gathers and
protects everything. ' :

In the same way as speculative dialectical thinking, originary intui-

tion and its evidence remain dependent upon openness which al-
ready dominates, upon the opening. What is evident is what can be
immediately intuited. Evidentia is the word which Cicero uses to
translate the Greek enargeia, that is, to transform it into the Roman.
Enargeia, which has the same root as argentum (silver), means that
which in itself and of jiself radiates and brings itself to light. In the
Greek language, one is not speaking about the action of seeing,
about zidere, but about that which gleams and radiates. Bur it can
only radiate if openness has already been granted. The beam of light
does not first create the opening, openness, it only traverses it. It is
only such openness that grants to giving and receiving at all what is
free, that in which they can remain and must move.

All philosophical thinking which explicitly or inexplicitly follows
the call “to the thing itself” s already admitted to the free space of
the opening in its movement and with its method. But philosophy
knows nothing of the opening. Philosophy does speak about the
light of reason, but does not heed the opening of Being. The lumen

naturale, the light of reason, throws light only on openness. It does

concern the opening, but so little does it form it that it needs it in
order to be able to illuminate what is present in the opening. This
is true not only of philosophy’s method, but also and primarily of its
matter, that is, of the presence of what is present. To what extent the
subtectum, the hypokeimenon, that which already lies present, thus
what is present in its presence is constantly thought also in subjec-

tivity cannot be shown here in detail. Refer to Heidegger, Nietzsche,
vol. 2 (1961), pages 429 ff.
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ning and end are everywhere the same. In this turning, there is no

possibility of twisting, deceit and closure. The meditative man is to

experience the untrembling heart of unconcealment. What does the
word about the untrembling heart of unconcealment mean? [t means
unconcealment itself in what is most its own, means the place of
stillness which gathers in itself what grants unconcealment to begin
with. That is the opening of what is open. We ask: openness for
what? We have already reflected upon: the fact that the path of
thinking, speculative and intuitive, needs the traversable opening.

But in that opening rests possible radiance, that is, the possible

presencing of presence itself.

What prior to everything else first grants unconcealment in the

path on which thinking pursues one thing and perceives it: hotos estin
- . . einai. that presence presences. The opening grants first of all the
possibility of the path to presence, and grants the possible presencing
of that presence itself. We must think aletheia, unconcealment, as the
opening which first grants Being and thinking and their presencing
to and for each other. The quiet heart of the opening is the place
of stillness from which alone the possibility of the belonging to-
gether of Being and thinking, that is, presence and perceiving, can
arise at all. :

The possible claim to a binding character or commitment of think-
ing is grounded in this bond. Without the preceding experience of
aletheia as the opening, all talk about committed and non-committed
thinking remains without foundation. Where does Plato’s determi-
nation of presence as idea have its binding character from? With
regard to what is Aristotle’s interpretation of presencing as energeia
binding?

Strangely enough, we cannot even ask these questions always ne-
glected in philosophy as long as we have not experienced what Par-
menides had to experience: aletheia, unconcealment. The pathtoitis
distinguished from the street on which the opinion of mortals must
wander around. Alethesa is nothing mortal, just as little as death itself.

It is not for the sake of etymology that [ stubbornly translate the
name aletheiz as unconcealment, but for the marter which must be

1 hy, as though it lefc something unheeded, ne
k' p ,

] is unthought in philosop!

Time to ask about a possible task of thinking
i
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Instead we must say: Aletheia, as opening of presence and presenting
in thinking and saying, originally comes under the perspective of
bomoiosis and adaequatio, that is, the perspective of adequation in the
sense of the correspondence of representing with what is present.

But this process inevitably provokes another question: How is it
that aletbeia, unconcealment, appears to man’s natural experience
and speaking only as correctness and dependability? Is it because
man’s ecstatic sojourn in the openness of presencing is turned only
toward what is present and the existent presenting of what is pre-
sent? But what else does this mean than that presence as such, and
together with it the opening granting it, remain unheeded? Only
what aletheia as opening grants is experienced and thought, not what
it is as such.

