
Martin Heidegger 

PARMENIDES 

Translated by 
Andre Schuwer and 
Richard Rojcewicz 

Indiana University Press 
BLOOMINGTON AND INDIANAPOLIS 



Published in German as Parmenides 
o I 982 by Vittono Klostermann, Frankfurt am Main 

o 1992 by Indiana University Press 

All nghts reserved 

No part of this book may be reproduced or utilized in any form or by any means, electronic 
or mechanical. including photocopying and recording, or by any information storage 

and retneval system, without permi~sion in wnting from the publisher. The Association 
of Amencan University Presses' Resolution on Permissions constitutes the only exception 

to this prohibition 

The paper used in this publication meets the minimum requirements 
of Amencan National Standard for Information Sciences-Permanence of Paper 

for Pnnted Library Matenals, ANSI Z39 48-1984 
&" 

Manufactured in the United States of Amenca 

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 

Heidegger, Martin, 1889-1976 
[Parmenides English] 
Parmenides I Martin Heidegger, translated by Andre Schuwer and 

Richard Rojcewicz 
p em - (Studies in Continental thought) 

Translation of Parmenides, based on a lecture course given 
1942-43 at the University of Freiburg 

Includes bibliographical references 
ISBN 0-25 3-32726-1 (alk paper) 
I Parmenides 2 Philosophy I Title II Senes 

B3279 H48P3713 1992 
182' 3-dc20 91-19431 

2 3 4 5 96 95 94 93 92 



Contents 

TRANSLATORS' FOREWORD xiii 

Introduction 
Preparatory meditation on the name and the word aAr]{)Ela and its counter
essence 1Wo directives from the translating word aAr]{)Ela 

§1. The goddess "truth." Parmenides, I, 22-32. 
a) Ordinary acquaintance and essential knowing. Renuncia

tion of the prevalent interpretation of the "didactic poem" 
by heeding the claim of the beginning. 

RECAPITULATION 

I) Outset and beginning. Ordinary thinking and the think
ing begun by the beginning. Retreating in face of Being. 
The few and simple texts. Reference to "translating " 6 

b) Two directives from the translating word aAr]{)Ela. The 
conflictual character of unconcealedness. Preliminary clar
ification of the essence of aAr]{)Ela and of concealedness. 
Transporting and translati11g IU bersetzen-Ubersetzen). 10 

RECAPITULATION 

2) The question of the name of the goddess and how to 
translate it. The essence of truth as opposed to concealed
ness, according to the first two directives. Un-concealedness 
and Un-concealedness. 14 

PART ONE 
The third directive from the translating word aArjt'JEw the realm of the 
opposition between aArj{)Ela and Ar]{)IJ in the history of Being 17 

§2. First meditation on the transformation of the essence of truth and 
of its counter-essence. 17 

a) The conflictual character of un-concealedness. The third 
directive: truth in oppositional relations. The resonance 
of ciAr]{)Ela in subjectivity. Reference to Hegel and Schel-

v 



vi Contents 

ling. Directive toward the oppositions between conceal-
edness and unconcealedness, falsity and truth. 17 

b) The question of the counter-essence of ciAIJ{}it;. The ab
sence of AIJ{}i~ the rpEijooc;. The veiling of basic mean
ings. The counter-word Aa{)Ov; AavlJavopm thought in the 
Greek way. Forgetting as experienced on the basis of con
cealment. Homer, Iliad, XVlll, 46; X, 22; Odyssey, Vlll, 
93. 20 

RECAPITULATION 

To rpEvooc; as the opposite of ciAIJt'Jic;. The relationship be
tween the stems of the words aAr]lJEla and Aavt'Javw. Refer
ence to Homer. Odyssey, VIII, 93. The withdrawal of 
forgetting. 25 

§3. Clarification of the transformation of aAr]lJEla and of the transfor
mation of its counter-essence (veritas, certitudo. rectitudo, 
iustitia, truth, justice-Ar]lJI]. rpEvooc;, falsum, incorrectness, fal-
sity). 28 

a) The intrinsically different meanings of rpEvooc; and 
"false." The essential domain of the counter-word rpEv
ooc; as letting-appear while covering up. Reference to 
Homer, Iliad, B 348ff. Dissembling concealment: the basic 
meaning of rpEvooc;. To arpEVOic;: the "dis-hiding," and 
the ciAI]t'Jic;. Reference to Hesiod, Theogony, Ver'>e 233f. 
The ambiguity of ciAI]t'Jic;. 29 

RECAPITULATION 

l) The so-called correct translation of rpt vooc; by "false." The 
manifold meanings of "false" and rpEvooc.;. The dissem
bling and hiding of rpEvooc; in the region of the es'>ence 
of concealment and unveiledness. Reference to Homer 
and Hesiod. 35 

b) The un-German word "false." Fa/sum, fal/o, acpaAA(t). The 
Roman priority of "overthrowing" in the LatiniLation of 
ancient Greece through the impenum (command) as essen
tial ground of iustum. The transporting of rpEvooc; into 
the Roman-imperial domain of overthrowing. The real 
event of history: the as<;ault of Latinizing in the Greek
Roman domain of history and the modern view of the 
Greek world through Roman eyes. 39 

RECAPITULATION 

2) Reconsideration of the essence of the "false" and of the 
hiding and "dis-hiding" of rpEvOoc.;. The rule of the 
Roman imperial "high command" and the breadth of the 
distinction between rpEvooc; and fa/sum. 43 



Contents vii 

c) The imperial in the form of the curial of the curia. The 
connection between verum and "true." The un-German 
meaning of "true" through the Roman-Christian verum. 
Verum: the established right as counter-word to fa/sum. 
Verum and apertum; Aa{)6v and its counterpart to ciAI]{}it;. 45 

d) The transformation of the essence of dAr]t'JEla since Plato. 
The assumption of the "representation" of dAr]{)Ela 
through 6pofwmt; (as rectitudo of ratio) into ventas. Rectitudo 
(iustitia) of ecclesiastical dogmatics and the iustificatio of 
evangelical theology. The certum and the usus rectus (Des
cartes). Reference to Kant. The closing of the ring of the 
history of the essence of truth in the transformation of 
ventas into "justice" (Nietzsche). The incarceration of dAIJ-
·aEla in the Roman bastion of ventas, rectitudo, and iustitia. 49 

RECAPITULATION 

3) The sending [das Geschicllt) of the assignment of Being: 
retrospective consideration of the history of the transfor
mation of the essence of truth. The "balances" of history 
(Burckhardt. Nietzsche, Spengler). The historical "confer-
ral of meaning" in the modern period. 54 

4) The event of the conversion of the essence of untruth from 
the Greek rpEvooc.; to the Roman fa/sum. The fulfillment 
of the transformation of ventas into certitudo in the nine
teenth century. The self-assurance of self-certainty (Nie-
tzsche, Fichte, Hegel). 57 

§4. The multiplicity of the oppositions to unconcealedness in its essen-
tial character. 58 

a) The rich essence of concealedness. Modes of concealing: 
dndiiJ, (pit'Jooot;),xE15{)w, xpvnrw, xaAvnrw. Homer, Iliad, 
XX, 118; Odyssey, VL 303; IlL 16; Iliad, XXllL 244. The 
disclosive power of muthos and the question of the Greek 
divinities. 58 

b) The connection between pMJot; and the Greek deities. 
Earth, day, night. and death in relation to unconcealed
ness. The mysterious as one of the modes of concealment. 
Rejection of the negativity in falsity and in dissembling 
as the one and only counter-essence to the truth. 6 I 

RECAPITULATION 

Supplementary clarification: the "way" of the arnvmg 
thinker in the "didactic poem." The connection between the 
essence of the goddess and the ways toward and from her 
home. By-way and off-way. The question of the other 
counter-essence to disclosedness. The essence of disclosure 
and concealment as expressed in word and legend. The loss 



viii Contents 

of the word in its preservation of the relation of Being to 
man. The Roman transformation of n) i;<j)ov A6yov txov into 
"animal" rationale. Reference to Kant, Nietzsche, Spengler. 
Mv{)oc; {noc; A6yoc;. 65 

§5. The opposite to aAIJ{)tc;: Aa{)6v, Aa{)tc;. The event of the transfor-
mation of the withdrawing concealment and the human behavior 
of forgetting. 71 

a) The prevailing of concealment in Aav{)avw{)m. The con
cealment of the forgetter in the forgotten: oblivion. He
siod, Theogony, V. 226f. Ar]{)I] and the hidden essence of 
Eris (Strife), the daughter of the night. Reference to 
Pindar. 71 

b) Awe in Pindar, Olympic Ode VII, 48f.; 43ff.; and in Soph
ocles, Oedipus at Colonus, 1267. 'Apnr] (resoluteness) as 
the disclosedness of man, determined on the basis of aAIJ-
·aEla and alowc;. 74 

RECAPITULATION 

I) The three titles of the essential history of the Occident. 
Reference to Being and Time. Essential thinking. Reference 
to Holderlin and Pindar. The beginning of the essential 
relation of Being to man in word and legendary word. 
The Greek essence of man. Reference to Hesiod. 76 

c) IIpiiypa: action. The word as the realm of the essence 
of the human hand. Handwriting and typewriting. 
'Op{)6c; and rectum. Essential action and the way toward 
the unconcealed. Oblivion as concealment. Man's being 
"away" from unconcealedness, and the word of the sign
less cloud. Darkening. The withdrawal of Arj{)IJ. Reference 
to Pindar and Hesiod. 79 

RECAPITULATION 

2) The correlation between being, word, gathering, hand, 
and writing. The irruption of the typewriter into the realm 
of the word and of handwriting. The consequence of tech
nology within the transformed relation of Being to man. 
Bolshevism: the pre-arranged completely technically or
ganized world. The thinking and poetry of the Greeks 
as regards aAr]{)Ela and Arj{)IJ. 84 

§6. The Greeks' final word concerning the hidden counter-essence of 
aAr]{)Ela, Ar]{)I], (I): The concluding myth of Plato's Politeia. The 
myth of the essence of the polis. Eluddation of the essence of the 
demonic. The essence of the Greek gods in the light of dArj{)Ela. 
The "view" of the uncanny. 88 

a) The n6A1c;, the pole of the presence of beings as deter
mined out of dAr]{)Ela. Reference to Sophocles. The rever
beration of the conflictual essence of aAr]{)Ela in the 



Contents ix 

counter-essence to n6Au;: anoAu;. Reference to Burck-
~~. ~ 

b) Preparation for a detour over the path of a commentary 
on Plato's dialogue on Ar]{}I] and the n6Au;. Order: LlixiJ. 
The mortal course of the sojourn in the polis and the pres
ence of beings after death. Christian Platonism. Reference 
to Hegel. 91 

RECAPITULATION 

I) Politeia: the Tono<; of the ,essence of the n6A1<;. The essen
tially unpolitical character of the politeia of the polis. The 
pole of nEAElv. The impossibility of interpreting the polis 
on the basis of the "state," LlixiJ, and iustitia. Death: transi-
tion from "here" to "there." Platonism. 94 

c) The question of the "here" and "there." Politeia, X, 614b2, 
and the questionableness of this "reference" to the myth. 97 

d) 'l'vxr]: the ground of a relation to beings. The thinker's 
knowledge of the daimonia. Reference to Aristotle and 
Hegel. Llmpovwv: the presence of the uncanny, the ex
traordinary, in the ordinary. The oaipovE<;, the ones who 
point to and indicate what is ordinary. 99 

e) The looking ( {}niw) that offers the sight of Being. The out
ward look (sight) of Being (doo<;). The Greek god 
(oaipwv) that in looking presents itself in unconcealed
ness. What looks into the ordinary: the extraordinary, the 
uncanny. The appearance of the uncanny in human 
looking. 102 

RECAPITULATION 

2) The undemonic of the oaipovE<;. The disclosing emer
gence of Being: the self-clearing. Looking (perceiving), 
the primordial mode of the emergence into the light. The 
intermediate position of the animal (Nietzsche, Spengler). 
Man: the looked upon. eta and {)dz: the same word. Ref
erence to Heraclitus, Fragment 48. Insufficient elucidation 
of the Greek divinities. The look as what is decisive for 
the appearance of the uncanny within the ordinary. The 
uncanny as showing itself within the ordinary, and its 
relation, founded on Being, to the divinities. 105 

f) The difference between the Greek gods and the Christian 
God. The word as naming Being in its looking-into, and 
myth as a mode of the relation to appearing Being. Man: 
the God-sayer. "Decline" of cultures (Nietzsche, Speng
ler). The basic character of the oblivion of being: 
A-theism. 110 

g) The divine as it enters into the unconcealed. The daimo
nion: the look in its silent reception into the appurtenance 
to Being. The disclosive domain of the word. The "corre-



X Contents 

spondence" of the divine and legend-ary (To {)Elov and 
o piHJoc.;). The setting into work (art) of unconcealedness 
and its medium of word and myth. Evompovfa and 
ompovwt; u)not;. 114 

§7. The Greeks' final word concerning the hidden counter-essence of 
aArj{)Ela, Ar]{)I] (II). The concluding myth of Plato's Politeia. The 
field of Ar] {)IJ. 118 

a) The district of the uncanny: the field of withdrawing con
cealment. The exclusiveness of the uncanny in the place 
of lethe. The sight of its emptiness, and the nothingness 
of the withdrawal. The uncontainable water of the river 
"Carefree" in the field of Ar]{)I]. The saving of the uncon-
cealed by thoughtful thinking; the drink of the thinker. 118 

RECAPITULATION 

I) Field and lethe. The divine for the Greeks: the uncanny 
in the ordinary. The {)Ei(w in primordial aArjt'JEw and 
Ar]{)IJ· 'AAr]t'JEla and t'JEa (Parmenides). 121 

b) The measure of withdrawing concealment in uncon
cealedness. The countenance of the lOia in Plato and the 
grounding of anamnesis (as well as forgetting) in uncon
cealedness. Ar]{)I]: nEolov. The interpretation of the begin
ning of Homer's poems and of Parmenides' utterance. The 
unforgetting of aAr]{)Ela through the withdrawal of Ar]{)IJ. 
The overcoming of experience since Plato through proce
dural operations (u'xviJ). Reference to Homer, Iliad, 
XXlll, 358ff. 123 

RECAPITULATION 

2) The origination of man out of the uncanny district of 
withdrawing concealment. The inception of the transfor
mation of man's basic position. The coming to presence 
together of aArj{)Ela and JlEJlVIJJla!. Reference to Homer, 
Iliad XXlll, 358ff. 129 

PART TWO 
The fourth directive from the translating word aArj{)Ela The open and free 
space of the clearing of Being The goddess "truth " I 31 

§8. The fuller significance of dis-closure. The transition to subjectivity. 
The fourth directive: the open, the free. The event of aAr]{)Ela 
in the West. The groundlessness of the open. The alienation of 
man. 131 

a) Preparation for the fourth directive. The insufficiency of 
"unconcealedness" as the translation used up to now. The 
ambiguity of the word "dis-closure" and its fuller signifi-



Contents xi 

cance. The conflict in primordial aAr]{)Ela. Proximity and 
beginning. Reference to Homer. The two senses of appear
ance: pure emergence and being-encountered. Egohood. 
Reference to Kant. Descartes, Herder, Nietzsche. The pri
ority of selfhood since Plato and Aristotle (llcp!' 'l'vX'7~. 

8,43I;Mna,l). 131 
b) The fourth directive: the open as the primordial essence 

of unconcealedness. Reference to Being and time and Soph
ocles, Ala~ V, 646f. Time as letting appear and concealing. 
Reference to Holderlin. Time as "factor" in the modern 
period. The upsurge of the open into unconcealedness. 
The "identification" of openness and freedom. 'AAr]{)cw 
as the open of the clearing. 140 

c) Light and looking. The "natural" explanation of truth as 
lighting in terms of the "visual" Greeks, versus the dis
closing look. The perceptual look. 'AAr]t'JEla: the event in 
the landscape of the evening that conceals the morning. 
Bciiv-dpiiv and theory. 144 

d) The open at the beginning of the meditation on the word 
ciAr]{)Ew. Essential thinking: the leap into Being. Uncon
cealed beings in the security of the groundlessness of the 
open (the free) of Being. The concealment of the decision 
of the bestowal on man of unconcealedness in the secur
ing open. The entitlement. through the bestowal of Being, 
to see the open: a historical beginning. The alienation of 
man from the open. 148 

e) The open in the form of the unrestrained progression of 
beings. The open: the free of the clearing. The "open" 
of the "creature" in Rilke's eighth Duino Elegy. Reference 
to Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. The exclusion of the ani
mal from the strife between unconcealedness and conceal-
edness. The excitability of what is alive. 151 

§9. BEci-'Alr}{)Ela. The looking of Being into the open lighted by 
it. The directive within the reference to the word of Parmenides: 
the thinker's journey to the home of aAr]{)Ela and his thinking 
out toward the beginning. The saying of the beginning in the 
language of the Occident. 161 

ADDENDUM 165 
EDITOR'S AFTERWORD 169 



TRANSLATORS' FOREWORD 

This book is a translation of the text of Martin Heidegger's lecture course 
from the winter semester 1942-43 at the University of Freiburg. It was 
published posthumously as vol. 54 of his "Collected works" 
(Gesamtausgabe) in 1982. As the editor of the volume indicates, the 
course was actually entitled "Parmenides and Heraclitus." but in view 
of the preponderant treatment of Parmenidcs over Heraclitus in the 
lectures as delivered, the title was altered in publication. 

In accord with Heidegger's firm directive, his collected works are not 
appearing in a critical edition but as writings "aus letzter Hand." That 
is to say, the volume'> in the series come "<;traight from his hand" and 
contain a minimum of scholarly apparatm <;uch as variant readings. 
commentaries, emendations. etc "Ways, not works" ( Wege. nicht Werke) 
-that is the motto Heidegger placed at the head of his Gesamtausgabe. 
The difference is surely not that ways are meandering and tentative, 
works polished and final. The motto is thus not a kind of apology for 
a lack of rigor. Heidegger had in mind something else entirely; perhaps 
we could say that for him a work is the work of an author but a way 
is a way of thought. The motto thus expresses Heidegger's de~ire that 
attention be diverted away from himself as holding such and such an 
opinion, originating such and such a standpoint, having <;uch and such 
a place within the history of philosophy, etc. All that sort of historical
philological consideration was of minor importance to Heidegger. He 
wished to have certain ideas examined on their own merit, and he 
wished that others would engage themselves in the issues facing 
thought, but he had no desire to be the subject of learned debate as 
to what he "really" did or did not say. Naturally. Heidegger wanted 
his writings to be issued with due editorial care But it was his belief 
that the scholarly trappings of a critical edition, though well meant, 
could obscure a focus on the matter of thought and lead to "Heidegger 
scholarship" of a most sterile kind. Hence the Gesamtausgabe letzter Hand. 

The translations of the volumes in the collected works come under 
the same strictures. The reader will find here everything available to 
aid his or her understanding of the text that the reader of Heidegger's 
original German possesses, which amounts to little more than the bare 
text itself. In particular, neither the editor nor the translators feel com
pelled, or even justified, to prejudge for the reader what she or he will 
find within these pages. We shall limit ourselves here. then, to a few 

xiii 
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brief remarks concerning some technical aspects of the translation. 
Heidegger treats language with the utmost respect, and he exploits 

all the possibilities his native German offers, especially for plays on 
words. Yet this linguistic dexterity can be exasperating for the work 
of translation. Very '>eldom can a play on words in German be carried 
over into English without convoluted turns of phrase. In one or two 
place'> we felt justified in taking a certain liberty with English in order 
to capture something of Heidegger's use of language. For instance, 
Heidegger's word for "beginning" is Anfang. Etymologically, Anfang de
rives from an (in, at, to) andfangen (to seize, take, catch). This deriva
tion supports Heidegger"s claim that the beginning of thinking is not 
something the primordial thinker'> carry out from their own resources 
but -;omething the beginning does to them; they do not themselves 
take up the beginning, but, quite to the contrary, they are seiLed and 
taken up by the beginning. Happily (though perhaps there are those 
who will be di'>concerted by our recourse to it) the English language 
has another word for "beginning"-with an etymology corresponding 
to that of Anfang That word is "'inception,"' deriving from the Latin 
in (in, at. to) and capere (to '>CiLe, take, catch). We believe that our 
employment of '"in-ception·· (with a hyphen to empha~ize the deriva
tion) in the appropriate context is at least a semi-successful example 
of preserving both the letter and spirit of Heidegger's language. The 
reader ~hould be advised. however. that we are well aware of 
Heidegger'-; warning, in the very book at hand, against just such a pro
cedure: e.g, in hi'> proscription of translation as a mere copying of 
"word-forms."' And in fact very rarely did we find it possible to tramlate 
by matching word-form<;. 1\vo examples might be illustrative in this 
regard the words Ubersetzung and Entbergung. 

Entbergung i'> a coinage on Heidegger"s part It meam, es'>entially, "dis
closure" and becomes Heidegger\ preferred tramlation of the Greek 
aArjt'Jna (aletheia. "'truth"). For Heidegger, as is well known. aArj8t:w 
has a rich essence, and he attempts to capture <;omething of that richness 
by emphasi~:ing in turn the two components of the word Entbergung. 
Thus he maintains that truth is both an Entbergung and an Entbergung. 
A translation that slavishly followed the word-form would say that truth 
is a disclosure and a disclosure But this would fail to capture the change 
in sense that occurs when the accent is placed on the Bergung, for the 
word by ihelf means "<;alvage,"" "recovery," "shelter." Yet to declare 
simply that aArjt'Jwx signifies both disclosure and shelter would '>urely 
'>cern to be combining two unrelated items. The tramlation of 
Entbergung then ha~ to retain the ideas both of closure (to show the 
connection with "'disclosure") and shelter (to indicate the sense of 
Bergung). Depending on the context, our translation of Ent-bergung has 
varied somewhat, but for the mo'>t part we have had recourse to the 
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circumlocution "sheltering en-clo-;ure." 
Ubersetzung would ordinarily be rendered '"translation." Again Hei

degger plays on the components of the word and distinguishes between 
Vbersetzung and Uber;etzung. And, once again, a translation that merely 
copied the form, translation versus translation, would miss the point. 
even though the derivation of these English and German words is prac
tically the same: they both mean "to carry over." By emphasizing the 
prefix, in German the sense changes in a way that cannot be captured 
in English by following the same strategy. For Ubersetzung no longer 
refers to the lingui'itic act of translation but has a more ba<;ic concrete 
sense of literally "carrying over." We have thus rendered Ubersetzung 
as "transporting." Heidegger's claim that every act of tramlating is 
founded upon a transporting (of ourselves into a new realm of meaning) 
should then be understandable. 

Finally, the text. as one might expect in a book on ancient philosophy, 
is heavily flavored with Greek and Latin. It is giving away no secret 
that Heidegger decried the Latinizing of things Greek, and one of the 
central themes of the present volume is the impoverishment in the un
derstanding of Being concomitant with such "transporting." It seemed 
to us, therefore, that it would be altogether inappropriate, although 
perhaps making for easier reading, to Romanizc the Greek script in 
a book so adamantly oppo'>ed to Latinization. To the reader unfamiliar 
with Greek. certain passages might appear rather formidable, then 
Nevertheless, almmt every word Heidcggcr employ~ in a classical lan
guage is also translated by him, and in those few imtance'> where that 
is not the case we have included a tramlation in a footnote. hoping 
our version doc'> not violate Heidcgger"s own -;tyle of tramlation, deter
mined as it is by his highly individual and original interpretation of 
the ancients. 

For the rest, the book"s format and content very clo-;ely match the 
source text. The German pagination i~ indicated in the running heads, 
and all footnote-; are Heideggcr"s, or the editor''>. except for those few 
translators' notes marked "lt." 

A.S. 
R.R. 
Simon Silverman Phenomenology Center 
Duque<;ne University 



Introduction 
Preparatory Meditation on the Name 

and the Word AAHBEIA and Its 
Counter-Essence. 1\vo Directives 

from the Translating Word 
AAHBEIA. 

§1. The goddess "truth." Parmenides, 1, 22-32. 

a) Ordinary acquaintance and essential knowing. Renunciation of 
the prevalent interpretation of the "didactic poem" by heeding the 

claim of the beginning. 

llappt:vioqc; xai 'HpaxAt:noc;. Parmenide'> and Heraclitus-these are 
the names of the two thinkers. contemporaries in the decades between 
540 and 460. who at the outset of We'itern thought uniquely belong 
together in thinking the true To think the true means to experience 
the true in its essence and. in such essential experience, to know the 
truth of what i'> true. 

Chronologically. 2. 500 years have elapsed <;ince the outset of Western 
thought. But the pas'iing of the year<; and centuries has never affected 
what was thought in the thinking of these two thinkers. And this resis
tance to all-consuming time is by no means due to the simple conserva
tion of the thought these thinkers had to think-i.e . a conservation 
somewhere. at <;orne <;upratemporal place. as the so-called "eternal." 
On the contrary. what is thought in thi'> thinking is precisely the histori
cal. the genuinely historical. preceding and thereby anticipating all suc
cessive history. We call what thm precedes and determines all history 
the beginning. Because it does not reside back in a past but lies in 
advance of what is to come. the beginning again and again turns out 
to be precisely a gift to an epoch. 

ln essential history the beginning comes last. Naturally. to a way of 
thinking acquainted only with the form of calculation, the proposition 
"The beginning is the last"" is nonsense. To be sure, at first. at the outset, 
the beginning appears veiled in a peculiar way. Whence stems the re-
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markable fact that the beginning is easily taken for the imperfect. the 
unfinished, the rough. It is also called the "primitive." And so the think
ers before Plato and Aristotle are said to be "primitive thinkers." Of 
course, not every thinker at the outset of Western thought is by that 
very fact also a thinker of the beginning, a primordial thinker. The first 
primordial thinker was named Anaximander. 

The two others, the only others besides Anaximander, were Parmeni
des and Heraclitus. An impression of arbitrariness is bound to arise 
from our distinguishing these three thinkers as the first primordial 
thinkers preceding all other thinkers of the Occident. And in fact we 
do not possess any easily available proof that could provide an immedi
ate foundation for our allegation. For that. we would need to acquire 
a genuine relation to the primordial thinkers. Such will be our goal 
in these lectures. 

In the course of the ages of Western history, later thinking is not 
only distant from its outset-i.e., chronologically distant-but also, and 
above all, it is removed from its beginning-i.e., distant with respect 
to what is thought. Subsequent generations become more and more 
alienated from the early thinking. Finally the distance becomes so great 
that doubt arises as to whether or not a later age is at all capable of 
rethinking the earliest thoughts. To this doubt another one attaches, 
questioning whether such a project. supposing it is in fact possible, 
would be of any use. What could we hope to accomplish, wandering 
astray amid the almost vanished traces of a long since past thought? 
And these doubts as to the possibility and usefulness of the undertaking 
receive still further reinforcement from the circumstance that this early 
thinking has been transmitted to us only in fragments. Here lies the 
explication of the fact that the views of scholars concerning the early 
"philosophy" of the Greeks vary widely and that the apprehension of 
these philosophical thoughts is utterly uncertain. 

The intention to reflect today on the thinking of Parmenides and 
Heraclitus is in this way surrounded by manifold doubts and objections. 
We shall allow these doubts and objections to stand and so spare our
selves the task of rebutting them in detail. Even if we wanted to engage 
in a confrontation with these objections, we would still have to accom
plish first of all what is unavoidable in any case, namely to think the 
thoughts both these thinkers have thought. And we could then not 
escape this one requirement that. before all else, we attend to the words 
of these thinkers. Perhaps if we pay sufficient attention and persevere 
in our thinking, we will discover the aforementioned doubts to be with
out foundation. 

The words of Parmenides have the linguistic form of verses and stro
phes. They seem to be a "poem." But because the words present a 
"philosophical doctrine," we speak of Parmenides' "doctrinal poem" 
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or "didactic poem." Yet this charactenzation of his thoughtful utterances 
actually arises out of an impasse. We know poetry and poems, and 
we also know philosophical treatises. It is easy to see, however. that 
in the verses of Parmenides there is hardly anything "poeticaL" though 
on the contrary we find a great deal of what is generally called "the 
abstract." It therefore appeared that the best way to characterize the 
content of the thoughtful statements in question was to take into ac
count at once both moments, the form of the verse and the "abstract 
content" and so speak of a "doctrinal" or "didactic poem." 

Perhaps, however, we have here neither a "poem" of "poesy" nor 
a "doctrine." But how the words are said and how the said is thought. 
that can surely be made clear only if we first know what is thought 
here and what had to come to speech. Here in a unique way the word 
is spoken and a dictum is uttered. We will therefore henceforth call 
the primordial word of Anaximander, of Parmenides, and of Heraclitus 
the dictum of these thinkers. We mean by their "dictum" the whole 
of their utterances, not just single propositions and enunciations. In 
order to give tradition its due, however, we shall still speak at first 
of the "didactic poem" of Parmenides. 

(Since a separate edition of Parmenides' text has not been available 
for a long time, I had the text transcnbed and copied. The transcnption 
is arranged in such a way that the participants in the course, following 
the progress of the individual lectures, can insert the respective transla
tion on the facing page.) 

We will choose the most secure way to learn what is said and thought 
in the words of Parmenides. We will follow the text. The appended 
translation already contains an interpretation of the text. This interpre
tation, of course, needs clarification. But neither the translation nor 
the clarification carry much weight so long as what is thought in the 
word of Parmenides does not itself address us. Everything depends on 
our paying heed to the claim arising out of the thoughtful word. Only 
in this way, paying heed to the claim [Anspruch]. do we come to know 
the dictum [Spruch]. What man heeds, what respect he gives to the 
heeded, how original and how constant he is in his heedfulness, that 
is what is decisive as regards the dignity allotted to man out of history. 

To think is to heed the essential. In such heedfulness essential know
ing resides. What we usually call "knowing" is being acquainted with 
something and its qualities. In virtue of these cognitions we "master" 
things. This mastering "knowledge" is given over to a being at hand, 
to its structure and its usefulness. Such "knowledge" seizes the being, 
"dominates" it. and thereby goes beyond it and constantly surpasses 
it. The character of essential knowing is entirely different. It concerns 
the being in its ground-it intends Being. Essential "knowing" does 
not lord it over what it knows but is solicitous toward it. For instance, 
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to take just one example, every "science" is a cognitive mastering, an 
outdoing, and a surpassing, if indeed not a complete bypassing, of a 
being. All of which occurs in the manner of objectivization. Versus this, 
essential knowing, heedfulness, is a retreat in face of Being. In such 
retreating we see and we perceive essentially more, namely something 
quite different from the product of the remarkable procedure of modern 
science. For the latter is always a technical attack on a being and an 
intervention for purposes of an "orientation" toward acting, "produc
ing," wheeling and dealing. Thoughtful heedfulness, in contrast. is at
tention to a claim that does not arise from the separate facts and events 
of reality and does not concern man in the superficiality of his everyday 
occupations. Only when this claim of Being, and not some objectivity 
or other out of the multiplicity of beings, addresses us in the word 
of Parmenides will the knowledge of his "propositions" have any justifi
cation. Without paying attention to this claim, whatever care we might 
contnve in the clarification of his thinking occurs in a void. 

The order of our clarification of the individual fragments is deter
mined by an interpretation of the leading thoughts. We base the separate 
clarifications on this interpretation, one which, of course, can only grad
ually come to light. The individual fragments are numbered in Roman 
numerals. We shall begin, it would seem arbitrarily, with the first frag
ment and specifically with verses 22-32. 

I. 22-32. 
22 And the goddess received me with sympathy; she took my right 

hand in her hand; then she spoke the word and addressed me 
in this way: "0 man, companion of immortal charioteers, 

25 arnving at our home with the steeds that convey you. Blessing 
be bestowed on you! For it is not an evil fate which has sent you 
ahead to travel on this way-and truly this way is apart from men, 
outside their (trodden) path-but. rather, rule and order. There 
is, however, a need that you experience everything, both the stable 
heart of well-enclosing unconcealment. 

30 as well as the appeanng in its appearance to mortals, where there 
is no relying on the unconcealed. Also this, however, you will 
learn to experience: how the appearing 

32 (in the need) remains called upon to be apparent. while it shines 
through everything and (hence) in that way brings everything to 
perfection. 

The thinker Parmenides tells of a goddess who greets him as he ar
nves at her home in the course of his travels. To the greeting, whose 
proper essence the goddess herself clanfies, she adds an announcement 
of the revelations she has in store for the thinker as he goes his way. 
Hence everything the thinker says in the subsequent fragments of the 
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"didactic poem" is the word of this goddess. If. at the very beginning, 
we pay heed to this and preserve it well and rigorously in our memory, 
from then on we shall take our direction from the insight. to be ac
knowledged gradually, that the dictum of the thinker speaks by bringing 
into language the word of this goddess. 

Who is the goddess? We anticipate the answer conveyed only by 
the "didactic poem" as a whole. The goddess is the goddess "truth." 
"The truth"-itself-is the goddess. Hence we shall avoid the locution 
that would speak of a goddess "of" the truth. For the expression "god
dess of truth" evokes the idea of a goddess to whose patronage and 
blessing "the truth" is only entrusted. In that case, we would have 
two items on the one hand "a godde<;<;" and on the other "the truth," 
standing under divine protection. We could then illustrate this state 
of affairs in accordance with familiar examples. The Greeks worshiped, 
for instance, the goddess Artemi'> as the goddess of hunting and of ani
mals. Hunting and animals arc not the goddess Artemis herself but are 
what is dedicated to her and what stands under her protection. If. how
ever, Parmenides calls the goddess "truth," then here truth itself is being 

-!x_perienced a<; a goddess. This might seem '>trange to us. For in the 
first place we would consider it extremely odd for a thinker to relate 
his thinking to the word of a divine being. It is distinctive of the thinker<; 
who later, i.e , from the time of Plato, are called "philosophers" that 
their own meditation is the source of their thoughts. Thinkers are indeed 
decidedly called "thinkers" because, as is said, they think "out of" them
selves and in their very thinking put themselves at stake. The thinker 
answers questions he himself ha'> rai<;ed. Thinkers do not proclaim "rev
elations" from a god. They do not report the inspiratiom of a godde<;<;. 
They state their own imight'i. What then are we to make of a goddess 
in this "didactic poer1" which bring~ to words the thoughb of a thinking 
whose purity and rigor have never recurred since? But even if Parmeni
des' thinking did arise out of a ground as yet hidden to us and therefore 
rightfully stood in a relation to the goddes<; "truth," we would nonethe
less still be lacking the immediate appearance of a divine figure such 
as we are familiar with in the Greek world. Athena, Aphrodite, Artemis, 
and Demeter appear as unequivocally delineated "divine persons." The 
goddess "truth," on the other hand, is largely "abstract." One could 
even maintain that we have to do here with no "mythical experience" 
of this goddes~ but that a thinker out of his own initiative is "personify
ing" the universal concept "truth" in the indeterminate figure of a god
dess. In fact we very often come across this device of "hypostatizing" 
universal concepts as divinities, especially in later antiquity. 

Perhaps the thinker Parmenidcs is using a similar device in order 
to give more fullness and color to hi<; otherwise all too "abstract" 
thoughts. In addition, if we consider that the start of Western thought 
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is accomplished with the Greeks, according to the prevalent view, by 
a dissociation of "logos" (reason) from "mythos," then it seems entirely 
understandable that in the first "primitive" attempts at such thinking 
there might still be preserved remnants of "mythical" representation. 
By means of such reflections, the presence of a goddess in a "philosophi
cally didactic poem" might be adequately explained. And from this ex
planation it follows that the reference to the goddess and she herself 
can now be dismissed as poetical and pseudo-mythical decorations, 
since indeed what matters is only to come to know the "philosophical 
system" of the thinker. 

That is the merest sketch of a widely- held position concerning the 
appearance of the goddess in the didactic poem of Parmenides. Al
though it is advocated in all sorts of treatises, it nevertheless remains 
a singular error. If this position onginated only in the presumption of 
successive generations to know everything better, or if it were merely 
the product of historiographical companson, calculating back and forth 
between the appearances of former and later times, then we could dis
pense with such explanations. The difficulty is that in them a mode 
of thought is speaking which, over two millennia, has solidified itself 
in the West and is in a certain respect even an aberrant consequence 
of the very thinking expressed in Parmenides' "didactic poem." We our
selves move within the long tradition of this mode of thinking, and 
we take it therefore as the "natural" one. 

Supposing, however, that the thinking of Parmenides and of Heracli
tus is essentially of an other kind, then what is required of us is a 
renunciation of the prevailing views, a renunciation that has nothing 
to do with the mere refutation of scholarly misinterpretations of the 
two thinkers. Actually, the renunciation touches us personally and af
fects us in an ever new manner and ever more decisively. Only superfi
cially does this renunciation seem to be a "negative" attitude. In truth 
it accomplishes the first step, whereby we pledge our heedfulness to 
the claim of the beginning, a beginning which, in spite of the historio
graphically represented temporal remoteness, is closer to us than what 
we are wont to consider the nearest. 

Recapitulation 

I) Outset and beginning. Ordinary thinking and the thinking 
begun by the beginning. Retreating in face of Being. The few and 

simple texts. Reference to "translating." 

We are attempting to follow the path of thought of two thinkers, Par
menides and Heraclitus. Both belong, historiographically calculated, to 
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the early period of Western thought With regard to this early thinking 
in the Occident, among the Greeks, we are distinguishing between outset 
and beginning. Outset refers to the coming forth of this thinking at a 
definite "time." Thinking does not mean here the course of psychologi
cally represented acts of thought but the historical process in which 
a thinker arises, says his word, and so provides to truth a place within 
a historical humanity. As for time, it signifies here less the point of 
time calculated according to year and day than it means "age," the 
situation of human things and man's dwelling place therein. "Outset" 
has to do with the debut and the emergence of thinking. But we are 
using "beginning" in a quite different sense. The "beginning" is what. 
in this early thinking, is to be thought and what is thought. Here we 
are still leaving unclarified the essence of this thought. But supposing 
that the thinking of a thinker is distinct from the knowledge of the 
"sciences" and from every kind of practical cognition in all respects, 
then we have to say that the relation of thinking to its thought is essen
tially other than the relation of ordinary "technical-practical" and 

-"moral-practical" thinking to what it thinks. 
Ordinary thinking, whether scientific or prescientific or unscientific, 

thinks beings, and does so in every case according to their individual 
regions, separate strata, and circumscribed aspects. This thinking is an 
acquaintance with beings, a knowledge that masters and dominates 
beings in various ways. In distinction from the mastering of beings, 
the thinking of thinkers is the thinking of Being. Their thinking is a re
treating in face of Being We name what is thought in the thinking of 
the thinkers the beginning. Which hence now means: Being is the be
ginning. Nevertheless, not every thinker, who has to think Being, thinks 
the beginning. Not every thinker, not even every one at the outset of 
Western thought. is a primordial thinker, i e , a thinker who expressly 
thinks the beginning. 

Anaximander, Parmenides, and Heraclitus are the only primordial 
thinkers. They are this, however, not because they open up Western 
thought and initiate it. Already before them there were thinkers. They 
are primordial thinkers because they think the beginning The beginning 
is what is thought in their thinking. This sounds as if "the beginning" 
were something like an "object" the thinkers take up for themselves 
in order to think it through. But we have already said in general about 
the thinking of thinkers that it is a retreating in face of Being. If, within 
truly thoughtful thinking, the primordial thinking is the highest one, 
then there must occur here a retreating of a special kind. For these 
thinkers do not "take up" the beginning in the way a scientist "attacks" 
something. Neither do these thinkers come up with the beginning as 
a self-produced construction of thought. The beginning is not something 
dependent on the favor of these thinkers, where they are active in such 
and such a way, but. rather, the reverse: the beginning is that which 
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begins something with these thinkers-by laying a claim on them in 
such a way that from them is demanded an extreme retreating in the 
face of Being. The thinkers are begun by the beginning, "in-cepted" 
[An-gefangenen] by the in-ception [An-fang]; they are taken up by it 
and are gathered into it. 

It is already a wrong-headed idea that leads us to speak of the "work" 
of these thinkers. But if for the moment, and for the lack of a better 
expression, we do talk that way, then we must note that their "work," 
even if it had been preserved for us intact. would be quite small in 
"bulk" compared with the "work" of Plato or Aristotle and especially 
in comparison with the "work" of a modern thinker. Plato and Aristotle 
and subsequent thinkers have thought far "more," have traversed more 
regions and strata of thinking, and have questioned out of a richer 
knowledge of things and man. And yet all these thinkers think "less" 
than the primordial thinkers. 

The problematic circum~tance that a modern thinker needs a book 
of 400 or more pages in order to expre<;s something of what he has 
to say is an unerring sign that modern thinking stands outside the realm 
of the primordial thinking. In this connection we might recall Kant's 
Critique of Pure Reason and Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit. Such signs 
make us realize that for a long time now the world has been out of 
joint and man is on the path of error. We must however. also bear 
in mind that the book grounding modern philosophy, Descartes's Medi
tationes de prima philosophia comprises little more than a hundred pages 
and that decisive treatises of Leibniz require only a few <;heets of letter
writing paper These facts, apparently only extrinsic point out that in 
these treatises, very concentrated and simple as regards their internal 
construction, a transformation of thinking is enacted, one which, to 
be sure, does not arrive at the beginning but which once more ap
proaches its perimeter. Because we have been forced, for a long time 
now, to procure our knowledge by a process of selection from the excess 
of what is spoken and written, we have lost the capacity to hear the 
few simple things said in the words of the primordial thinkers. 

The difficulty in understanding, the reason it takes such pains to fol
low their path of thought. does not reside in the presumed difficulty 
of the "text" but reside<; only in the unwillingnes<; and incapacity of 
our existence. With regard to the beginning there is no process of selec
tion. All we can do is either set ourselves on the way toward the begin
ning or -;hun it. We shall attempt here to prepare for the first possibility. 

We concentrate all our endeavors, therefore, toward becoming atten
tive for once to the word of the primordial thinker<; We begin with 
a reference to the word of Parmenides. It is handed down to us in 
fragments, some larger. some smaller. The whole into which the frag
ments fit is still clearly enough recogni7able and expresses in ver<;e form 
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the thoughts of a thinker. Hence it expresses a philosophical "doct
rine." Therefore we speak of the "doctrinal" or "didactic poem" of 
Parmenides. 