This remains concealed. Does this happen by chance? Does it
happen only as a consequence of the carelessness of human thinking?
Or does it happen because self-concealing, concealment, lethe be-
longs to a-letheia, not just as an addition, not as shadow to light, but
rather as the heart of aletheiz? And does not even a keeping and
preserving rule in this self-concealing of the opening of presence
from which unconcealment can be granted to begin with, and thus
what is present can appear in its presence?

If this were so, then the opening would not be the mere opening
of presence, but the opening of presence concealing itself, the open-
ing of a self-concealing sheltering.

If this were so, then with these questions we would reach the path
to the task of thinking at the end of philosophy.

But isn’t this all unfounded mysticism or even bad mythology, in
any case a ruinous irrationalism, the denial of ratis?

I return to the question: What does ratio, nous, noetn, perceiving
(Vernunft—Vernebmen) mean? What does ground and principle and
especially principle of all principles mean? Can this ever be suffi-
ciently determined unless we experience aletheia in a Greek manner
as unconcealment and then, above and beyond the Greek, think it
as the opening of self-concealing? As long as ratio and the rational
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still remain questionable in what is their own, talk about irrational-
ism is unfounded. The technological scientific rationalization ruling
the present age justifies itself every day more surprisingly by its
immense results. But these results say nothing about what the possi-
bility of the rational and the irrationaal first grants. The effect proves
the correctness of technological scientific rationalization. But is the
manifest character of what-is exhausted by what is demonstrable?
Doesn’t the insistence on what is demonstrable block the way to
what-is?

Perhaps there is a thinking which is more sober than the irresist-
ible race of rationalization and the sweeping character of cybernet-
ics. Presumably it is precisely this sweeping quality which is ex-
tremely irrational. :

Perhaps there is a thinking outside of the distinction of rational
and irrational still more sober than scientific technology, more sober
and thus removed, without effect and yet having its own necessity.
When we ask about the task of this thinking, then not only this
thinking, but also the question about it is first made questionable. In

~ view of the whole philosophical tradition, this means:

We all still need an education in thinking, and before that first a
knowledge of what being educated and uneducated in thinking
means. In this respect, Aristotle gives us a hint in Book IV of his
Metaphysics (1006a f.). It reads: esti gar apaideusia to me gignoskein
tinon dei zetein apodeixin kai tinon ou dei. *'For it is uneducated not to
have an eye for when it is necessary to look for a proof, and when
this is not necessary.”’

This sentence demands careful reflection. For it is not yet decided
in what way that which needs no proof in order to become accessible
to thinking is to be experienced. Is it dialectical mediation or origi-
nary intuition or neither of the two? Only the peculiar quality of that
which demands of us above all else to be admitted can decide about
that. But how is this to make the decision possible for us before we
have not admitted it? In what circle are we moving here, inevitably?

Is it the eukukless alethein, well-founded unconcealment itself,
thought as the opening?
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an associate professor at Freiburg’s theological faculty. The larger
sections of the work give extensive text passages from Aristotle,
Thomas of Aquinas and Suarez, always at the end, and in addition
the etymology for fundamental ontological concepts.

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

After four semesters 1 gave up my theological studies and dedi-
cated myself entirely to philosophy. [ still attended theological lec-
tures in the years following 1911, Carl Braig's lecture course on
dogmatics. My interest in speculative theology led me to do this,

" above all the penetrating kind of thinking which this teacher con-
_ cretely demonstrated in every lecture hour. On a few walks when

I was allowed to accompany him, I first heard of Schelling’s and
Hegel's significance for speculative theology as distinguished from
the dogmatic system of Scholasticism. Thus the tension between
ontology and speculative theology as the structure of metaphysics
entered the field of my search.

Yet at times this realm faded to the background compared with
that which Heinrich Rickert treated in his seminars: the two writings

_ of his pupil Emil Lask who was killed as a simple soldier on the

Galician front in 1915. Rickert dedicated the third fully revised
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Phenomenological Investigation which Husserl edited began to be pub-
lished by the publisher Max Niemeyer. The first volume begins with
Husserl’s treatise Ideas.