The fragments are counted in Roman numerals (Vlll, 45 means: 
eighth fragment, verse 45). We will present a translation of various 
fragments before clarifying them. This translation expresses in our lan
guage the Greek word. Our language is familiar to us. Nevertheless, 
knowing the translation does not at all guarantee an understanding 
of the words of the thinker. Therefore we stressed in the first lecture: 
"The appended translation already contains an interpretation of the 
text. This interpretation, of course, needs clarification." 

We must attend to this carefully: the translation does indeed contain 
the interpretation, but this interpretation does not come to light merely 
by hearing the translation Precisely because the translation speaks in 
the words of our language, the danger of misinterpretation is in fact 
heightened. For, now, versus the Greek words, the words of the transla
tion can easily be accepted according to the everyday meanings so famil
iar to us-without our having to pay attention to the fact that each 
translating word receives its content out of the thinker'<; whole thought. 
If, for example, the word "way" occurs in the translation, or the word 
"heart," that doe<; not at all mean a decision has been made as to what 
"way" and "heart" mean there. Nor is it decided whether we are even 
capable of thinking the essence of "way" and the essence of "heart" 
as truly intended there or in Parmenides' sense at all Of course, it 
cannot be denied that everyone know<; "in general" what "way" and 
"heart" mean. But only a translation thoroughly guided by an interpre
tation is, within certain limit'>, capable of speaking for itself. 

We are beginning with an elucidation of the first fragment of the 
so-called "didactic poem" and specifically with it'> concluding part, 
verses 22-32 The translation runs: 

22 And the goddess received me with sympathy; she took my right 
hand in her hand; then she spoke the word and addressed me 
in this way: "0 man, companion of immortal charioteers, 

25 arriving at our house with the steeds that convey you. Blessing 
be bestowed on you: For it is not an evil fate which has sent you 
ahead to travel on this way-and truly this way is apart from men, 
outside their (trodden) path-but. rather, rule and order. There 
is, however. a need that you experience everything, both the stable 
heart of well-enclosing unconcealment. 

30 as well a<; the appearing in its appearance to mortals, where there 
is no relying on the unconcealed Also this, however, you will 
learn to experience· how the appearing 

32 (in the need) remains called upon to be apparent, while it shines 
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through everything and (hence) in that way bring'> everything to 
perfection. 

Parmenides is telling us about a goddess. The appearance of a "divine 
being" in the train of thought of a thinker strikes us as odd-because, 
on the one hand, in general a thinker is not supposed to proclaim the 
message of a divine revelation but is to assert on his own what he 
himself has questioned. And even when the thinker thinks about "the 
divine," as occurs in all "metaphysics," this thinking u) iJt·lov (the di
vine) is, as Aristotle said, a thinking from "reason" and not a reiteration 
of propositions from the "belief" of a cult or a church. The appearance 
of a goddess in the didactic poem of Parmenides i'>, however, particu
larly disconcerting because it is the goddess "truth." For "the truth," 
just like "beauty," "freedom:' or "justice," counts for us as something 
"universal," something extracted from the singular and the actual, from 
what is at any particular moment true, just. or beautifuL and i~ therefore 
represented "abstractly," in a mere concept. To make of "the truth" 
a goddess amounts to turning the mere notion of something, namely 
the concept of the essence of truth, into a "personality." 

b) 1\vo directives from the translating word aArjtJt:za. The 
conflictual character of unconcealedness. Preliminary clarification 
of the essence of aArjtJt:za and of concealedness. Transporting and 

translating [U bersetzen-Ubersetzen]. 

If we hear in an initial and vague way of the godde~s "truth" in the 
"didactic poem" and infer that here the "abstract notion" "truth" is 
being "personified" in a divine figure, then we are posing therewith 
as ones who believe they know both what "the truth" is as well as 
what is the essence properly belonging to the divinity of the Greek 
gods. 

But in fact we do not know anything about either. Even if we could 
suppose we were instructed about the essence of truth as the Greeks 
thought it by taking the doctrines of Plato and Aristotle as a norm, 
we would already be on a false track that will never, on its own, lead 
back to what the early thinkers experienced when they gave a name 
to that which we signify by "truth." If we asked ourselves off the top 
of our heads what precisely we think when we use the word "truth," 
we would very quickly run into a tangled manifold of "views" or, per
haps, a general perplexity What of course is more important than 
counting the divergent interpretations of truth and of its essence is the 
insight. bound to ari<;e on <;uch an occasion, that we have up to now 
never seriously and carefully reflected on what exactly it is we call "the 
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truth." In the meantime, however, we always and constantly desire 
"the truth." Every age of history seeks "the true." 

But how seldom and how little does man understand the essence 
of the true, i.e., truth. Even if we people of today found ourselves in 
the happy condition of knowing the essence of truth, that would still 
not guarantee our being capable of thinking what in the early thought 
of the Greeks was experienced as the essence of truth. For not only 
the essence of truth, but also the essence of everything essential, has 
in every case its own wealth, from which an age in history may only 
draw a small amount as its own portion. 

If we say in anticipation and without proof that the goddess 'AAijiJt:za 
appears in the "didactic poem" of Parmenides not just for the sake 
of "poetic" embellishment but rather that the "essence" "truth" holds 
sway throughout the words of the thinker, then we need to clarify in 
advance the essence of aAijiJt:za. 

The attempt to attain by means of thinking the proxinuty of the es
sence of aAijiJt:za, in order to be solicited by it, shall require of us, 
who are still more distant from this essence than the Greeks themselves 
already were, vast detours and remote prospects. Such things, however, 
would be necessary even for us to be able to think only a little of the 
word of Anaximander, Heraclitus, or Parmenides in such a way that 
we are thinking out of that dimension in which there shows itself what 
for these thinkers is the to-be-thought and what remains for the future, 
although in a veiled way, the to-be-thought. And every endeavor to 
think a-Aij,'Jt:za in a somewhat suitable manner, even if only from afar, 
is an idle affair as long as we do not venture to think the AijiJq to 
which, presumably, aAijiJt:w refers back. 

What the Greeks name aAijiJt:za we ordinarily "translate" with the 
word "truth." If we translate the Greek word ''literally," however, then 
it says "unconcealedness." It seems as if the "literal translation" con
sisted simply in patterning our word to correspond with the Greek 
word. While this is the beginning of literal translation, it is also in fact 
its end. The work of translation does not exhaust itself in such imitative 
building of ''word-forms," which then often sound artificial and ugly. 
If we merely replace the Greek aAij,'Jt:za with our "unconcealedness," 
we are not yet actually translating. That occurs only when the translat
ing word "unconcealedness" transports us into the domain of experi
ence and the mode of experience out of which the Greeks or, in the 
case at hand, the primordial thinker Parmenides say the word aAijiJt:za. 
It is therefore an idle play with "word-forms" if we render aAijiJt:za 
by "unconcealedness," as has become fashionable recently, but at the 
same time attnbute to the word "unconcealedness," now meant tore
place the word "truth," a significance which we have merely gleaned 
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from the ordinary later use of the word "truth" or which offers itself 
as the outcome of later thinking. 

What is named "unconcealedne<;<;" [ "Unverborgenheit"]. what we 
have to think in the name 'AAr],';lna in order for our thought to be 
fitting, is not yet experienced thereby, let alone secured in rigorous 
thinking. It could be that the specially formed word "dis-closure" [" Ent
bergung"] comes closer to the essence of the Greek (Hrj,';lna than the 
expression "unconcealedness," which neverthele<;s, for -;everal reasons, 
is at first appropriate to serve as the guiding word for a meditation 
on the essence of aArj,';lna. It should be kept in mind that in the follow
ing we will be speaking of "unconcealedne<;s" and "concealment" but 
that the obvious expression "unconcealment" [" Unverbergung"] i'> 
avoided, although it is the "most literal" translation. 1 

Every attempt at a "literal" translation of such foundational words 
as "truth," "Being," "<;emblance," etc. immediately arrives within the 
radius of an intention reaching es-;entially beyond the clever fabrication 
of literally matched word<;. We could appreciate this sooner and in a 
more serious way if we reflected on what it i'> to "translate." At first 
we conceive of this proce-;s in an external and technico-philological 
way. It i'> said that "translating" is the transposing of one language 
into another, of the foreign language into the mother tongue or vice 
versa. What we fail to recognize, however, is that we are also already 
constantly translating our own language, our native tongue, into its 
genuine word To speak and to say i'> in itself a translation, the essence 
of which can by no means be divided without remainder into those 
situations where the translating and translated words belong to different 
languages. In every dialogue and in every soliloquy an original translat
ing holds sway. We do not here have in mind primarily the operation 
of substituting one turn of phrase for another in the same language 
or the use of "paraphra<;e." Such a change in the choice of words is 
a consequence deriving from the fact that what is to be <;aid has already 
been transported for us into another truth and clarity-or perhaps ob
scurity. This transporting can occur without a change in the linguistic 
expression. The poetry of a poet or the treatise of a thinker stands within 
its own proper unique word. It compels us to perceive this word again 
and again as if we were hearing it for the first time. These newborn 
words transpose us in every case to a new shore. So-called translation 
and paraphrase are always subsequent and follow upon the transporting 
of our whole being into the realm of a transformed truth. Only if we 
are already appropriated by this tramporting are we in the care of the 
word. Only on the basis of a respect for language grounded in this 

I See pp I 32fT 
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way can we assume the generally lighter and more limited task of trans
lating a foreign word into our own language. 

But the more difficult task is always the translation of one's own 
language into its ownmost word. That is why, e.g., the translation of 
the word of a German thinker into the German language is especially 
difficult-because there reigns here the tenacious prejudice to the effect 
that we who speak German would understand the German word with
out further ado, since it belongs, after alL to our own language, 
whereas, on the contrary, to translate a Greek word we must in the 
first place learn that foreign tongue We cannot discuss here in a more 
penetrating way to what extent and why every discourse and every 
saying is an original translation within one's own language and pre
cisely what "to translate" meam here. In the course of our introductory 
lectures on aArj,'Jna there will perhaps at time'> be an opportunity to 
experience something of these matters. 

In order for us to be in a po<;ition to transport ourselves into the 
realm of the Greek word a.lrjihw and so be able to speak this word 
henceforth in a thoughtful way, we must first become alert to and follow 
the directive provided by the translating word "unconcealedness." The 
directive shows a<; it were the direction of the tramporting The directive 
leads, if we limit ourselves to its main features, into a fourfold. 

On the one hand, the word "un-concealedness" directs m to some
thing like "concealedness." What. as regard~ "un-concealedness," is 
previously concealed, who does the concealing and how it takes place, 
when and where and for whom concealment exists, all that remains 
undetermined. Not only now and for us who are trying to reflect on 
ciArj{)na under the guidance of its translation as "unconcealedness," 
but also and preci<;ely among the Greeks, that which i'> intimated about 
concealedness remains undetermined and even unquestioned. The 
Greeks experience genuinely and express in word only unconcealed
ness. Nevertheless, the directive toward concealedness and concealing 
provides us now with a clearer realm of experience. In some way or 
other we surely do know the likes of concealing and concealedness. 
We know it as veiling, as masking, and as covenng, but also in the 
forms of conserving, preserving, holding back, entrusting, and appropri
ating. We also know concealedness in the multiple forms of closing 
off and closedness. From these modes of concealedness and concealing, 
"unconcealedness" immediately gains clearer features. The realm of the 
"concealed-unconcealed" i'>, if we do not deceive ourselves, more im
mediately familiar and accessible than what is expressed in the banal 
titles veritas and "truth." Strictly speaking, the word "truth" does not 
give us anything to think and still less anything to represent "intui
tively." We must immediately call for help from a borrowed "definition" 
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of truth in order to give significance to the word. A special consideration 
is first needed if we are to introduce ourselves into the realm of meaning 
of the word "truth." "Unconcealedness," though, is different in appeal
ing to us immediately, even if also here we first probe uncertainly for 
what is properly meant. 

Second, the word "unconcealedness" indicates that something like 
a suspension or cancellation of concealedness belongs to the Greek ex
perience of the essence of truth. The prefix "un-" corresponds to the 
Greek a-, which grammar calls "a privativum." What kind of privatio, 
deprivation, and taking away is at stake in a privative word-formation 
depends in each case on what it is that is exposed to the deprivation 
and impairment. "Un-concealedness" can mean concealedness is taken 
away, cancelled, evicted, or banned, where taking away, cancelling, 
evicting, and banning are essentially distinct. "Un-concealedness" can 
also mean concealedness is not allowed at all, that. although possible 
and a constant menace, it does not exist and may not arise. From this 
multiplicity of meanings of the prefix "un" it is easy to see that already 
in this respect un-concealedness is difficult to determine. And yet it 
is precisely here that a basic feature of the essence of un-concealedness 
comes to the fore, which we must expressly hold in view in order to 
experience the primordial Greek essence of "truth." This opposition re
sides in un-concealedness itself. In the essence of truth as un-concealed
ness there holds sway some sort of conflict with concealedness and 
concealment. 

Recapitulation 

2) The question of the name of the goddess and how to translate 
it. The essence of truth as opposed to concealedness, according to 

the first two directives. Vn-concealedness and Un-concealedness. 

The first passage we are clarifying belongs to Fragment I and begins 
with verse 22: xaf JlF {)t:a npo<flwv vnt:Oi~aw, ... "And the goddess 
received me with sympathy ... " 

The goddess appearing here is the goddess 'AAijiJt:za. We ordinanly 
translate: the goddess "truth." This goddess greets the thinker upon 
his arrival at her home and reveals to him what he has to experience 
henceforth; it will be for this thinker the to-be-thought and will remain 
from now on in the history of truth what is primordially to be thought. 
We can easily discern, if only in broad outlines, that the essence of 
this goddess "truth" decides everything about the thinker and the to-be
thought. Therefore, prior to the formal clarification of the individual 
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fragments and verses, we must attempt to illuminate the essence of 
"truth." With this purpose we ask: What does the name of the goddess 
mean? That is, what is the meaning of the Greek word aArj1'JEZa, which 
we tramlate as "truth"? Here we are "dealing," apparently, with a word. 
Because word and language have become for us a conveyance and a 
tool for communication, one among others, to speak of "dealing with 
words" produces at once a fatal impression. It is as if, instead of mount
ing a motorcycle, we would remain standing before it and make a 
speech about it with the intention of learning in this way how to ride 
it. But a word is not a tool, even to one who maintains language is 
only a conveyance or a means of communication, such that it would 
be a matter of indifference whether we say "University" [ "Universitiit"] 
and thereby still think of something or whether we ramble on about 
the "U" ["Uni"]. Perhap<; one studie<; today only at a "U." 

To be -;ure, neither are we "dealing" here with mere "word-forms" 
[""WOrter"]. In science, of course, one can deal with word-forms as one 
would treat the history of the evolution of earthworms. 'A-Arj1'Jna 
means, "literally" ["wortlich"] translated, "un-concealedness." By at
tending to the "literal." we seem to take the word seriously. Neverthe
less we are disrespecting words [ Worte] so long as we only take an 
interest in the form of the words. The "literal'' translation must not 
simply copy the form and thereby "enrich" the translating language 
with "new," unusual, and often unwieldy locutions, but it must go 
beyond the form and reach the words themselves. Erudition about 
the form does not guarantee a knowledge of the words. These latter 
say what is properly to be <;aid: the dictum. Of course, if we listen 
to the literal in such a way that before all else, and therefore constantly, 
we heed the word and think out of the word, then the high repute 
of the "literal" is justified-but only then. 

We must hear the literally taken word in -;uch a way that we heed 
its directives in their pointing to the dictum. In such heeding we then 
hearken to what the word is trying to -;ay We exerci<;e attentivenes<;. 
We begin to think. 

Let us now attempt to pursue the directives provided by the literal 
translating word "unconcealednes-;," so that we might thereby hear the 
Greek word a.lrj,'Jna more clearly and thus surmise something of the 
essence of "truth" a~ experienced by the Greeks. The word "uncon
cealedness" provides a fourfold directive. 

The first two directives can be indicated and fixed by changing the 
emphasis in the word "unconcealedness"· un-concealedness and un
concealedne'>s. Un-concealedness point-; immediately to "concealednes<; " 
Where there i'> concealedness, a concealing must occur or must have 
occurred. Concealing can exi<;t in many modes: as covering and ma-;k
ing, as conserving and putting aside, as closing off and original preserv-
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ing-just as with a source that wells up only as long as it is already 
preserving But what it is the Greeks experience and think when they 
allude to a "concealedness" in every "unconcealedness" is not immedi
ately evident. It can be grasped only by a special consideration. And 
that in turn requires a prior knowledge of the modes of concealing 
in general. Only thus can "concealedness," as the Greeks thought of 
it. and its circumscribed essential realm be distinguished adequately. 
But before we reach that far, the Greek word aAr]1'Jna has already ob
tained a certain proximity by means of its translation as "unconcealed
ness"; for the experiential domain of "concealing" and "not conceal
ing," "concealed" and "unconcealed," is at once more clear and more 
familiar than any meaning we would attribute to our ordinary word 
"truth" by means of an adventitious reflection. The "meaning" and 
"definition" of "truth" gained in that way would have to be expressly 
noted by us each time. And we would be at risk of fastening upon 
only one of the many random definitions possible from various philo
sophical standpoints. Now concealment. on the contrary, is something 
we are acquainted with-because the things themselves and their con
nections hide themselves from us and for us, or because we ourselves 
bring about concealments, perform and allow them, or because both 
a concealing of "things" and a concealing of this concealing occur in 
an interplay through us. 

The tramlating word un-concealedness directs us, secondly, to the 
striking fact that the Greeks think in the e<;sence of truth something 
like the taking away, cancellation, or annihilation of concealment. Cor
responding to this negation of concealment, truth for the Greeks is, 
as it were, <;omething "negative." Thereby an odd state of affairs comes 
to light. to which our ordinary negation-less word "truth" (as well as 
veritas and verite) bars every way. What the prefixes "a-" and "un-" 
in the words a-,lrjiJna and "un-concealedness" properly mean is at 
first as little decided and founded as is the meaning of the "concealed
ness" that is removed and "negated." What we can see clearly here 
is only this: the essence of truth as 11nconcealedness stands in some 
sort of opposition to concealment. Indeed it appears unconcealedness 
is involved with concealedness in a "conflict." the essence of which 
itself remains in dispute. 



Part One 

The Third Directive from the 
Translating Word AAHBEIA: The 
Realm of the Opposition between 

AAHBEIA and AHBH in the History 
of Being. 

§2. First meditation on the transformation of the essence of truth 
and of its counter-essence. 

a) The conflictual character of un-concealedness. The third 
directive: truth in oppositional relations. The resonance of aArjtJt:zu 
in subjectivity. Reference to Hegel and Schelling. Directive toward 

the oppositions between concealedness and unconcealedness, 
falsity and truth. 

"'Ihlth" is never "in itself." available by itself. but instead must be gained 
by struggle. Unconcealedness is wrested from concealment, in a conflict 
with it. Unconcealedness is not simply gained through conflict in the 
general sense that among humans truth is something to be sought out 
and to be struggled for. Rather, the sought and struggled for, regardles<; 
of the conflict in man over it is in its very essence a conflict: "uncon
cealedness." It i'> unclear who is struggling here and how those involved 
are struggling It is important however. to think for once this conflictual 
essence of truth, an essence which has been shining for 2,500 years 
in the faintest of all lights. The task is to experience properly the conflict 
occurring within the essence of truth. 

To be sure, the essence of the conflict is at first itself controversial. 
Presumably, "conflict" here means something other than mere quarrel 
and fight other than blind discord, other than "war," and other than 
"competition" as well. Perhaps these are only variations and initial ap
pellations of the conflict the primordial essence of which we may sur
mise in the es<;ence of truth in the sense of aArjtJt:w and which we 
will come to know one day. Perhaps the word of Heraclitus, so often 
misused and always truncated, I 16Atpoc; navrwv ... narrjp ian as 

17 
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rendered "War is the father of all things ... ," has in common with 
Greek thinking only the empty verbal sound. 

But how are we to know anything definite of the essence of m.JArpoc; 
(which, according to the dictionary, doe-; indeed literally mean "war"), 
and how are we even to -;urmise the essence of the "polemical" named 
here, as long as we know nothing of a conflict indigenous to the very 
essence of truth? And how could we know the primordial conflictual 
character of the conflict in the essence of truth a~ long as we did not 
experience its essence as unconcealedness and knew aAr]r'Jna at most 
as a word-sound buzzing in the air? The conflictual essence of truth 
has already been alien to us and to Western thought for a long time. 
For us, "truth" means the opposite: that which is beyond all conflict 
and therefore must be nonconflictual. 

Accordingly, we do not understand to what extent the essence of 
truth itself is, in itself. a conflict. If, however, in the primordial thinking 
of the Greek<; the conflictual e<;sence of truth was experienced, then 
it cannot astonish us to hear, in the dicta of this primordial thinking, 
precisely the word "conflict." The interpretation of the Greek world 
by Jacob Burckhardt and Nietzsche ha'> taught us to recognize the "ago
nal principle" and to see in the "competitive match" an essential "im
pulse" in the "life" of this people. But we must then go on to ask 
where the principle of the "agon" i-; grounded and whence the essence 
of "life" and of man receives its determination so that it is "agonal." 
"Competitivene~-;" can only ari-;e where the conflictual i<; experienced 
before all else as what is e<;<;ential. But to maintain that the agonal 
e-;sence of Greek humanity rest~ on a corresponding predispo<;ition of 
the people would be an "explanation" no les~ thoughtles~ than saying 
the essence of thinking is grounded on the capacity to think. 

We have noted so far that, on the one hand, unconcealedness belong'> 
to the realm where concealment and concealing occur. On the other 
hand, un-concealednes<; make<; manife<;t a conflictual essence; i.e., it 
is unconcealing when in it something comes to pass that is in conflict 
with concealment. 

"Unconcealedne<;<;" provide<; a third directive, according to which 
truth, on the basis of its conflictual essence, stands within "opposi
tional" relations 1 For the usual theory of truth, the opposite to truth 
is merely "untruth" in the seme of falsity Something i'> either true 
or false. To be sure, in the age of the first completion of Western meta
physics, in the philosophy of Schelling and Hegel, thinking reache<; the 
insight that something can at the same time, though in different re
spect<;, be true as well as fabe. Al-;o, in the form of "negativity," some
thing discordant appears here within the essence of truth. But to infer 

I See below. pp 117-119 
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that what we have said about the conflictual essence of truth coincides 
with the doctrines of Schelling and Hegel. or could be understood in 
hindsight with the help of their metaphysics, would be even more disas
trous than the sheer ignorance of these relationships. For the main fea
ture of the essence of truth in the modern metaphysics of Schelling 
and Hegel is never aArjtJEZa in the sense of unconcealedness but is cer
tainty in the sense of certitudo, which, since Descartes, stamps the es
sence of veritas. Anything resembling the self-certitude of the self
conscious subject is alien to the Greeks. But, conversely, a resonance 
of the Greek essence of aArjtJt:za still pervades the essence of the modern 
"subjectivity of the spirit." which, correctly understood, has nothing 
to do with "subjectivism." But the beginning appeals only to what is 
of the beginning, and no resonance rivals the original sounding. The 
two do not coincide. Nevertheless both are the same, even when they 
appear to diverge to the point of being irreconcilable. This holds in 
what follows for the fourth directive, which may be able to provide 
to an attentive thinking the Greek understanding of aArjtJt:za. 

This recollection of the history of the essence of truth in Western 
thought, necessary here, though to be sure very elementary, suggests 
concomitantly that we would be prey to coarse falsifications if we inter
preted the thinking of Parmenides and Heraclitus with the help of mod
ern "dialectics," claiming that in the primordial thinking of the Greeks 
the "oppositional" and even the basic opposition of Being and Nothing 
"plays a role." Instead of the facile, and apparently philosophical, proce
dure of borrowing from Schelling and Hegel for help in interpreting 
Greek philosophy, we have to exercise attentiveness and follow the di
rectives truth in the essential form of unconcealedness can afford us. 
Of course, as an immediate reaction to this, we are tempted to remark 
that we today can grasp the primordial thinking of the Greeks only 
by interpreting it on the basis of our own representations. Thereby the 
question arises as to whether the thinking of Schelling and Hegel, their 
whole work, does not possess an incomparably higher rank than the 
thinking of today. Would it occur to any person of insight to deny that? 
We must also concede that the beginning will show itself, if it shows 
itself at all, only with our contribution. But the question remains as 
to what sort of contribution this is; whence, and how, is it to be deter
mined? Similarly, it might very well seem that our endeavor to think, 
the beginning is but an attempt. out of our present and for it. to come 
to grips with the past historiographically. It would be equally useless, 
and in fact an aberration, if we were trying to draw up an account 
about something requiring a more essential effort and preparation, 
namely the foundation and development of a metaphysical basic thesis 
in the course of the tradition of Western thinking instead of simply 
attempting to heed the beginning. Yet who could deny that in this at-
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tempt we are constantly exposed to the danger of pressing forward, 
along with our contemporaries, in an undue fashion? Nevertheless, we 
shall attempt to heed the directives furnished by the essence of uncon
cealedness, an essence hardly ever thought and always difficult to think. 

Unconcealedness suggests an "opposition" to concealedness. The or
dinary opposition to truth is untruth in the -;ense of falsity. We find 
this opposition already very early in the thinking and speaking of the 
West and also in its poetry. After what we have remarked up to now 
about truth as unconcealednes~. we obviomly have to be wary of inter
preting later notions of the fal-;e and falsity into earlier "representa
tions." On the other hand, we can adequately think the early meanings 
of "the false" as opposed to the true only if we have previously reflected 
on the true in its truth, i.e., on unconcealedness. But by the same 
token, unconcealedness (aArj,'JEZa) it-;elf can be grasped adequately only 
from its counter-essence, the untruth, and therefore from falsity, i.e., 
within that domain of es<;ential experience opened up along with aArj
,'Jna. From this it is clear that we can never think "the true" and "the 
false," "truth" and "fal<;ity," as separate from each other in essence, 
and even le<;s could we think truth as "unconcealedness" in such a 
way, for here the oppositional relation to concealment is manife<;t im
mediately in the very name. Therefore, if falsity, in the early way of 
thinking, already appears as one of the opposites to truth, i e, to unum
cealedne<;s, then this essence of fal-;ity as opposed to unconcealednes<; 
must be a type of concealedness. If unconcealednes~ gives the e<;sence 
of truth its character, then we mmt attempt to understand falsity a~ 
a concealment. 

b) The question of the counter-essence of aAqtJic;. The absence of 
AqtJic;; the rpt:vooc;. The veiling of basic meanings. The counter

word AatJov; AavtJavopaz thought in the Greek way. Forgetting as 
experienced on the basis of concealment. Homer, Iliad, XVIII, 46; 

X, 22; Odyssey, VIII, 93. 

Pursuing thi-; directive, we will begin by asking what is the word for 
the counter-es<;ence to cHt]1'JE1a. 'J'/> aAq,'Jfc; is translated as "the true." 
This means "the unconcealed," in accordance with our interpretation 
of aAtjtJna as unconcealedness. As long as it remains unclear, however, 
in what ~ense "unconcealedness" is to be thought the translation of 
aAq,'Jfc; by "unconcealed" also stands under an es<;ential reservation 
The opposite of the "unconcealed," the concealed, can easily be found, 
in name at least if we <;imply revoke the a-privativum, annul the can
cellation of the concealed, and let it "the concealed," remain. Termino
logically, the cro<;<;ing out of the a leads to ,lq,'Jfc;. But nowhere do 
we actually find this word a~ the name for the false. Instead, the Greeks 
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call the false n) rpt:vooc;. This word has another stem entirely and an
other root and accordingly another bC!sic meaning, not directly ascer
tainable. In the root "Aa8" resides "concealing." That is not what rpt:v
ooc; means, at least not immediately. We are tempted to point out that 
also in our language the counter-word to "truth," namely, "falsity," 
is an entirely different word. But perhaps the Greek counterwords 
aArj8t:za--rpt:vooc; are closer to each other than our corresponding 
words "truth" and "falsity." It could be that rpt:vooc; can be thought 
appropriately only in reference to aArj8t:za, but it could just as well 
be, precisely because rpt:vooc; is the ordinary counter-word to aArj8t:za, 
that it will suggest how aArj8t:za itself is to be experienced. 

In the attempt to trace the basic meanings of words and word-forms 
we are often guided, of course, by inadequate ideas of language in gen
eral, which then contribute to the current misjudgments about the very 
inquiry into basic meanings. We are wrong to think that the word-forms 
of a language originally possessed the pure basic meaning, which then 
got lost with the passage of time and became distorted. The basic and 
root meaning, on this view, remains quite hidden and only appears 
in the so-called ''derivations." But this theory already leads us astray, 
for it presupposes that there would exist somewhere the "pure basic 
meaning" in itself, from which then other meanings would be "de
rived." These erroneous ideas, reigning supreme in linguistics even 
today, originate in the circumstance that the first reflection on language, 
Greek grammatics, was developed under the guiding lines of "logic," 
i.e., the theory of declarative assertions, propositional theory. Accord
ingly, propositions are composed out of words, and the latter denote 
"concepts." These indicate what is represented "in general" in the word. 
This "general" of the concept is then considered to be the "basic mean
ing." And the "derivations" are particularizations of the general. 

Even though our thoughtful inquiry is aiming here at a basic mean
ing, we are nevertheless guided by an entirely different conception of 
the word and of language. To claim we are involved in a so-called 
"word-philosophy," which sorts out everything from mere verbal 
meanings, is admittedly very convenient, but it is also such a superficial 
view it does not even deserve to be labeled false. What we are calling 
the basic meaning of words is their beginning, which does not appear 
at first, but at last, and even then never as a detached formation, a 
specimen we could represent as something for itself. The so-called basic 
meaning holds sway in a veiled manner in all the modes of saying 
the respective word. 

The counter-word to "unconcealing" (true), aAq8ic;, has quite an 
unrelated sound: rpt:v8oc;. We translate ro rpEvooc; as "the false," with
out exactly knowing what "false" means here and how it is to be 
thought-above all in the Greek sense. In any case it would now finally 
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appear to be the time to consider once and for all that the counter-word 
to aArp'Jic; is not what seems to lie closest. Arp'Jtc; or AaiJic,; or some 
similar-sounding word, but rpt:vooc;. This remark, however, does not 
completely reveal the enigmatic character of the opposition in question. 
The word rpt:vooc; as the word for the "false" is in fact connected to 
something we do not find with respect to the word aArp'Jic;, namely 
a privative meaning formed on the same stem: w arpcvoic;-the un
false. But that is exactly what is "without falsity" and hence is the 
true. At the outset of book 1: ( 18) of the Iliad, Homer tells us of the 
lament of Achilles and his mother Thetis over his fallen fnend Patroclos. 
The Nereides, the goddesses of waterways, grieve with Thetis; among 
these goddesses is mentioned in 1:46 rj 'Arpt:vorjc;-the goddess "with
out falsity." Now we have only to write this name rj 'Arpcvoqc; under 
the name rj 'AArj,';lt:za in order to receive an important clue. if for the 
Greeks the counter-essence to unconcealedness is falsity and accord
ingly truth is unfalsity, then concealedness must be determined on the 
basis of falsity. If, in addition to this, concealednes<; permeates the es
sence of unconcealedness, then the enigma arises that in the Greek 
sense the essence of truth receives its character from the essence of 
falsity. This, however, might very well appear to be a singular mistake 
if we consider that the "positive" never springs forth from the negative, 
but. at most. conversely, the latter might stem from the former. Yet 
we know in the meantime that the Greek name for the essence of truth 
expresses precisely this enigma, according to which concealedness and 
the conflict with it are decisive for that essence. And it is precisely there
fore that we could surely expect that in the counter-word to uncon
cealedness, concealedness would be named with an appropriate clarity. 
But instead of that we hear of rpt·vooc; The counter-words to aArjtJt:za 
arising from the stem AalJ seem to be missing. 

But this is only seemingly so, above all because we translate a familiar 
Greek word of the stem AatJ, to which aArjtJt:za belongs, namely AavtJa
vopaz, in such a way that the essential is obliterated. According to the 
dictionary, Aav,'Javopaz means "to forget." Everyone understands what 
that means. Everyone experiences "forgetting" daily. But what is it? 
What do the Greeks think when they signify by the word AavtJavmtJaz 
what we call "to forget"? 

First of all we need a clarification of Aav1'Javt:zv. AavtJavw means 
"I am concealed." The aorist participle of this verb is AatJwv, AatJov. 
Here we find the counter-word to aAqtJic; we have been looking for. 
AatJ6v is the being that is concealed; Aa,'JpCf means "in a concealed 
way," "secretly." Am';lov mean<; what is concealed, what keeps itself 
concealed. Nevertheless AatJ6v, the being that is concealed, is not the 
counter-word to aArp'Jic;, the "unconcealed"-that is, insofar as the 
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counter-word to the unconcealed means falsity. For the concealed is 
not ipso facto the fal<;e. But presumably, on the other hand, TO rpt:vooc;, 
the false, always remains in essence a kind of concealedness and con
cealing. Perhaps we must indeed understand To rpt:vooc; under the guid
ance of "concealing" and "being concealed," and especially if the words 
of the stem "concealing" and "concealed" have within Greek thought 
and speech a dominating semantic power. And in fact they do. It is 
just that in the Latin and in all Romance languages, as well as in our 
own Germanic style of speaking and thinking, it is utterly obliterated. 
Before we can clanfy the essence of rpt:vooc; as it is thought by the 
Greeks, we have to acknowledge that and to what extent AaviJavt:zv, 
"being concealed," is for th~ Greeks an essential feature of all appear
ance of beings. AaviJavw means "I am hidden." Homer (Odyssey, e 
[8]) has the singer Demodokos, after the festive meal in the palace 
of the king of the Phaeacians, tell of the hard lot that befell the Greeks 
before Troy. Because of his sorrow in remembenng these times, Odys
seus covers his head with his mantle e, 93: 

fv{J' aAAov<; JlET nana<; i\an'JavE baxpva Adflw~·. 
'A\x{vooc; Oi pn· oioc:; iunppaom · rjo · iT6IJoEv 
ijjlEVO<; ay( UVWV, 

"But then he (Odysseus) shed tear~. without the others noticing it. 
Alkinoo'> alone wa~ aware of his <;orrow . 

The German translation of Voss apparently comes closer to the Greek 
word became in a certain way it integrates the word iAaviJavt: from 
verse 93: 

"To all other guests he concealed his flowing tears " 

But iAaVI';lm'E does not mean transitively "he concealed"; AaviJavw 
does not mean "I conceal." but rather "I am concealed." 'EAaviJavt:, 
said of Ody<;seus, means "He (Odysseus) was conct'aled." "Literally," 
and thought in the Greek way, Homer says: "but then in relation to 
all others he was concealed as the one shedding tears.· It is, according 
to our way of speaking and thinking, linguistically more correct to 
translate, "Odysseus, unnoticed by the others, shed tears." Greek think
ing is reversed, indeed to such an extent that "concealing" in the sense 
of "being concealed" is precisely the ruling word. The Greeks say: Odys
seus was concealed to the others as the one shedding tears. 

In another place, from the Iliad X (22), verse 277, we find a similar 
incident. In the duel with Hector, Achilles missed with his first lance 
because Hector ducked out of the way. The lance stuck in the ground: 
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ava o' ijpnam· naAAa<; 'A{}rjvq, 
arp o' 'Axu\r]i o{oov, Aa{}F o"'Exwpa. nmpi:va Aawv 

Voss translates: 

"the goddess seized it (the lance) and immediately gave it back to the 
Peleidian, unnoticed by the warlike Hector." 

This is "well" thought and said in our German language: unnoticed 
by Hector, Athena gave Achilles back his lance. Thought. however, in 
the Greek way, it means: Athena was concealed to Hector in her giving 
back of the lance. We see once more how "concealedness" makes up 
the basic feature of the behavior of the goddess, which basic feature 
of concealment first bestows on her particular action the character of 
its "Being." But perhaps the exact reversal of our way of experiencing, 
thinking, and speaking in relation to the Greek way appears most clear
cut in the example of the well-known Epicurean proverb: AaiJt: flzwaac;. 
We translate in "correct" German: "Live unnoticed." But the Greeks 
say: "Be concealed in the way you conduct your life." Here concealment 
determines the character of the presence of man among men. The "con
cealed" and the "unconcealed" are characters of the very being itself 
and not characteristics of the noticing or apprehending. Nevertheless, 
perceiving and saying have indeed for the Greeks, too, the basic feature 
of "truth" or "untruth." 

It may be clear from these few remarks how decisively the domain 
and the occurrence of concealing and concealedness hold sway, for the 
Greeks, over beings and over human comportment toward beings. If 
now, after this comment and in its light, we once more consider the 
most common Greek word of the stem AaiJ, namely AaviJavopaz, then 
it is plain that the usual and indeed "correct" translation by our German 
word "to forget" renders nothing at all of the Greek way of thinking. 

Thought in the Greek fashion, AaviJavopaz says: I am concealed from 
myself in relation to something which would otherwise be unconcealed 
to me. This is thereby, for its part. concealed, just as I am in my relation 
to it. The being sinks away into concealment in such a manner that 
with this concealment of the being I remain concealed from myself. 
Moreover, this concealment is itself concealed. Something similar does 
indeed occur when we forget this or that. In forgetting not only does 
something slip from us, but the forgetting slips into a concealment of 
such a kind that we ourselves fall into concealedness precisely in our 
relation to the forgotten. Therefore the Greeks say more precisely tm
AaviJavopaz, in order to capture the concealedness in which man is 
involved, especially with respect to the concealment's relation to what 
is withheld from man because of it. A more uncanny way to think 
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the essence of forgetting in one single word can hardly be imagined. 
The way Greek speech in general uses .laviJavt:zv (being concealed) 

as a "ruling" word, as well as the interpretation of the essence of forget
ting precisely through this event of concealing, already show clearly 
enough that in the "existence" of the Greeks, i.e., in their dwelling 
in the midst of beings as such. the e<;sence of concealment holds sway 
essentially. From this we can already surmise more readily why they 
experience and think truth in the sense of "unconcealedness." But in 
view of this dominating event of concealment, should not the essence 
of the most common opposite to truth. i.e., the essence of falsity, i.e., 
n:J rpt:vooc;, also be determined on the basis of concealing, even though 
in the sound of the word rpt:vooc; the stem AaiJ- cannot be heard? 

We become assured in this surnuse when we consider that the false 
and untrue, e.g .. an incorrect judgment, is a kind of not knowing, in 
which the "true" state of affairs is withheld from us, not in exactly 
the same way as "forgetting," which the Greeks do experience on the 
basis of concealment, though indeed in a corresponding way. Now 
whether Greek thinking also conceives the essence of rpt:vooc; on the 
basis of concealment can only be shown by paying heed to the immedi
ate self-expression of the Greek experience and, at the start. not at all 
by entering into what the Greek thinkers themselves explicitly say about 
rpt:vooc;. 

Recapitulation 

To rpt:vooc; as the opposite of aAqiJic;. The relationship between 
the stems of the words aArjiJt:za and AaviJavw. Reference to Homer, 

Odyssey, Vlll, 93. The withdrawal of forgetting. 

We are trying to become attentive to the dictum of Parmenides of Elea, 
a thinker who conceived and uttered that dictum around the time the 
temple of Poseidon was constructed in Poseidonia, later Paestum. not 
far from Elea. The dictum of this thinker expresses the word of the 
goddess 'AArjiJt:za. a name we usually translate as "truth." The essence 
of the goddess "truth" is present throughout the entire edifice of the 
dictum, in each of its verses, but above all and purely in the guiding 
statement, which is precisely silent on the name 'AArjiJt:za Therefore, 
prior to the elucidation of the individual fragments. and on behalf of 
them, we must learn something of the essence of this goddess; on the 
other hand, only by thinking through the entire "didactic poem" will 
there appear for us the essence of this aArj1'Jt:za in its primordial form 
and character. 
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We consider at first the name of the goddess 'AAijiJt:za, that is, uncon
cealedness. Of course. the mere fact of learning that "aAijiJt:za" is the 
way the Greek language expresses "truth" does not tell us anything 
about the essence of truth, as little as we learn something about horses 
by knowing the Latin expression "equus." But if we translate aAijiJt:za 
by "unconcealedness," and thereby transport ourselves into this word's 
directives. then we are no longer constrained within linguistic significa
tions but stand before an essential nexus that engages our thinking 
down to its very foundations. We are pursuing the four directives pro
vided by the name 'AAij1'Jt:za as translated "unconcealedness." In this 
way we hope to experience something of the primordial essence of 
truth in Greek thought. 

First, un-concealedness refers to concealment. Concealment hence per
meates the primordial essence of truth. 

Secondly, un-concealedness indicates that truth is wrenched from 
concealment and is in conflict with it. The primordial essence of truth 
is conflictual. What "conflict" means here remains a question. 

Thirdly. un-concealedness. in accordance with the just-mentioned 
characterizations. refers to a realm of "oppo<;itions" in which "truth" 
stands. Since it is on the basis of the "oppositional" essence of uncon
cealedness that its conflictual essence first becomes visible, we have 
to consider more closely the question of the "opposition" in which truth 
stands. Western thinking accounts untruth the sole opposite to truth. 
"Untruth" is identified with "falsity," which. understood as incorrect
ness. forms the evident and obtru<;ive counterpart to "correctness." The 
opposition holding sway at the beginning is known to us under the 
names aAijiJt:za Kai rpn)ooc;, veritas et falsitas, truth and falsity. We inter
pret the latter opposition as correctness and incorrectness; but truth 
as "correctness" is not of the same essence as truth in the sense of 
"unconcealednes<;." The oppo<;ition of correctness and incorrectness, 
validity and invalidity, may very well exhaust the oppositional essence 
of truth for later thinking and above all for modern thinking. But that 
decides nothing at all concerning the possible oppositions to "uncon
cealedness" as thought by the Greeks. 