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

In this universal project for a phenomenological philosophy, the
Logical Investigations, too—which had so to speak remained philoso-
phically neutral—could be assigned their systematic place. They
were published in the same year (1913) ina second edition by the
same publisher. Most of the investigations had in the meantime
undergone *‘profound revisions.” The sixth investigation, ‘“‘the most
important with regard to phenomenology” (preface to the second
edition) was, however, withheld. But the essay “Philosophy as Exact
Science” (1910-11) which Husserl contributed to the first volume
of the new journal Logos also only now acquired a sufficient basis for
its programmatical theses through the Ideas.

In virwe of these publications, Niemeyer’s work attained the
foremost rank of philosophical publishers. At that time the rather
obvious idea was current that with “‘phenomenology” a new schoo!
had arisen in European philosophy. Who could have denied the
correctness of this statement?

But such historical calculation did not comprehend what had hap-
pened in virtue of “phenomenology,” that is, already with the Log:-

cal Investigations. This remained unspoken, and can hardly even be
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publisher Niemeyer published the last chapter of the Logical Invest:-
gations again in 1922. Husser! notes in the preface: **As things stand,
I had to give in to the wishes of the friends of this work and decide
to make its last chapter available again in its old form.” With the
phrase “the friends of this work,” Husserl also wanted to say that
he himself could not quite get close to the Logical Investigations after
the publication of the [deas. Atthe new place of his academic activity,
the passion and effort of his thought turned toward the systematic
development of the plan presented in the Ideas more than ever. Thus
Husserl could write in the preface mentioned to the sixth investiga-
tion: ‘‘My teaching activity in Freiburg, too, furthered the direction
of my interest toward general problems and the system.”

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

The more decisively this insight became clear to me, the more
pressing the question became: Whence and how is it determined
what must be experienced as ‘‘the things themselves’" in accordance
with the principle of phenomenology? Is it consciousness and its

objectivity or is it the Being of beings in its unconcealedness and

concealment?

Thus I was brought to the path of the question of Being, illumined
by the phenomenological attitude, again made uneasy in a different
way than previously by the questions prompted by Brentano’s disser-
tation. But the path of questioning became longer than [ suspected.
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It demanded many stops, detours and wrong paths, What the first

lectures in Freiburg and then in Marburg attempted shows the path
only indirectly.

“Professor Heidegger—you have 8ot to publish something now.
Do you have a manuscript?”’ With these words the dean of the
philosophical faculty in Marburg came into my study one day in the
winter semester of 1925-26. ““Certainly,” I answered. Then the dean
said: “‘But it must be printed quickly.”” The faculty proposed me
unico loce as Nicolai Hartmann's successor for the chief philosophical
chair. Meanwhile, the ministry in Berlin had rejected the proposal
with the explanation that I ‘had not published anything in the last ten
years.

Now I had to submit my closely protected work to the public. On
account of Husserl’s intervention, the publishing house Max
Niemeyer was ready to print immediately the first fifteen proof
sheets of the work which was to appear in Husserl's Jabrbuch. Two
copies of the finished page proofs were sent to the ministry by the
faculty right away. But after some time, they were returned to the
faculty with the remark: “Inadequate.” In February of the following
year (1927), the complete text of Being and Time was published in
the eighth volume of the Jabrbuch and as a separate publication.

After that the ministry reversed its negative judgment half a year
later and made the offer for the chair.

On the occasion of the strange publication of Being and Time, 1
into direct relationship with the publishing house Max
What was a mere name on the title page of Husserl's
work during the first semester of my academic studies
became evident now and in the future in all the thoroughness and
reliability, generosity and simplicity, of publication work.

In the summer of 1928, during my last semester in Marburg, the
Festschrift for Husserl’s seventieth birthday was in preparation. At
the beginning of this semester Max Scheler died unexpectedly. He
was one of the co-editors of Husserl’s Jabrbuch where he published
his great investigation Formalism in Ethics and Material Ethics of Value

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

Supplement 1969

In thesense of the last sentence, on can already read in Being and
Time (1927) pp. 62-63: ““its (phenomenology’s) essential character
does not consist in being actual as a philosophical school. Higher
than actuality stands possibility. The comprehension of phenomenol-
ogy consists solely in grasping it as possibility."
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