We must therefore ask how the primordial thinking of the Greeks 
sees the opposition to "unconcealedness." Reflecting on this, we en
counter the surprising fact that u) rpt:vooc; immediately pre<;ents itself 
as the opposite of aArj1'Jt:za and aArJI'Jfc;; we translate correctly: "the 
false " The opposite of unconcealednes~ is the!"efore not concealedness 
but indeed falsity. The word rpEvooc; is of another stem and does not 
immediately say anything about concealing. Which is odd, especially 
since we claim and maintain that the primordial essence of truth is 
"unconcealedness"; for. in that case. the opposition corresponding to 
it, i.e., contradicting it. must involve something like "concealedness." 
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But that is not what we find at first. For just as soon as the word 
aAqtJic; is spoken, so is its counter-word, TO rpt:vooc;. One might then 
be tempted to conclude finally that the essence of truth is in no way 
determined on the basis of unconcealedness and concealment. But per
haps this is an overly hasty conclusion. We stand too uncritically under 
the prejudice of the opposition between truth and falsity taken for 
granted a long time ago, and we do not take offense at the plurality 
of names signifying it, which we constantly and without much thought 
use as formulas to discriminate our judgments and decrees. Perhaps 
we are not simply being premature when we conclude that, due to 
the pnonty of rpt:vooc;, the origin of the essence of truth cannot be 
unconcealedness and concealment. Perhaps there is in fact no room 
at all for "conclusions" here; instead, this is a domain requinng us 
to open our eyes and to see-to see with clear vision. In such "foresight" 
we see that in the experience and speech of the Greeks the counter
word to aAq,'Jic;, and more generally, the word from which this privative 
formation is denved, is not missing at all. 'AAI}tJt:za is tied to the verbal 
stem AatJ-, which means "concealing." To the stem AatJ- pertains the 
verb AavtJavw. "I am concealed"; the aorist participle. AatJwv, AatJ6v, 
means "being concealed." Yet at first this is only the observation of 
a linguistic fact What is decisive is to see which relations among beings 
are expressed by the word AavtJavw They are of such a kind that we 
are hardly capable of repeating them, and instead, by our way of trans
lating the Greek word, we cover them over completely. 

Homer says of Odysseus in 6 (VIII), 93: iAavlJavt: oaxpva Adflwv. 
We translate in "correct" German: "He (Odysseus) shed tears, unnoticed 
by the others present." In Greek experience the word of Homer says: 
"He (Odysseus) was in concealment as the one shedding tears." Corre
spondingly, we translate the famous Epicurean admonition AatJt: 
flzwaac; as "Live unnoticed"; thought in the Greek way, it says, "Be 
in concealment as one conducting his life." It could be observed with 
regard to these examples that we have here a really interesting linguistic 
fact, that compared to our German modes of expression the Greek lan
guage expresses itself in a reverse manner. But what we see here is 
more than just "interesting." It is deci<;ive-namely, for an understand
ing of the primordial essence of truth, whose Greek name, aAI}tJna, 
is related to the word Aav1'Javw, the use of which is now starting to 
dawn upon us. For precisely the way AavtJavw, in the examples just 
referred to, is the nding word tells us that what is named in this word, 
the "concealed," has a priority in the experience of beings. and. specifi
cally, as a character of being'> themselves it is a possible "object" of 
experience. In the case of the weeping Odysseus, the Greeks do not 
consider that the others present, as human "subjects" in their subjective 
comportment, fail to notice the crying of Odysseus, but they do think 
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that round about this man and his existence there lies a concealment 
causing the others present to be, as it were. cut off from him. What 
is essential is not the apprehension on the part of the others but that 
there exi<;ts a concealment of Ody<;seus. now keeping the ones who 
are present far from him That a being, in this case the weeping Odys
seus, can be experienced and grasped depends on whether concealment 
or unconcealment comes to pass. 

In the light of these remarks we will now also consider, more carefully 
than is usual, an ordinary word of the stem Am'J-, namely Aavl'klvopaz 
or t:mAavtJavopaz. We translate the word, again correctly, "to forget." 
But what does "forget" mean? Modern man, who organizes everything 
in such a way that he can forget it as quickly a-; po<;sible, should surely 
know what forgetting is. But he does not know. He has forgotten the 
essence of forgetting, supposing he ever did give a thought to it, i.e., 
extend his thought into the essential realm of forgetting. This indiffer
ence with regard to "forgetting" does nnt at all depend on the hastiness 
of his "way of life." What is happening here proceeds from the very 
essence of forgetting, which withdraws itself and hides. 

Therefore it could be that an invbible cloud of forgetting itself, the 
oblivion of Being, hangs over the whole sphere of the earth and its 
humanity, a cloud in which is forgotten not thi<; or that being but Being 
itself, a cloud no airplane could ever breach even if capable of the most 
formidable altitude. Accordingly, it could also be that at an appropriate 
time an experience precisely of this oblivion of Being might arise-arise 
as a need, and -;o be neces<;ary It could be that with a view to this 
forgottenness of Being a remembering might awaken, one thinking of 
Being itself and nothing else. con<;idering Being itself in its truth, and 
thinking the truth of Being and not only, as in all metaphysics, beings 
with respect to their Being. For thi~ there would be required, before 
all else, an experience of the e<;<;ence of forgetting, of that which is 
concealed in the es<;ence of aArj1'hw. 1 

The Greeks experienced forgetting as a coming to pass of conceal
ment. 

§3. Clarification of the transformation of aArjtJt:za and of the trans
formation of its counter-essence (veritas, certitudo, rectitudo, iustitia, 

truth, justice-ArjtJq, rpt:voo~ falsum, incorrectness, falsity) 

I Being and 1ime h the fiN attempt to think Being itself out of the ba~k experience 
of the oblivion of Being I e . it is an attempt to prepare thi~ thinking. to pave the way 

for it, even at the risk of remaining 011 a "path leading nowhere'' I"Holzweg"l 
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a) The intrinsically different meanings of rpt:vooc; and "false." The 
essential domain of the counter-word rpt:vooc; as letting-appear 

while covering up. Reference to Homer, Iliad, B 348ff. Dissembling 
concealment: the basic meaning of rpt:vooc;. To arpcvoic;: the 

"dis-hiding," and the aAqtJic;. Reference to Hesiod, Theogony, 
Verse 233f. The ambiguity of aAqtJic;. 

In order to clarify the essential relations the Greeks see in the essence 
of rpt:vooc;, we should first consider briefly how we understand "the 
false."' 

"The false" meam for m, on the one hand, as in the ca<;e of "false 
money" or a "false Rembrandt," a falsified thing. Here the false is the 
non-genuine. An assertion, however, can also be "false." In that case, 
the false is the untrue in the sense of incorrect. We al-;o tend to conceive 
an incorrect a<;sertion as an erroneous one, to the extent incorrectness 
as error is opposed to correctnes<; as truth. Neverthele<;s, not every false 
assertion is an erroneous one. For example, if someone in court makes 
a "false <;tatement," he doe~ not himself have to be in error. In fact, 
he precisely cannot be in error; he must rather know the "true state 
of affairs" in order to be able to make a false statement. Here the fal<;e 
is not the erroneous but the deceiving, the misleading. Consequently, 
on the one hand the false b the spurious thing; on the other hand. 
it may be an incorrect as<;ertion; the latter. again. can be a wrong one, 
that is, a'1 erroneous assertion. or it can be a misleadmg one. We also, 
however, call a man "false", we say, "The police have made a false 
arrest." Here the false i'> neither the falsified, nor the erring. nor the 
misleading, but the "wrong" man-not "identical" with the one being 
sought. This "fabe" man, as in fact he is, i.e .. the wrong man, can, 
however, be entirely "without fal<;ity." He doe<; not at all have to be 
a "false" man in the sense of one who is, by cunning. generally inclined 
toward deception in hi-; behavior and attitudes. Finally, the term "fabe," 
in the sense of the wily, is also applied to animal<;. All cats are false. 
The feline is the false, hence German speak<; of false gold and silver 
as "cats' gold" and "cats' silver." 

So it is clear that the false does not always have the same meaning. 
Nevertheless we surmi-;e that the various senses of the false are <;orne
how related to one same ba~ic essence. But what thi<; latter is remains 
undetermined. 

Likewise the Greek rpEvooc;, which we readily translate with the word 
"false," meam many different things. We notice that immediately if, 
e.g., we want to clarify what a pseudonym is Thi-; foreign word is 

I Concerning the word "false," fa/sum, \l'l' pp 35-38 
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composed of ovapa ("name"), and rpt:vooc; or, to be more exact, 
rpcvoic;. Literally translated, a "pseudonym" is a "false name." Is it 
really so? Not at all. If an impostor assumes a noble name and travels 
under this "false name," he is not then bearing a "pseudonym." The 
noble name is indeed supposed to conceal who its bearer is "in truth." 
Nevertheless, the "false name" of the impostor is no mere cover name. 
Such a name is used for military operations, for example the "operation 
Michael" on the Western front in the previous war. This name simply 
covers something that is in no way to appear. On the contrary, however, 
the assumed name of an impostor not only covers up his "true nature"; 
in addition, while covering, it also has to let the bearer of the name 
appear in "grandeur," a grandeur which to be sure does not belong 
to him, as little as does the name. In contradistinction, the "pseudo
nym" is neither simply a false name nor a cover name, nor even a 
name that is simply misleading The "pseudonym," i.e., the essentially 
fitting name, is indeed supposed to cover up an author; yet in a certain 
way it also has to let him come into the open, and in fact not as one 
he in truth is not (the case of the impostor), but as the one he really 
is. Thus Kierkegaard published in I 843, in Copenhagen, this work: 
Fear and Trembling The Dialectical Lyric of Johannes de Silentio This "Lord 
Silence" intended to intimate hereby something essential about himself 
and his literary activity. Similarly the "pseudonyms" of Kierkegaard's 
two books Philosophical Fragments ( 1844) and Training in Christianity 
( 1850) stand in an essential relation. The first bears the name of the 
author Johannes Climacus; the other is published by Anti-Ciimacus. 

The meaning of rpt:vooc; in "pseudonym" eludes us if we translate 
it as "false." We have here a covering that at the same time unveils 
something recondite and does so in a specifically recondite way, 
whereas a "false name," e.g., that of the impostor, is also not simply 
incorrect, but it covers up while making visible something pertaining 
only to the facade and to the most unrecondite 

Under the force of the essential relations named by the Greek word 
rpt:vooc;, we have already spoken, almost "automatically," of "cover
ing," and "veiling," but at the same time al<;o of "letting-appear." IJit:v
ooc; pertains to the essential realm of covenng, hence it is a kind of 
concealing. The covering involved in rpt:vooc;. however, is always at 
the same moment an unveiling, a showing, and a bringing into appear
ance. Now it is time, however, to leave the word to the Greeks them
selves, so we may have a witness testifying that, and to what extent, 
rpt:vooc; belongs to the essential realm of concealing and unconcealed
ness. Let us cite two places, the one from Homer, the other from Hesiod. 
These places ["Stellen"] are not mere authorities ["Belegstellen"], which 
by the simple accumulation of a large number would gain demonstra
tive power; for it is not a matter here of demonstrating and arguing, 
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but of a pointing out that opens our eyes. What is decisive here is 
not the sheer number of the places, in the quotation of which generally 
one place is left in darkness as much as the others, in the expectation 
that the one unclear place would clarify the others and then that the 
darkness of all the places taken together would result in clarity. What 
is decisive is the transparency of the essential in one single place. To 
be sure, it might be necessary to refer to several of these places, if it 
is necessary to make the same thing visible under different aspects. 
For now, it only matters to acknowledge that rpt:vooc; belongs in the 
essential domain of appearing, and letting-appear, and of unconcealed
ness. 

The quotation from Homer is taken from the second book of the 
Iliad (B 348ff.). Here the poet has Nestor say that for the Greeks there 
is no hope of returning home from the battlefield of Troy: 

upiv xai Llu)<; aiyu)\ 010 

yvWJlEVal Ei' n· rpEVOO<; vu6oyn11<;, d 1E xai ovx{ 

Voss translates· 

(as) "previously, from the lightning-thrower we knew whether 
he was out to deceive us or not " 

The reference is to Zeus, and the event called to mind took place 
the day the Greeks in Argos boarded their ships to go to Troy. 

ampamwv imtiEE,l', iva(mpa mjpaw cpafvwv 

Voss translates: 

"On the nght his lightning flashed, a sign portending good fortune " 

Literally translated. the verse says, "Zeus, slinging his lightning bolts 
to the right and letting appear propitious sigm." In the first passage 
quoted these signs are called vrroaxt:mc;. The best translation would 
be our word "reservation," but this is fixed too much in a certain direc
tion of meaning because of the Latin word reservatio. 'Ynoaxt:mc; means 
a holding out and holding forth, a showing which holds forth and at 
the same time holds something back, and hence does not show. It be
longs to the essence of the aijpa, the sign, that it itself shines (shows 
itself) and in this appearing also indicates something else: the sign, in 
appearin~ itself, lets <;omething else appear. The lightning bolts going 
to the right are a portent. Since they are on the right, they let something 
propitious appear, though to be sure in such a way that they, as signs, 
still hold back and veil the outlook of the upcoming course of the cam-
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paign against Troy. And now, according to the word of Nestor, it is 
time to determine whether or not the portent from Zeus is rpt:vooc; 
or not. When is it rpt:vooc;? If the bolts going to the right, as signs 
of propitious destiny, conceal the actual disaster still withheld from the 
Greeks though already allotted to them. I.Jit:vooc; applies, as Homer says 
simply, to Zeus arjpaw <!Jaz'vwv, to Zeus in the way of his letting signs 
appear. He always lets something appear in the signs. He holds out 
something unconcealed. At the same time, however, the sign conceals, 
and indeed as sign, always only denoting and referring, but never 
openly displaying what it refers to in the same way it itself, as self
showing, appears. Such a sign is in every case a concealing that shows. 
But the question remains whether this type of concealment only holds 
back (i.e., holds back the glimpse into destiny) or whether it is a show
ing whose concealing aspect dissembles what is to come. In that case, 
the holding forth on the part of the showing which appears, and thereby 
the sign itself, are rpt:vooc;. The concealing is a dissembling. The guiding 
basic meaning of rpt:vooc; resides in dissembling (obstructing or disguis
ing). Thereby we mmt take this word in its literal sense, which is still 
familiar to us. "Dissembling" does not yet mean here self-disguising 
as the deceptive character of a person; it is not, in modern terms, a 
comportment of the "subject," but is rather an "objective" event occur
nng in the realm of beings. We say a house in the neighborhood is 
obstructing the view of the mountains. Dissembling as ob-structing is 
first of all a concealing in the manner of covering up. We cover up, 
e.g., a door that is not supposed to be seen in the room, and disguise 
it by placing a cupboard in front of it. In this way an appeanng sign, 
a gesture, a name, a word, can also disguise something. The cupboard 
placed before the door not only presents itself as this thing and not 
only disguises the door by covering over-i.e., concealing-the wall 
which at this place has an opening, but, rather, the cupboard can be 
disguising to the point that it pretends there is no door at all in the 
wall. The cupboard disguises the door, and by being placed before it, 
it distorts the "actual" state of the wall. Our language contains the beau
tiful word "to hide" [verhehlen]; the originally simple "concealing" is 
called veiling [ verhiillen]. "Hiding" refers to concealing and concealed
ness; to "hide nothing," to make "no secret" out of something, signifies 
there is no mystery to it, nothing concealed. To the same word stem 
as "hiding" belongs our word "hole," the hideaway, the hidden place 
that can itself contain something and conceal it. Our German language, 
which is more and more delivered over to corruption, once even had 
the word "dis-hide" [enthehlen]: to bring something out of hiddenness, 
to take it out of concealedness, dis-close it- aArjtJtw: dis-closure. For 
years I have used "disclose" [entbergen] as the counter-word to "con-
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cealing closure" [verbergen]. The ordinary sophisticated reader of news
papers obviously will consider such words an artificial mishandling of 
language, which "philosophers" "think up" for the sake of their stilted 
ways of "abstract" thought. 

IJit:vooc; is a dissembling concealment, "hiding" in the stricter sense. 
The essential relation between "the false," as the opposite of the true, 
and concealing as the opposite of disclosure (the occurrence of uncon
cealedness) now becomes clear. And in this light the Greeks' opposition 
of aArp'Jic; and rpt:vooc; no longer seems odd. IJicvOic; in the sense of 
dissembling concealment, i.e., hiding, permits the corresponding priva
tive formation TO a-rpcvoic;, i.e., the non-hiding, the dis-hiding. The 
essence of arpcvbic; must therefore be determined in reference to 
aAqtJic;, "the unconcealed." Hesiod bears witness to this. In his Theog
ony (Verse 233f.) the poet relates that fl()vwc;as npt:a{l{nawv na{Owv, 
the oldest and most venerable of his sons, testified: Nqpia o' arpcvOia 
xaz' aAqtJia--Nereus, the one who does not dissemble, who hides 
nothing-xai aAqtJia: i.e., precisely the one who "does not conceal." 
The xaf does not simply add the aAq,'Jrjc; to the arpcvorjc;; and neither 
is aAq,'Jrjc; just a repetition of arpt:vorjc;, as if the same thing were being 
said twice. The sense here is rather that the non-hiding is grounded 
in the non-concealing. Nereus is without falsity precisely by reason of 
his relation to unconcealedness. The rpt:vooc; receives its essence from 
the region of concealment. The non-hiding is the non-concealing: 
aAqtJtc;. 

But here an objection arises, one we do not want to take too lightly: 
n) aAqtJic; indeed means "the unconcealed" and in no way means, 
if we adhere strictly to the word, the "non-concealing." Nevertheless 
that is how we have to understand aAqtJic;. The Greeks knew the A6yoc; 
aAqtJrjc;, i.e., the true assertion, the one which is not concealing but 
disconcealing. A6yoc; aAqtJrjc; does not mean, as might seem from the 
form of the words, the disclosed assertion but, instead, the disclosing, 
true assertion, which as such can very well be concealed and does not 
have to be unconcealed. The same holds a fortiori with aArjtJt:za. It 
expresses "unconcealedness," the unconcealed, but also means "un
hiddenness" or disclosure in the sense of non-hiding or non
concealing. 

For a long time now, of course, thinking, and especially modern 
thinking, has found no difficulty here. The matter is said to be quite 
simple. 'AAqtJfc; in the sense of "unconcealed" applies to the "objects" 
that appear to us, and aAqtJic; in the sense of "non-concealing" applies 
to assertions and knowledge about "objects," thus to the comportment 
of the "subject" toward objects. This solution sounds convincing. But 
it rests on the presupposition that in the realm of aArjtJt:za and aAqtJic;, 
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i.e., for the Greeks, there would be something like the distinction be
tween "object" and "subject" and the so-called subject-object relation. 
But it is precisely the essence of aArjtJt:za that makes it impossible for 
something like the subject-object relation to arise. Hence it would con
fuse everything and stand matters upside down if we attempted to clar
ify the apparent equivocity of aArp'Jic; and aArjtJt:za with the help of 
the subject-object distinction. 

But aAqtJic; is in fact ambiguous, and indeed in a manner almost 
unbearable to a Greek ear, since aAr]tJic; means precisely the uncon
cealed and remains distinct from the "non-concealing." But what is 
distinct does not have to be separated; perhaps it belongs to a unity. 
The one, which is thus two-fold, would then be ambiguous. To the 
unconcealed belongs disclosure. What discloses is related to the di<;
closed and the unconcealed. "AAq,'Jic; and the corresponding aArjtJt:za 
are ambiguous. How does this ambiguity anse? Upon what is it 
grounded, if indeed it exists at all? Or do we have here merely the 
semblance of ambiguity' Up to now only this has become clear: if 
aAqtJi'c; is ambiguous insofar as it means both "disclosing" and "the 
disclosed," then it is inappropriate to claim aAqiJic; means the "uncon
cealed." If in fact the disclosed is only what it is on the basis of a disclos
ing, then precisely the sense of "disclosing" is the onginal meaning 
of aAqi'Ji'c;. And insofar as aAqiJic; is properly said of EIIOc; and Aiyt:zv, 
then it appears on the whole that aArjtJt:za is originally characteristic 
of the word, of speech, and of asserting. Nevertheless, for the Greeks, 
and still in Aristotle, aArj1'Jt:za is a character of beings and not a charac
tenstic of the perceiving of beings and of assertions about them. What 
then is onginally disclosing (a.lq,'Jfc;). speech (Ai'ynv), or beings (O\'), 

or neither one? 
Before we answer these questions, which aim at the heart of the 

matter of the essence of aArjtJt:za, we must first take the measure of 
this essential realm in its broad extent. That means we have to consider 
the essence of concealment still more profoundly. The false in the sense 
of rpt'vooc; as dissemblance is a concealing. But then is every concealing 
necessarily a dissembling? Is every concealedness in itself already "fal
sity"? In order to make a decision here, the essential realm of conceal
ment must first come clo<;er to us. 

Before we take a far-sighted look into the domain of the essence 
of concealment, however, we must first present the elucidation we have 
held back up to now because it could only be understood after the 
clarification of the essence of rprvooc; for the Greeks. So we must clarify 
what the word "false" denotes, and a brief illumination needs to be 
given of the significance of the priority of the false within the essential 
determination of the "untrue." 
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Recapitulation 

l) The so-called correct translation of gmJoo~ by "false." The 
manifold meanings of "false" and rpt:voo~. The dissembling and 

hiding of rpt:voo~ in the region of the essence of concealment and 
unveiledness. Reference to Homer and Hesiod. 

We are inquiring into the opposite of "truth" with the intention of clari
fying the essence of the goddess 'AAij,'Jna. Everyone knows this oppo
site. "Falsity" is what is opposed to truth. This opposite is, as we say, 
so "natural" that we encounter it everywhere and constantly move 
within it. Therefore a "philosophy" is not required in order to bring 
to light the opposition between the "true and false." The early Greeks 
already knew the opposition HJ aAqtJi~-1() IJIEVOO~. We translate cor
rectly: the true and the false. The translation is "correct" to this extent, 
that the Greek words HJ aAqtJic; xai T(J IJIEVOO~ do not mean "the good 
and the bad," which is in Greek HJ aym'Jdv xai TO xax6v. Yet the Greek 
word u) aAqtJic; does not mean "the true" but "the unconcealed." The 
counter-word to aAq,'}f~ in Greek, namely rprvoo~, does not, however, 
contain immediately in its form or in its stem anything of "concealed
ness." But we "really" should expect that, precisely because from the 
earliest Greek times HJ rpt:voo~ occurs univocally and decisively, and 
hence everywhere, as the opposite to aAqiJ£,;. But, and this is what 
is really remarkable here, we in fact do not expect of rpt:vooc;, as the 
evident opposite of aAqiJic;, the unconcealed, a relation to the sphere 
of meaning of concealing and non-concealing. Why not? On the one 
hand because it has already been a long time since aAqtJi~ was still 
thought of as the "unconcealed," i.e, because we no longer experience 
unconcealedness and cannot experience it. Instead, we understand 
aAqtJic; as the verum and certum, as the "true" and the "certain," main
taining that what is "understood" is, as it were, self-evidently "true" 
and "certain." On the other hand, the truly uncanny riddle of the Greek 
oppo5ition of ciAI]tJic; and rpEvooc.; i'> not a problem at all since it has 
equally become customary, long ago, to understand rpt:vooc; as "the 
false." Of course we recogni1e, already in this brief reflection, that what 
we so straightforwardly and "massively" call the "false" bears in its 
essence a special richness. 

The false is, in one case, the falsified thing, i.e., the spurious ("false 
money," a "false Rembrandt"). The false is, secondly, an assertion: false 
in the sense of incorrect, or a<; we also say, erroneous. But a "false 
statement," e g., made in court, does not ipso facto have to be erro
neous. He who in such circumstances speaks "falsely" may precisely 
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not be in error about the state of affairs if he is to be able to say what 
is not the case. This sort of "false statement" is not erroneous but is, 
rather, misleading. We also call a person "false." We say, "The police 
made a false arrest," and here "false" means "wrong." Yet the falsely 
arrested, the wrong man, does not have to be a "false man" in the 
sense of one who behaves in a cunning way and who poses everywhere 
as someone he is not. And, in the sense of the wily, we also call animals 
"false." All cats are false. The feline is "the" false; hence the origin 
of speaking, as Germans do, of "cats' gold" and "cats' silver." 

The Greek rpt:v8oc; has many meanings, just as does our word "false." 
This becomes apparent if we attempt to elucidate the foreign word 
"pseudonym." Literally translated, this rpt:vooc;-ovopa is a "false 
name." A pseudonym, however, is no "false name," for it is in fact 
appropriate to the one bearing it. The term "false name" applies, rather, 
to an impostor, e.g., "Count So-and-so." This name is indeed supposed 
to cover up its bearer, although the name used by the impostor is again 
not a mere "cover name" like the sort of names used in military opera
tions ("Operation Michael") or in espionage. The name of the impostor 
is, of course, supposed to cover, but at the same time it is to let the 
one who bears the name appear in grandeur and to provide for his 
"stepping out" under the corresponding title. To be sure, what the cov
ering name lets appear at the same time, the grandeur, is here only 
"semblance." In contradistinction to the impostor's name, the genuine 
"pseudonym" actually manifests something of the "true being" of its 
bearer. The "pseudonym" also covers up, but in such a way that it 
indicates simultaneously the recondite, concealed essence of the author 
and his literary task. The genuine pseudonym does not simply make 
the author unknown; it is meant, rather, to call attention to his con
cealed essence. By using a pseudonym the author expresses even more 
about himself than he does when he employs his "correct" name. 
Kierkegaard's pseudonyms ("Johannes de Silentio," "Joh. Climacus," 
"Anti-climacus") bring out this essence of the pseudonym and conse
quently the essence of rpt:vooc;. I.Jit:vooc; involves a covering that simul
taneously unveils. "False" gold looks like gold, shows itself as gold, 
and in doing so-though of course only by doing so-it hides what 
it is in truth: non-gold. The essence of rpt:vooc; finds its determination 
in the domain of concealing, unveiling, and letting-appear. 

The objection can always be raised against this understanding of rpt:v
ooc; that it is but our "interpretation " Therefore we need to know how 
the Greeks themselves experienced rpt:v8oc;. Two places from early 
Greek poetry are indicative The one is from Homer's Iliad, the other 
from Hesiod's Theogony. The passage from the Iliad (B, 348ff.) deals 
with the question of whether or not Zeus's sign, lightning bolts flashing 
on the right, is rpFvooc;, i.e., whether he is unveiling or concealing the 



§3 Clarification of the transformation (54-55/ 37 

"true" destiny alloted to the Greeks. "To be rpt:vooc;" or "to be not 
rpt:vooc;" presupposes here that Zeus lets something or other appear 
in the first place. In fact Homer speaks of Zeus <!Jaivwv, Zeus who lets 
something appear. But "to let appear" is indeed to unveil. How then 
can he conceal? Zeus must let something come into appearance; how
ever, such a thing, while it shows itself, at the same time only foreshad
ows or portends, and hence does not completely unveil but simultane
ously shrouds. This is the manner of the showing of signs: arjpaw. 
It is therefore that Zeus is called in this passage Zt:vc; arjpaw <!Jaivwv
the one who lets signs appear. A "sign" is that which, in appearing 
and pointing out, thereby lets something else appear-though in such 
a way that it does not relegate this to the manifest (where the sign 
itself appears) but precisely holds it back, i.e., veils. This self-appearance 
and self-disclosure, which also veils something by holding it back, is 
precisely what showing is. Only where there holds sway a letting appear 
and, hence, a disclosing, does there exist the free play for the possibility 
of rpt:v8oc;, i.e., the showing that also covers and holds back. The es
sence of rpt:vooc; resides in an exhibiting that conceals, or, we could 
say, it resides in a dissembling. 

We must nevertheless think this "dissembling" (obstructing, disguis
ing) as both a process and a state of affairs. A neighboring house "ob
structs" the self-showing of the mountain; a cupboard put in front of 
the door "disguises" the wall at that place and presents it thereby as 
a wall that is not broken up. The cupboard disguises-on the one hand 
by covering up the hole in the walL and also, at the same time, by 
making appear and presenting an unbroken wall. The disguising is a 
hiding. This old German word (Verhehlen) denves from hehlen (hide, 
secrete), which means "to conceal." "Hiddenness" is concealment. We 
now use "dissembling" and "hiding"-and indeed in a "negative" 
sense-for the most part only with reference to human behavior, which 
we understand as "subjective" in opposition to "objective" events. "Dis
sembling" is for us "self-dissembling," and this becomes, in relation 
to others, "deceiving." Similarly, "hiding" also is used in a subjective 
sense: not to hide something to oneself, not to fool oneself, i.e., not 
to delude oneself, not to dissemble to oneself: to be "without a hidden 
secret," without concealment, and without veiling digression, i.e., in 
the case of an action or a communication. Originally, however, "hiding" 
meant any kind of "concealing"; the older German language knew even 
the word-which has since been lost-"dis-hide" [enthehlen]: to take 
out of concealedness. For many years I have used in my lectures the 
Word "dis-close" [Entbergen]. In case there should come a time when 
we are again capable of experiencing dis-closure and unconcealedness 
(aArj{)t:za), we might also find again the lost word "dis-hiding" and 
appropriate it anew. "Hiding" [Hehlen] is, moreover, closely related to 
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"hole" [Hohle], a hideaway that conceals something while it itself re
mains unconcealed. 

Since ro rpcvooc;, according to the testimony of Homer, belongs to 
the essential realm of hiding, i.e., concealing and disconcealing, the 
Greek oppo~ition of the otherwise unrelated words aAr]l'Jic; and rpt:vooc; 
no longer seems odd. The Greeks think in rprvooc; a concealing, and 
we must not forget that rpt:vooc; i-; used of "signs," e g. lightning; thus 
rpcvooc; does not merely characterize human behavior. Of course it is 
often used of i'rr01.;, pMJoc;, and Vyrn•, of the word and of speech. But 
even "the word" is for the Greek-; primordially not just a formation 
produced by the "human subJect." Because the Greeks think in rpt:vooc.; 
concealing as an event, therefore even rpt:vooc.;, veiling, can now be
come a point of departure for the formation of a counter-word which 
means the "non-false," and hence the "true," and for which the ordi
nary word for "true," namely H) (Hr]l'Jf-c..;, i'> not needed. The opposite 
of "hiding" is "dis-hiding." The "di<;" is in Greek "a"; to rpcvooc; and 
rprvbic.; is opposed arprvMc.;, the not-hiding. He-;iod give-; <;imple, univo
cal information concerning this word and its ba<;ic meaning (Theogony, 
verse 233) Nereus, the olde-;t and most venerable son of the God of 
the sea I Mnoc.;, is called arpt vo(a xai a.h]I'Jia, "the one who dOC'> 
not dissemble"; n.a{ does not mean here simply "and," but it denote<; 
an explaining "because." Nerem i-; "the one who doe-; not dissemble," 
because he is the a.lr]l'Jr]c.,'-because he is the not-concealing. I.Jit:voijc; 
i<; determined Oil the ba<;i<; of" -li]I'Jrjc;." I() a.h]!'Jlc; now means, "liter
ally" translated, before all else "the unconcealed," "the disclo<;ed " 
Something unconcealed, disclo-;ed, e g., a piece of rock, does not have 
to be "disclo!>ing." Indeed in thi~ case, the unconcealed and di<;closed, 
the piece of rock, can never be "dbdosing" at all. On the contrary, 
what is "di<;clo-;ing" b man'<; <;peech and perception 

The Greeks denote, however, the "disclo-,ed" as well as the "disclos
ing" with the same word ah]l'Jic.,·, which literally meam the "uncon
cealed." At any rate, we maintain that the tramlation of a.h]l'Jic; a~ 
"the unconcealed" i-; the f'nly "literal" one. But now it can be seen 
that a.lr]iJic;, in the double -;ense of "disdo~ed" and "disclosing," i-; 
ambiguous. We come to know thi-; ambiguity very clearly on the detour 
through rpcvooc., and it<; counter-word arpt vot'c.,·. We also realize that 
mysteriom relation-; obtain here. In order to appreciate the essence of 
the ambiguity of (i.liJI'Jt\ and, above aiL to experience its ground, we 
have first to traverse the realm of e-;sence of un-concealednes~ and dis
clo<;ure in its broad extent. That meam we must first consider the e<;
sence of concealment in a more penetrating way. 'i'rvooc; in the sense 
of dissembling i-; a roncealing. Rut i~ then every concealing necessarily 
a dissembling? h every concealedne-;-; in it..elf already rpt vboc;, i.e., "fal
sity"? And what about "concealing closure" and it-; various mode<;? 
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b) The un-German word "false." Fa/sum, fallo, mpaAAw. The 
Roman priority of "overthrowing" in the Latinization of ancient 
Greece through the impen'um (command) as essential ground of 

iustum. The transporting of rpt:vooc; into the Roman-imperial do-
main of overthrowing. The real event of history: the assault of 

Latinizing in the Greek-Roman domain of history and the mod-
ern view of the Greek world through Roman eyes. 

"False"-what are we to say about this word? "False" derives from 
the Latin fa/sum. We would do well to become attentive at last, and 
remain attentive, to what the Brothers Grimm (German Dictionary, III, 
1291), who must know, note under this word with a tone of wrath 
[lngrimm]: "False ,fa/sus, an un-Ger'llan word of which there is no trace 
in Ulfilas." An "un-German word"-he who is not too faint-hearted 
will be alarmed at this observation and will never again get rid of his 
dismay. The word "false" [falsch] entered the German language in the 
early Christian Middle Ages through the Latin fa/sum. The stem of the 
Latin word fa/sum ifallo) is "fall" and is related to the Greek mpaAAw, 
i.e., to overthrow, bring to a downfalL felL make totter. But this Greek 
word mpaAAw never became the genuine counter-word opposed to 
aAqtJic;. I deliberately say "genuine," because the Greek mpaAAw can 
sometimes be translated "correctly" by "deceiving"; what is meant, 
however, thought in the Greek way, is "making totter," "making stag
ger," "letting stumble into erring." But man can be led into such totter
ing and falling in the midst of the beings appearing to him only if some
thing is put in his way obstructing beings, so that he does not know 
what he is dealing with. First something must be held forth and set 
forth, and then something else entirely must be delivered, so that man 
can "fall for" what is presented that way and thereby fall down Bring
ing to a fall in the sense of misleading first becomes possible on the 
basis of a putting forth, dissembling, and concealing. Following a perva
sive ambiguity, mpaAAw is related to "putting something up"; thought 
in the Greek way, that means to place something in the unconcealed 
and to let what thus stands there appear as enduring, i.e., as presencing. 
E<J>aAAw is opposed to such putting up insofar as it does not let the 
presencing stand in its standing-there but overthrows it, for it puts up 
something else in place of it and alleges that what is put up is what 
stands. 'J'o aa<J>aAic; means the un-failing, what remains standing in 
its abiding and endunng, i.e., in Greek, remains in its presencing into 
the unconcealed. To aa<J>aAic; is never the "certain" and the "secure" 
in the modern sense of certitudo. 

Because the bringing to a faiL in every sense, is only a subsequent 
effect within the field of the essence of dissembling and concealing 
(which constitute the essence of r.pt:vooc;), therefore what is connected 
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with "falling" and bringing to a fall cannot for the Greeks be the original 
and proper opposite to "unconcealedness," to aAqtJic;. 

Why, however, is the fa/sum, the "bringing to a faiL" essential for 
the Romans? What realm of experience is normative here, if the bring
ing to a fall attains such a priority that on the basis of its essence there 
is determined the counter-essence to what the Greeks experience as 
aAqtJic;, the "unconcealing" and the "unconcealed"' 

The realm of essence decisive for the development of the Latin fa/sum 
is the one of the imperium and of the "impenal." We will take these 
words in their strict and original sense. Imperium means "command." 
To be sure, we now understand the word "command" in a later, Latin
romanic, sense. Originally "command" [Befehl] (the "h" should be writ
ten after the "1": befelh) meant the same as "to cover"· to "commit" 
(command) the dead to the earth or to the fire, to entrust them to 
a cover. The original meaning of "command" survives in our expression, 
"I commend (command) thy ways to the Lord" (i.e., entrust to protec
tion and sheltering cover). This commending is preserved in our word 
"recommend." Instead of "recommend," Luther always used the word 
"commend"-commendare. On its way through the French language, 
"commend" became commandieren, i e., more precisely, the Latin 
imperare, im-parare = to arrange, to take measures, i.e., prae-cipere, to 
occupy in advance, and so to take possession of the occupied territory 
and to rule it. Imperium is the territory [ Gebiet] founded on command
ments [Gebot], in which the others are obedient [botmaszg]. Imperium 
is the command in the sense of commandment. Command, thus under
stood, is the basis of the essence of domination, not the consequence 
of it and certainly not just a way of exercising domination. The God 
of the Old Testament is a "commanding" God; His word is: "Thou shalt 
not," "Thou shalt." This "shalt" is written down on the tables of the 
law. The gods of the Greeks are not commanding gods but, rather, ones 
that give signs, that point. The Roman gods, quite to the contrary, are 
designated by the Latin word numen, which means "bidding" and "will" 
and has the character of command. The "numinous," strictly taken, 
does not at all touch the essence of the Greek gods, i.e., gods who 
dwell in the region of aArjtJEZa. In the essential realm of the "command" 
belongs the Roman "law," ius. This word is connected with jubeo: to 
bid, to let something be done by bidding and to determine it through 
this doing and letting. The command is the essential ground of domina
tion and of iustum, as understood in Latin, the "to-be-in-the-right" and 
the "to have a right." Accordingly, iustitia has a wholly different ground 
of essence than that of Oz'xq, which arises from aArj1'JEZa. 

Command, as the essential ground of domination, includes being
supenor, which is only possible as the constant surmounting of others, 
who are thereby the inferiors. In this surmounting there resides again 
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the constant ability to oversee. We say that to "oversee" something 
means to "dominate" it. This overseeing, which includes the surmount
ing, involves a constant "being-on-the-watch." That is the form of act
ing which oversees everything but still keeps to itself: in Latin, the actio 
of the actus. The surmounting overseeing denotes the dominating 
"sight" expressed in the often quoted phrase of Caesar: veni, vidi, vici-I 
came, I oversaw, and I conquered. Victory is only the effect of Caesar's 
seeing and overseeing, whose proper character is actio. The essence of 
the imperium resides in the actus of constant "action." The imperial actio 
of the constant surmounting of others includes the sense that the others, 
should they rise to the same or even to a neighboring level of command, 
will be brought down-in Latinfallere (participle: fa/sum). This bnnging 
to a fall pertains necessarily to the imperial realm. The bringing to a 
fall can occur in a "direct" attack and overthrowing. The other can, 
however, also be brought down by being "tripped up" from behind 
in a furtive way. The bringing to a fall is then subterfuge, "trick" [Ihck], 
which word, not accidentally, comes from the "English." Subterfuge 
is, considered from the outside, the roundabout and therefore mediate 
bringing to a fall versus immediate overthrowing. Thereby the fallen 
are not destroyed but are in a certain way raised up again-within 
the limits fixed by the dominating ones. This "fixing" is in Latin pango, 
whence the word pax-peace. This is, imperially thought, the fixed situ
ation of the fallen. Actually, to compass someone's downfall in the sense 
of subterfuge and roundabout action is not the mediate and derived, 
but the really genuine, imperial actio. The properly "great" feature of 
the imperial resides not in war but in the fallere of subterfuge as round
about action and in the pressing-into-service for domination. The battles 
against the Italian cities and tribes, by means of which Rome secured 
its terntory and expansion, make manifest the unmistakable procedure 
of roundabout action and encirclement through treaties with tnbes lying 
further out. In the Latin fallere, to bring down, as subterfuge, there 
resides "deceiving"; the fa/sum is treachery and deception, "the false." 

What happens when the Greek rpt:vooc; is thought in the sense of 
the Latin fa/sum? The Greek rpt:vooc;, as hiding and consequently also 
as "deceiving," is now no longer experienced and interpreted on the 
basis of concealing but instead on the basis of subterfuge. The Greek 
rpt:vooc;, by being translated into the Latin fa/sum, is transported into 
the Roman-imperial domain of bringing to a downfall. I.Jit:vooc;, dissem
bling and concealing, now becomes what fells, the false. Thus it is clear 
that Roman expenence and thinking, organizing and expanding, con
structing and working, from their essential outset never moved within 
the region of aArjtJt:za and rpFvooc;. As a kind of historiographical con
statation, it has been known for a long time now that the Romans 
took things over from the Greeks in many ways and that this appropria-
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tion was also a recasting. One day we must consider in what regions 
of essence and out of what background this Romanizing of Greece came 
to pass. The transformation of rpt:vooc;, i.e., the appropriation of "con
cealing" into the sense of "bringing to a fall," extends so far that the 
Latin language even adopts the construction and the use of the Greek 
word AaviJavw, "I am concealed." This transformative adoption is fa
vored through the Indo-germanic affinity between the Greek and Latin 
languages. Greek says: AaviJavt:z ijxwv, we correctly translate: "He 
comes unnoticed." But thought in the Greek way it says: "He is con
cealed as the one who is coming." The Roman historiographer Livy 
says: fallit hostis incedens. In our language: "The enemy approaches un
noticed." Closer to the Latin: "The enemy deceives as the one who 
is approaching." But what the sentence really says is: "The enemy, as 
the one approaching, bnngs to a fall." That is absurd and makes sense 
only if fallere, as bringing to a fall, is thought in the sense of subterfuge, 
which in turn is thought as deceiving and then as hiding. The Greek 
rpt:vooc; was appropriated, but without an expenence of the essential 
domain of concealment that is normative here. Similarly, Livy speaks 
of a man, qui natus moriensque fefellit. Our German language would 
render it: "who was born unknown and died unknown." According 
to the Roman way of thinking: "who at his birth and at his death 
brought men to a fall and misled them." But what Livy says can be 
made meaningful if thought in the Greek manner: "At his birth and 
at his death concealedness surrounded him." A newborn is unlikely, 
at his birth, to "trip up" his fellow men, though that is precisely what 
the Latin word says, and bring them to a fall, or even simply deceive 
them. But surely, on the contrary, he can dwell in concealedness. The 
Latin fefellit signifies another realm of essence than that of the Greek 
iAaviJavt:. The Latin fa/sum is alien to the Greek rpt:vooc;. 

The donunation of the Romans and their transformation of Hellenism 
are in no way limited, however, to individual institutions of the Greek 
world or to single attitudes and "modes of expression" of Greek human
ity. Nor does the Latinization of the Greek world by the Romans amount 
simply to the sum of everything they have appropriated. What is deci
sive is that the Latinization occurs as a transformation of the essence of 
truth and Being within the essence of the Greco-Roman domain of his
tory. This transformation is distinctive in that it remains concealed but 
nevertheless determines everything in advance. This transformation of 
the essence of truth and Being is the genuine event of history. The 
imperial as the mode of Being of a historical humanity is nevertheless 
not the basis of the essential transformation of aA1jiJt:za into ~·eritas, 
as rectitudo, but is its consequence, and as this consequence it is in turn 
a possible came and occasion for the development of the true in the 
sense of the correct. To speak of the "transformation of the essence 
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of truth" is admittedly only an expedient; for it is still to speak of truth 
in an objectifying way over and against the way it itself comes to pres
ence and history "is." The transformation of the essence of truth like
wise supports that domain in which the historically observable nexuses 
of Western history are grounded. That is why the historical state of 
the world we call the modern age, following historiographical chronol
ogy, is also founded on the event of the Romanizing of Greece. The 
"Renaissance" of the ancient world accompanying the outset of the 
modern period is unequivocal proof of this. A more remote, but by 
no means indifferent, consequence of the Romanizing of Greece and 
of the Roman rebirth of antiquity is the fact that we today still see 
the Greek world with Roman eyes-and indeed not solely within histo
riographical research into ancient Greece but also, and this is the only 
decisive thing, within the historical metaphysical dialogue of the mod
ern world with that of the ancients The metaphysics of Nietzsche, 
whom we like to consider the modern rediscoverer of ancient Greece, 
sees the Greek "world" exclusively in a Roman way, i.e., in a way 
at once modern and un-Greek. Similarly, we still think the Greek n6Az<; 
and the "political" in a totally un-Greek fashion. We think the "politi
cal" as Romans, i.e., imperially. The essence of the Greek n6Az<; will 
never be grasped within the horizon of the political a<; understood in 
the Roman way. As 'iOOn as we consider the simple unavoidable essen
tial domains, which are for a historiographer naturally of no conse
quence, since they are inconspicuous and noiseless, then, but only then, 
do we see that our usual basic ideas, i.e., Roman, Chnstian, modern 
ones, miserably fail to grasp the primordial essence of ancient Greece. 

Recapitulation 

2) Reconsideration of the essence of the "false" and of the hiding 
and "dis-hiding" of rpt:vooc;. The rule of the Roman imperial 
"high command" and the breadth of the distinction between 

rpt:vooc; and fa/sum. 

We are considering the e<;<;ence of rpt:voo<;, a word usually rendered 
"false." But for what purpose are we "busying" ourselves with the false, 
supposing we are "busy" here at all? Indeed we desire the true, and 
it is difficult enough to try to find it and preserve it. We want the "posi
tive." Why then all this brain-racking over the negative? These are all 
legitimate questions. 

But in our meditation it is not the false itself we are pursuing. We 
are reflecting "only" on the essence of the false And the essence of 
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the false is not itself something false. It is so far removed from that 
that the essence of the false might even participate in what is most 
essential to the essence of the true. It could indeed be so difficult to 
find the truth, and therefore we find it so rarely, because we do not 
know, and do not want to know, anything about the essence of the 
false. It could be that we are wandering about in an uncanny delusion 
if we believe the essence of the negative is itself something "negative." 
Who knows nothing of the essence of death lacks every trace of a 
knowledge of the essence of "life." The essence of death is not a non
essence. The essence of negativity is nothing negative, but neither is 
it only something "positive." The distinction between the positive and 
the negative does not suffice to grasp what is essentiaL to which the 
non-essence belongs. The essence of the false is not something "false." 

To rpt:vooc;-we usually translate "the false"-is, for Greek thought, 
"dissembling." Dissembling lets something it sets out and sets up appear 
differently than it is "in truth." In the "different than" resides the "not
such-as," which, experienced on the basis of "dis-hiding" and uncon
cealedness, brings about a concealment. Nevertheless, insofar as dissem
bling not only sets "something else" before-namely, before what is 
to be presented-but lets something appear otherwise than it is "in 
truth," dissembling also unveils and hence is a kind of disclosure. If 
rpt:vooc; were altogether without this basic feature of hiding and "dis
hiding," and hence without the feature of concealing, then rpt:vooc; 
could never arise as the counter-essence to aArjiJna, unconcealedness. 
"The false," in the Greek sense, has the basic feature of concealment. 
To keep immutably in our sight the primordial Greek experience of 
rpt:vooc;. we need to clarify how the essence of the false is delimited 
beyond the Greek world and even beyond its historical time, though 
there too it is still understood in general in the shadow of the light 
of ancient Greece. 

The word "false" is an un-German word and derives from the Latin 
fa/sum, which, as participle, pertains to fallere. Of the same stem is our 
word "fell," to bring about a downfall, and the Greek mpaAAw We 
translate this Greek word by "deceive," but we must not forget that 
"deception," understood in the Greek way, is determined by rpt:vooc;, 
by dissembling and setting-before, by hiding. In Greek thought, the 
word mpaAAw, "l deceive," names a consequence of the essence of rpt:v
ooc;. In Latin thought, the word fallere as "to bring to a fall" denotes 
the ground of the essence of rpt:vooc;. What is the basis for the priority 
of fallere in the Latin formation of the counter-essence to truth? It lies 
in this, that the basic comportment of the Romans toward beings in 
general is governed by the rule of the imperium. Imperium says im-parare, 
to establish, to make arrangements: prae-cipere, to occupy something 
in advance, and by this occupation to hold command over it, and so 
to have the occupied as terntory. Imperium is commandment, command. 
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The Roman law, ius-iubeo, I command-is rooted in the same essential 
domain of the imperial, command, and obedience. Command is the 
ground of the essence of domination; which is why a clearer and more 
proper translation of imperium is "high command." To be superior is 
part and parcel of domination. And to be superior is only possible 
through constantly remaining in the higher position by way of a con
stant surmounting of others. Here we have the genuine actus of imperial 
action. In the essence of the constant surmounting there resides, as 
the valley amid the mountains, the holding down and the bringing 
to a fall. Mere "felling" in the sense of striking down is the coarsest 
way, but not the genuinely essential imperial way, of bringing to a fall. 
The great and most inner core of the essence of essential domination 
consists in this, that the dominated are not kept down, nor simply de
spised, but, rather, that they themselves are permitted, within the terri
tory of the command, to offer their services for the continuation of 
the domination. The bnnging to a fall aims at keeping the overthrown 
standing in a certain sense, though not standing high. lmpenal bnnging 
to a fall, fallere, is therefore a going after and a going around that lets 
stand. For the Romans, the essence of deceiving, of leading into error, 
of dissembling, and thus of rpt:vooc;, is determined by fallere, by felling. 
The erroneous becomes fa/sum. 

Supposing now that this distinction between the Greek rpt:vooc; and 
the Roman fa/sum originates in other domains and has another weight 
than the distinction in the style of Greek and Roman pots and pans 
and spear points, and supposing that here a transformation takes place 
in the essential ground of the historicity of all history, then we need 
to reflect more thoughtfully on this Roman transformation of Greece. 
That the Occident still today, and today more decisively than ev~r, thinks 
the Greek world in a Roman way, i.e., in a Latin, i.e., in a Christian 
way (as paganism), i.e, in the Romanic, modern-European, way, is 
an event touching the most inner center of our historical existence. 
The political, which as uoAmxov arose formerly out of the essence of 
the Greek n6Azc;, has come to be understood in the Roman way. Since 
the time of the Imperium, the Greek word "political" has meant some
thing Roman. What is Greek about it now is only its sound. 

c) The imperial in the form of the curial of the curia. The connec
tion between verum and "true." The un-German meaning of 
"true" through the Roman-Christian verum. Verum: the estab

lished right as counter-word to fa/sum. Verum and a-pertum; 
AaiJ6v and its counterpart to ciAqiJic;. 

How then how do matters stand as regards the essence of the false, 
the Roman fa/sum? A closer consideration of the process by which the 
Romans took up Greek poetry, thought, speech, and artistic production 
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shows that fa/sum, "bringing to a fall," has transformed gm.Jooc;, "dis
sembling," in accord with its own spirit and in so doing has itself been 
changed and thereby dislodged. Such change is ever the most danger
ous, but also the most enduring, form of domination. Since then, the 
Occident has known of rpt:vooc; only in the form of fa/sum. For us, 
the opposite of the true is the false. But the Romans did not only lay 
the foundation for the priority of the false as the standard meaning 
of the essence of untruth in the Occident. In addition, the consolidation 
of this priority of the false over rpt:vooc; and the stabilizing of this consol
idation is a Roman accomplishment. The operating force in this accom
plishment is no longer the imperium of the state but the imperium of 
the Church, the sacerdotium. The "impenal" here emerges in the form 
of the cunal of the curia of the Roman pope His domination is likewise 
grounded in command. The character of command here resides in the 
essence of ecclesiastical dogma. Therefore this dogma takes into account 
equally the "true" of the "orthodox believers" as well as the "false" 
of the "heretics" and the "unfaithful "The Spanish Inquisition is a form 
of the Roman curial imperium. By way of Roman civilization, both the 
imperial/civil and the impenal!ecclesiastical, the Greek rpt:vooc; became 
for us in the Occident the "false." Correspondingly, the true assumed 
the character of the not-false. The essential realm of the imperial fallere 
determines the not-false as well as the fa/sum. The not-false, said in 
Roman fashion, is the verum. 

On our path of a preparatory clarification of the essence of aArjtJna, 
and hence of the Greek experience of the essence of truth, we have 
now elucidated the words aAqOic;, "unconcealing" or "disclosing," 
rpt:v8oc;, "dissembling," fa/sum, "bringing to a fall," and thereby also 
the word "false" itself. Consequently. the main conditions have been 
fulfilled for us to learn how matters stand with the Latin word for 
aAqtJic;, i.e., verum, and how, above all, matters stand with our word 
for aArjiJna, "truth," and with the word "true." Since "true" is the 
counter-word to "false," the latter stemming from the Latin fa/sum, 
'lerum as the Latin counter-word to fa/sum must surely belong together 
with fa/sum in the same essential domain and hence must also draw 
the "true" into this domain. Here, of course, we are presupposing that 
"true" and verum belong together This holds insofar as our German 
word for "true" [ "wahr"] was early on determined by the Latin
Christian verum. That process has its own depth and its great bearing, 
precisely because veritas and verum, in the preaching of Christianity, 
did not present themselves to the Germans as arbitrary Latin words 
For Christian faith is proclaimed, in its totality, as "the" veritas, "the" 
verum, "the true," since Chnst says of himself' iyw n'pt rj 6ooc; xai 
rj aArjtJna xai IJ (wrj (John 14, 6). 

Only the sound of this phrase is Greek. That is why it could pass 
forthwith into the Latin language of the Vulgate: Ego sum via, et veritas, 
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et vita. "I am the way and the truth and the life." Our words "truth" 
and "true" take their meaning from verum and veritas as these prevail 
in the Latin language of the Church. Whether, besides this, and prior 
to it, our German "true" had a root meaning proper to it, not deter
mined by verum and hence by fa/sum, is controversial, because it is 
obscure. It is obscure because nowhere does another essence of "true" 
and "truth" come to light within the historicity of German history. It 
would not be said as decisively of the word "true" what the brothers 
Gnmm say of "false": an un-German word. Nevertheless we must say 
it: "true" is an un-German word in view of the unequivocally clear 
fact that the basic meaning of "true" is determined by the Latin
Christian verum. 

But what does the Latin verum mean? The stem ver is Indo-Germanic, 
as is the stem fall of mpaAAw, fallere, "fall." The stem ver appears un
equivocally in our German word wehren ["to resist"], die Wehr ["de
fense"], das Wehr ["dam"]; therein lies the moment of the "against," 
"resistance": "the resistant"-the dam against ... Italic-Oscic veru, the 
gate-which shuts off passage and entrance-verostabulum-vesti
bulum-vestibule, the space before the properly separating entrance, 
which stands ver, against, it, (stabulum), the space in front of the door. 
But the standing-against is not the only moment in the ver. For in that 
case the word Ab-wehr ["resistance," literally, "defense-from"] would 
be a mere tautology; Wehr ["defense"] is not already in itself and only 
defense-against. In "Parcifal," ver does not mean resistance; instead, 
it means to defend oneself, maintain oneself: resistance-for. Thus ver 
means to keep one's position, hold one's place. To be sure, resistance 
always belongs here in a certain sense, yet this resistance is one that 
has to derive from a steadfastness. Ver means to be steady, to keep 
steady, i.e., not to fall (no fa/sum). to remain above, to maintain oneself, 
to keep one's head up, to be the head, to command. Maintaining one
self, standing upright-the upright Thus it is from the essential domain 
of the imperial that verum, as counter-word to fa/sum, received the sense 
of established right. Thereby from the original word ver a meaning has 
been extracted that clearly comes to the fore in the old Latin veru in 
the sense of gate and door, but also in the German das Wehr ["dam"], 
the gate that shuts and locks. the dam that seals off. The original element 
in ver and verum is that of closing off, covering, concealing, and shelter
ing, but it is not die Wehr ["defense"] as resistance. The corresponding 
Greek word of this Indo-Germanic stem is ipvpa--the defensive 
weap0n, the covering, the enclosure. f{JVpa--to which the Roman 
word verum is immediately connected-means in Greek, however, pre
cisely the opposite of the Greek word for "true," i.e., it is the opposite 
of aArjtJtw. Verum, tpvpa--the enclosure, the covering; aArjlJna--the 
dis-covering, the dis-closing. But how else could an opposition hold 
sway here unless they both shared, though in a concealed way, the 
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same essential dimension? The Roman word for "the true," ver, has 
the root meaning of closing-covering and locking up, a meaning which 
was, to be sure, obliterated, or at least never expressly and purely liber
ated. The opposite to ver, verum, as the enclosing, is the non-enclosing. 
This "opposes" the verum. "Opposing," acting against, is expressed in 
Latin by the prefix op-; to be "against" the enclosing, against the ver, 
is op-verio or ap-verio, whence the Latin aperio: "!open." The main sense 
of opening, understood in the Roman way, is "non-enclosing." In the 
Latin word aperire, "to open," the original verum speaks According to 
the verbal structure, the participle of aperio, apertum, the un-enclosed, 
corresponds to the Greek aAqOic;, the unconcealed. The pertum canceled 
in a-pertum is the verum. This corresponds to the Greek AaiJO\' (AaiJic;). 
The original ver-, verum, means the same as the Greek AaiJ6v, hence 
precisely the opposite of aAqiJic; The Roman verum, strictly speaking, 
should then be taken as equivalent to the Greek rpt:vooc;, if the latter 
is indeed the counter-word to aAqiJic;. But the Roman verum not only 
does not coincide with rpt:vooc;, it is precisely the opposite of rpt:vooc; 
as understood in Latin, i.e.,falsum. If we reflect on this, then mysterious 
ways of language and of the word show themselves in the realm where 
the essential possibility of the word itself, i.e., the essential possibility 
of the truth of its essence, is decided. With regard to the Latin name 
for the true, verum, we shall keep two incidents in mmd: 

I. Verum, ver-, meant originally enclosing, covering. The Latin verum 
belongs to the same realm of meaning as the Greek aAqiJic;, the 
uncovered-precisely by signifying the exact opposite of aAqiJic;: the 
closed off. 

2. But now because verum is counter to fa/sum, and because the essen
tial domain of the imperium is decisive for verum and fa/sum and their 
opposites, the sense of ver-, namely enclosure and cover, becomes basi
cally that of covering for security against. Ver is now the maintaining
oneself, the being-above; ver becomes the opposite of falling.' Verum 
is the remaimng comtant, the upright, that which is directed to what 
is superior because it is directing from above. Verum is rectum (regere, 
"the regime"), the right, iustum. For the Romans, the realm of conceal
ment and disconcealment does not at all come to be, although it strives 
in that direction in ver, the e~sential realm determining the essence 
of truth. Under the influence of the imperial, verum becomes forthwith 
"being-above," directive for what is right; veritas is then rectitudo, "cor
rectness," we would say. This originally Roman stamp given to the es
sence of truth, which solidly establishes the all-pervading basic charac-

I Reading Fallen fur Nicht-fallen -Tr 
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ter of the essence of truth in the Occident, rejoins an unfolding of the 
essence of truth that began already with the Greeks and that at the 
same time marks the inception of Western metaphysics. 

d) The transformation of the essence of aAr]tJna since Plato. The 
assumption of the "representation" of aAr]tJna through opo{wazc; 

(as rectitudo of ratio) into veritas. Rectitudo (iustitia) of ecclesiasti
cal dogmatics and the iustificatio of evangelical theology. The 
certum and the usus rectus (Descartes). Reference to Kant. The 

closing of the ring of the history of the essence of truth in the 
transformation of veritas into "justice" (Nietzsche). The incarcera

tion of aAr]tJna in the Roman bastion of ventas, rectitudo, and 
iustitia. 

Since Plato, and above all by means of Aristotle's thinking, a transfor
mation wa<; accompli<;hed within the Greek essence of aAr]Ona, one 
which in a certain respect aA1]0na itself encouraged 'A.lqtJt\' is first 
of all the unconcealed and the disclosing. The unconcealed as such 
can be di<;clo<;ed for humans and hy humans only if their disclosing 
comportment adheres to the unconcealed and i~ in agreement with it. 
Aristotle uses the word aAqtJt:vt:n· for this comportment. to adhere to 
the unconcealed disclosively in the <;aying that lets appear. This adher
ence to and agreement with the unconcealed is in Greek (Jpofwmc,'-the 
disclosive correspondence expres~ing the unconcealed. This corre<;pon
dence takes and holds the unconcealed for what it is. To take something 
for something i'> in Greek oil-·m'Jm. The }.()yoc,·, which now meam asser
tion, is constituted by the oi'cm'Jm This disclosive correspondence still 
adheres to, and is wholly achieved within, the essential space of aArj
tJna as unconcealedness.' At the same time, however, the opofwmc;, 
i.e., the agreeing correspondence, as the mode of the execution of 
aAq0t'Vt'B', as<;umes, as it were, the definitive "repre<;entation" of (i,\rj
tJna. This is, as the non-dhsembling of being'>, the as<;imilation of the 
disclosive saying to the dbclosed self--;howing beings, i.e., it is opofwmc; 
From then on, aA1j1'Jna presents itself only in this essential form and 
is taken only in that way. 

Veritas as rectitudo, stemming from another origin, is now, however, 
in a sense created to a<;<;ume into itself the e-;<;ence of aAr],'Jna in the 
henceforth "repre~entative" form of ()pofwmc,·. The rightness of an a<;ser
tion is its adjusting it<;elf to a right rightly instituted and firmly estab
lished !Die Richtigkeit der Aussage ist ein Sichrichten nach dem Errichteten, 
Feststehenden. Rechten] The Greek ()pofwmc,· a'> di'>clo'>ive correspon
dence and the Latin rectitudo as adjustment to . . both have the charac-
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ter of an assimilation of assertions and thinking to the state of affairs 
present at hand and firmly established. Assimilation is called adaequatio. 
In the early Middle Ages, following the path set by the Romans, cbhj
{)Ew, presented as 6poiwmc;, became adaequatio. Veritas est adaequatio 
intellectus ad rem. The entire thinking of the Occident from Plato to Nie
tzsche thinks in terms of this delimitation of the essence of truth as 
correctness. This delinutation of the essence of truth is the metaphysical 
concept of truth; more precisely, metaphysics receives its essence from 
the essence of truth thus determined. But because the Greek 6pofwmc; 
turned into rectitudo, the realm of aArj{)Ela, disclosure, still present for 
Plato and Aristotle in opofwmc;, disappeared. In rectitudo, in the "self
adjustment to ... ," there also resides what the Greeks call oif:a{)w, 
to take something as something and to accept it thus. But whereas 
for the Greeks to "take something as something" was still experienced 
within the essential realm of disclosedness and unconcealedness, 
thought in the Roman way it lies outside this essential domain. To "take 
something as something" is in Latin rear-the corresponding noun is 
ratio. In a variation of the Roman saying: res ad triarios venit,' we can 
say: res aAq{)dac; ad rationem venit.' The essence of truth as veritas and 
rectitudo passes over into the ratio of man. The Greek aAq{)t:r3Etv, to 
disclose the unconcealed, which in Aristotle still permeates the essence 
of rixvq, is transformed into the calculating self-adJUStment of ratio. 
This determines for the future, as a consequence of a new transforma
tion of the essence of truth, the technological character of modern, i.e., 
machine, technology. And that has its origin in the originating realm 
out of which the imperial emerges. The impenal springs forth from 
the essence of truth as correctness in the sense of the directive self
adjusting guarantee of the security of domination. The "taking as true" 
of ratio, of rear, becomes a far-reaching and anticipatory security. Ratio 
becomes counting, calculating, calculus. Ratio is a self-adjustment to 
what is correct. 

Ratio is a facultas animi, a power of the human mind, the actus of 
which inhabits the inner man. The res, the thing, lies apart from ratio. 
In rectitudo as adaequatio, ratio is supposed to assimilate the thing. Now 
what is completely lacking here is the es<;ential space of aArj{)Ela, the 
unconcealedness of things and the disclosing comportment of man, a 
space completely covered over by debris and forgotten. The essence 
of truth as veritas and rectitudo i'> without space and without ground. 
Veritas as rectitudo is a quality of the mind or soul in the inner man. 
A question was thus bound to arise as regards truth. how is it at all 

l The mauer has come 10 1he final ~1age -Tr 
2 A.lrj!'hw has come 10 reasun-Tr 
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possible for an inner process of the mind or soul to be brought into 
agreement with the things out there? And so begin the various attempts 
to explain it, all within an unclarified sphere. 

If we consider that for a long time the essence of man has been ex peri
enced as animal rationale, i.e., as the thinking animaL then it follows 
that ratio is not just one power among others but is the basic power 
of man. That to which man is empowered by this power is decisive 
with regard to his relation to the verum and fa/sum. In order to obtain 
the true as what is nght and correct, man must be assured and be 
certain of the correct use of his basic power. The essence of truth is 
determined on the basis of this assurance and certitude. The true be
comes the assured and certain. The verum becomes the certum. The ques
tion of truth becomes the question of whether and how man can be 
certain and assured about the being he himself is as well as about the 
beings he himself is not. 

The Roman world in the form of the ecclesiastical dogmatics of the 
Chnstian faith has contnbuted essentially to the consolidation of the 
essence of truth in the sense of rectitudo. The same realm of Christian 
faith introduces and prepares the new transformation of the essence 
of truth, the one of verum into certum Luther raises the question of 
whether and how man can be certain and assured of eternal salvation, 
i.e., certain of "the truth." Luther asks how man could be a "true" 
Christian, i.e., a just man, a man fit for what is just, a justified man. 
The question of the Christian veritas becomes, in the sense just articu
lated, the question of iustitia and iustijicatio. As a concept of medieval 
theology, iustitia is rectitudo rationis et voluntatis-correctness of reason 
and will. Rectitudo appetitus rationalis, the correctness of the will, the 
striving for correctness, is the basic form of the will in its willing. 
Iustijicatio is already, according to medieval doctrine, the primus motus 
fidei-the basic stirring of the disposition of faith.' The doctrine of justifi
cation, and indeed as the question of certainty of salvation, becomes 
the center of evangelical theology. The essence of truth in the modern 
penod is determined on the basis of certainty, correctness, being just. 
justice. 

The inception of the metaphysics of the modern age rests on the 
transformation of the essence of veritas into certitudo. The question of 

1 Sanc!i Thumae Aquina1is Opera Omnia. VI. Commentum in Quatuor Libras Sententia
rum. Vo/umen Primum. Distina II, Quaest I. Art V. Expositio textus Justitia hie sumitur 
pro justitia generali. quae est reaitudo animae in comparatione ad Deum et ad proximum et 
unius potentiae ad aliam. et dicitur justitia fider. quia in justificatione primus motus est fidei 
. . [Ex posh ion of 1hc ICXI here jus1ice i~ 1aken a~ general jus1ice, which is 1hc correcmess 
of 1he soul in companson wi1h God and neighbor, and uf one power of 1he soul with 
the mher, and i1 is called jus1ice of fai1h becau~e in jus!ifica!ion occurs the tim mo1ion 
offai1h -n 1 
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truth becomes the question of the secure, assured, and self-assuring 
use of ratio. Descartes, the first thinker of modern metaphysics, inquires 
into the usus rectus rationis, i.e., facultatis iudicandi, the correct use of 
reason, i.e., of the faculty of judgment. The essence of saying and assert
ing had already for a long time not been the Greek A6yo<;, i.e., 
ano<!Jalvt:a{)w, the letting appear of the unconcealed. The essence of 
saying is now the Roman iudicium-correct saying, i.e., attaining, with 
certainty, what is right. Therefore the fundamental book of modern 
metaphysics, Descartes's Meditationes de prima philosophia, includes 
within its reflections on metaphysics the meditatio quarta, which treats 
de vera et fa/so. Now, where all that matters is the usus rectus rationis 
humanae, falsity is conceived as usus non rectus facultatis iudicandi. The 
usus non rectus is error, fault; or better: erring and error are conceived 
on the basis of the usus non rectus facultatis iudicandi. The untrue is the 
false in the sense of the erroneous, i.e., in the sense of the wrong use 
of reason. 

In the second principal book of modern metaphysics, Kant's Critique 
of Pure Reason, the usus, the use of reason, is in question everywhere. 
"Critique of pure reason" means essential delimitation of the correct 
and incorrect use of the human faculty of reason. The question of the 
"correct use" treats of the will to secure the certainty which man, on 
his own, standing amidst beings, must attain and wishes to attain. Veri
tas in thf' Christian understanding, i.e., rectitudo animae, iustitia, provides 
to the modern essence of truth its character as the certainty and assur
ance of the content of human comportment. The true, verum, is what 
is nght, what vouches for certainty, and in that sense it is the righteous, 
the just. 

If we experience and come to know these nexuses historically, as 
our history, i.e., as modern European "world"-history, will it then sur
prise us that in Nietzsche's thought, where the metaphysics of the Occi
dent reaches its peak, the essence of truth is founded on certitude and 
"justice"? Even for Nietzsche the true is the right, that which is directed 
by what is real in order to adjust itself to it and make itself secure 
in it. The basic feature of reality is will to power. What is right must 
conform itself to the real, hence must express what the real says, namely 
the "will to power." All correctness must be adjusted in terms of the 
will to power Correspondence to what the will to power utters is the 
just, i.e., justice. It receives its essence, at the end of Western metaphys
ics, from the decree of the will to power. Nietzsche very often uses 
the word "life" as a title for the "will to power," and he uses it in 
accord with the usual "biological" way of thinking of the second half 
of the nineteenth century. Nietzsche can therefore say: "Justice is the 
highest representative of life itself." This is a Christian thought, though 
in the mode of the antichrist. Everything "anti" thinks in the spirit 
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of that against which it is "anti." Justice, in Nietzsche's sense, presents 
the will to power. 

Ttuth is, in the West, veritas. The true is that which, on various 
grounds, is self-asserting, remains abov(, and comes from above; i.e., 
it is the command. But the "above," the "highest," and the "lord" of 
lordship may appear in different forms. For Chnstianity, "the Lord" 
is God. "The lord" is also "reason." "The lord" is the "world-spirit." 
"The lord" is "the will to power." And the will to power, as expressly 
determined by Nietzsche, is in essence command. In the age in which 
the modern period finds its completion in a historical total state of the 
globe, the Roman essence of truth, veritas, appears as rectitudo and 
iustitia, as "justice." This is the fundamental form of the will to power. 
The essence of what is "just," assigned this essence of justice, is deter
mined by Nietzsche unequivocally in the following note from the Sum
mer of 1883, made on the occasion of his reading of a new book by 
Schneider, Der thierische Wille [Animal will]: "What is just = the will, 
to perpetuate an actual power relation .. "' 

The Roman veritas has become the "justice" of the will to power. 
The circle of the history of the essence of truth, as metaphysically experi
enced, is now closed. Yet aArjOEla remains outside this circle. The prov
ince of its essence is practically obliterated within the region of the 
domination of Western veritas. 

It seems as if aArjtJt:~a has withdrawn itself from the history of Occi
dental humanity. It seem<; as if the Roman veritas, and the truth which 
evolves out of it as rectitudo and iustitia, correctness and justice, have 
commandeered the field of the essence of aArjiJEta. Not only does it 
seem so, it is so The field of the e<;sence of aArjtJt:ta is covered over 
with debris. But if that were all, then it would be an easy task to clear 
the debris and once again lay open this field. The difficulty is that it 
is not merely covered over with debris; there has been built on it an 
enormous bastion of the essence of truth determined in a manifold 
sense as "Roman." To the "Roman" there belongs also the "Romanic," 
as well as everything essentially modern determined from it, which 
in the meantime has expanded into world history and is no longer 
limited to the European. (The connection visible here between TEXVIJ 
as a way of aAqtJt:vEtv and modern mechanical technique cannot now 
be exposed in more detail.) 

Moreover, the bastion reinforcing the essence of truth as veritas, 
rectitudo, and iustitia has not only thrust itself in front of aArjtJt:ta, 
but in the walls of this bastion aArjtJt:~a itself is immured, after first 
being reinterpreted to serve as one of the building stones, hewn 
expressly for it. This is the reason aArjOt:~a has been understood 

l WW (Grossok1av), Xlll, n 462, p 205 
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ever since on the basis of veritas and rectitudo and only on that basis. 
How then can we still experience aArjtJt:~a itself in its primordial es

sence? And if this is denied us, how are we to see, within the confines 
of the domination of veritas and rectitudo, that this domain of veritas 
itself nevertheless is founded in the region of essence of aArjtJEw and 
constantly appeals to it, though without, to be sure, knowing it or being 
mindful of it? How, within the confines of the domination of veritas 
and rectitudo, can we know, or even just seek to know, that veritas and 
rectitudo and iustitia cannot de facto exhaust the primordial essence of 
truth and in principle can never exhaust it, since they are what they 
are only in the wake of aArjtJt:~a? Western metaphysics may elevate 
the true up to the absolute spirit of Hegel's metaphysics and may claim 
"the angels" and "the saints" for "the true," yet the essence of truth 
has already long since retreated from its beginning, i.e., from the ground 
of its essence. It fell out from its beginning and hence is a falling away, 
an apostasy. 

Recapitulation 

3) The sending [das Geschicht] of the assignment of Being: retro
spective consideration of the history of the transformation of the 

essence of truth. The "balances" of history (Burckhardt, Nietzsche, 
Spengler). The historical "conferral of meaning" in the modern 

period. 

To grasp anything at all of the self-contained essence of the pnmordial 
Greek aArjOEla, we who live so much later need to have in sight that 
against which aArjtJt:~a sets itself off for us. Therefore a sketch of the 
history of the transformation of the essence of truth is unavoidable. 
This will not be a historiographical treatment of the history of the con
cept of truth, nor will it examine how people have apprehended truth 
in the course of the centuries, for this apprehension itself already 
rests, in its correctness and incorrectness, on the holding sway of an 
essence of truth. Our aim is the history of the essence itself, of truth 
itself. 

In this appeal to history, there is guiding, if you will, a conception 
of the essence of history. It would be fatal if it were not so. And it 
would be still more fatal if it were completely unclear to us. It is no 
less certain that it is difficult to allude to this history and that the presen
tation of it will be exposed to manifold gross nusinterpretations from 
all directions. 

"History," conceived essentially, that is, thought in terms of the 
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ground of the essence of Being itself, is the transformation of the essence 
of truth. It is "only" this. Here the "only" does not indicate a restriction 
but refers to the uniqueness of the primordial essence, from which as 
ground the other essential features of history spring forth as essential 
consequences. History "is" the transformation of the essence of truth. 
Historical beings receive their Being from such transformation. Amid 
these transformations of the essence of truth occur the inconspicuous 
rare moments when history pauses. These pausing moments of hidden 
repose are the primordial historical moments, for in them the essence 
of truth originally assigns itself, and transmits itself, to beings. 

For a long time it has been maintained that where there are events, 
motion, and processes, where something "comes to pass," there we 
have history, for history has to do with what "happens," and "happen
ing" means "coming to pass." But happening and history actually mean 
destiny, destining, assignment. Genuinely formulated in German, we 
may not speak of history ["die" Geschichte], in the sense of coming to 
pass, but of sending ["das Geschicht"], in the sense of the assignment 
of Being. Luther still uses this genuinely German word [das Geschicht]. 
The question remains as to what for man is the essentially send-able 
or trans-mittable [Zu-schickbare] and the self-transmitting. If the essence 
of man is founded in the fact that he is that being to whom Being 
itself reveals itself, then the essential trans-mittal and the essence of 
"sending" is the unveiling of Being. But if unveiling is the essence of 
truth, and if in accordance with the transformation of this essence of 
truth the assignment of Being is also transformed, then the essence 
of "history" is the transformation of the essence of truth. 

In the concealed repose of this transformation, there rests and sways, 
holds and fluctuates, congeals and whirls, that which is established on 
the basis of "historiography," i.e., on the basis of the investigations and 
explorations of objectivized "history," as events and accomplishments, 
i.e., as data [Sachen] and deeds [Taten], or in short, as facts [Tat-sachen]. 
These constatations then are presented with the prodigious display of 
the technical gadgets of modern research, making it seem that the tech
nique of historiography is history itself. The historiographical thus be
comes identified with the histoncal. From this "historiographical" ele
ment, "balances" are made up, "taxations" are drawn, and "shares" 
and "costs" are calculated, which "man" in history must pay. It is cer
tainly no accident that a thinker of history of the rank of Jacob Burck
hardt, and precisely he, moves within the horizon of "balances," "taxa
tions," "shares," and "costs," and give<; an account of history according 
to the schema of "culture and barbari<;m." Even Nietzsche thinks in 
terms of this schema of the nineteenth century. Nietzsche turns the 
"calculating of values," i.e., the accounting, into the final form of West
ern metaphysical thinking. 
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Exclusively on the basis of Nietzsche's metaphysics and without any 
original metaphysical thought, at the start of the twentieth century the 
author 0. Spengler drew up a "balance" of Western history and pro
claimed "The decline of the Occident." Today, as in 1918, when the 
arrogant book of this title came out, an eager public snaps up only 
the outcome of the "balance" without ever considering on which basic 
ideas of history this cheap balance of decline is concocted. In fact it 
had already been reckoned up clearly by Nietzsche, though thought 
out in a different way and in other dimensions. To be sure, the guild 
of serious researchers computed the "errors" of the book. This had the 
remarkable result that since then historiography itself has been con
ducted more and more within the horizon of Spengler's views and sche
mata, even where it was naturally able to make "more correct" and 
"more exact" constatations. Only to an age which had already forsaken 
every possibility of thoughtful reflection could an author present such 
a book, in the execution of which a brilliant acumen, an enormous 
erudition, and a strong gift for categorization are matched by an unusual 
pretension of judgment, a rare superficiality of thinking, and a pervasive 
frailty of foundations. This confusing semi-scholarship and carelessness 
of thinking has been accompanied by the peculiar state of affairs that 
the same people who decry the priority of the biological thinking in 
Nietzsche's metaphysics find contentment in the aspects of decline in 
the Spenglerian vision, which is based throughout on nothing but a 
crude biological interpretation of history. 

Modern views of history, since the nineteenth century, like to speak 
about "meaning-conferral." This term suggests that man, on his own, 
is capable of "lending" a "meaning" to history, as if man had something 
to lend out at all, and as if history needed such a loan, all of which 
indeed presupposes that history "in itself" and at first is meaningless 
and in every ca~e has to wait for the favor of a meaning bestowed 
by man. But what man is capable of in relation to history is to pay 
heed to it and to take care that history does not conceal from him 
its meaning and refuse it to him. But, as the case of Spengler shows, 
man has already lost the meaning of history when he has deprived 
himself of the very possibility of thinking about what, in the hasti
ness of drawing up "historiographical" balances, he is investing in the 
word "meaning." "Meaning" is the truth in which a being as such rests. 
The "meaning" of history, however, is the essence of truth, in which 
at any time the truth of a human epoch is founded. We experience the 
essence of the tiUe only on the basis of the essence of truth, which 
in each case lets something true be the true that it is. We shall 
attempt here and now to take some steps in reflecting on the essence 
of truth. 
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4) The event of the conversion of the essence of untruth from the 
Greek rpt:vooc; to the Roman fa/sum. The fulfillment of the trans
formation of veritas into certitudo in the nineteenth century. The 

self-assurance of self-certainty (Nietzsche, Fichte, Hegel). 

We have sketched the transformation of the essence of truth in Western 
history in a few strokes. The basic meanings of the opposites aAqtJic;
rpt:vooc;, falsum-verum, true-false, incorrect-correct, should now be 
brought closer for reflection. 

In the transformation of the essence of truth from aArjtJEZa, by way 
of the Roman veritas, to the medieval adaequatio, rectitudo, and iustitia, 
and from there to the modern certitudo, to truth as certainty, validity, 
and assurance, the essence and the character of the opposition between 
truth and untruth are also altered. The self-evident view that falsity 
is the only opposite to truth is thereby formed and reinforced. The result 
of this transformation of the essence of truth, which has prevailed for 
centuries in the Occident, is the event of the conversion of the essence 
of untruth from the Greek rpt:vooc; to the Roman fa/sum. This conversion 
is the presupposition for the modern characterization of the essence 
of falsity. That becomes error, error in the sense of the incorrect use 
of the human power of affirmation and denial. The correct use of the 
power of judgment is determined in reference to what assures man's 
self-certainty. The intention toward certainty now determines for its 
part the direction, the kind of sight, and the selection of what is repre
sented as that to which the judgments of affirmation and denial are 
imparted. 

The essence of veritas in the form of certitudo unfolds in the direction 
of the certainty of the content of "life " The certainty of life, i.e., its 
constant "advantage," rests, according to Nietzsche, upon correctness, 
that is, upon the essential certainty of the "will to power." This is the 
reality, i.e., the essence, of everything "real" and not merely of man. 
Correctness as the essence of the will to power, i.e., assurance and cer
tainty as its essence, is called "justice" by Nietzsche. He is thinking 
here, although unwittingly, in the sense of the Western tradition of veri
tas as iustitia. In a note' from the year 1885 he writes: "Justice, as the 
function of a wide- ranging power looking beyond the small perspectives 
of good and evil, hence has a broader horizon of advantage-the inten
tion to obtain something that is more than this or that person." ("More," 
i.e., "has more value.") 

From this it is clear that the power for which those perspectives, 
ones marking the distinction between "good and evil," are "small" per-

I. Ibid , XIV, n 158, p 80 
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spectives moves within the broader (and only for it appropriate) horizon 
determined by Nietzsche as the horizon of "advantage." But advantage 
is made secure only by taking advantage That allocates everything to 
the self-assurance of power. Power can only be assured by the constant 
enhancement of power. Nietzsche recognized this very clearly and de
clared that within the realm of essence of the will to power the mere 
preservation of an already attained level of power already represents 
a decrease in the degree of power. In the essence of assurance there 
resides a constant back-relatedness to itself, and in this lies the required 
self-elevation. The self-assurance as self-certainty, in this constant back
relatedness, must become absolute. The fundamental outline of the met
aphysical essence of reality as truth, and of this truth as absolute cer
tainty, is prepared by Fichte and appears for the first time in Hegel's 
metaphysics of the absolute spirit. Here truth becomes the absolute self
certainty of absolute reason In Hegel's metaphysics and in Nietzsche's, 
i.e., in the nineteenth century, the transformation of veritas into certitudo 
is completed. This completion of the Roman essence of truth is the 
proper and hidden histoncal meaning of the nineteenth century. 

§4. The multiplicity of the oppositions to unconcealedness in its 
essential character. 

a) The rich essence of concealedness. Modes of concealing: amhrz, 
(pi{)oooc;),xt:v{)w, xpvmw, xaAvmw. Homer, Iliad, XX, 118; Odys

sey, VI, 303; III, 16; Iliad, XXIII, 244. The disclosive power of 
muthos and the question of the Greek divinities. 

But veritas and rectitudo do not at all fulfill the essence of aArj{)Ela. 
Therefore it also holds that the essence of untruth is not necessarily 
falsitas, falsity. And even if we go back to the more primal essence of 
untruth, gm]ooc;, which, as hiddenness, precisely indicates the basic 
character of concealment and in that way presents the genuine counter
essence to unconcealedness, still the question remains open whether 
this counter-essence, rpt:vooc;, exhausts all possible opposition to truth. 
In the course of our consideration<;, we saw in fact that the Greeks, 
in addition to rpt:vooc;, also knew of mpaAAt:tv, "to mislead." But this 
way of hiddenness, so-called "deception," is, precisely as a mode of 
hiding, already founded on the latter and is not a distinctive type of 
counter-essence to unconcealedness. This also holds for one way of 
hiddenness which for the Greeks was <;till more common and which 
they denoted with the word amhiJ. We translate again as "deception." 
Literally and concretely this word says: "ab (from) nawc;," i.e., from 
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the right way and path. The ordinary Greek word for "way" is iJ 6o6c;, 
from which derives iJ pHJoooc;, our borrowed word "method." But iJ 
pit)oooc; does not mean for the Greeks "method" in the sense of a 
procedure with the aid of which man undertakes an assault on objects 
with his investigations and research. 'H pi{)oooc; is to-be-on-the-way, 
namely on a way not thought of as a "method" man devises but a 
way that already exists, arising from the very things themselves, as they 
show themselves through and through. The Greek iJ pi{)oooc; does not 
refer to the "procedure" of an inquiry but rather is this inquiry itself 
as a remaining-on-the-way. In order to discern this essence of "method" 
understood in the Greek manner, we must first recognize that the Greek 
concept of "way," 6o6c;, includes an element of per-spect and pro-spect. 
"Way" is not "stretch" in the sense of the remoteness or distance be
tween two points and so itself a multiplicity of points. The perspective 
and prospective essence of the way, which itself leads to the uncon
cealed, i.e., the essence of the course, is determined on the basis of 
unconcealedness and on the basis of a going straightaway toward the 
unconcealed. 'A-nanz is detour, by-way, and off-way, making available 
another prospect and supporting it in such a manner that, as way, it 
might indeed be the one going "straightaway" toward the unconcealed. 
The by-way and the off-way let us encounter what is not shown amid 
the appearances on the right way. But insofar as the off-way does show 
something, it exchanges what it shows for what is properly to be shown 
by the way leading straightaway on. Through this exchange [Vertau

schung] the off-way deceives [tiiuschtj as off-way, owing to which 
anchq, deception, arises in the first place. 'Anarq{)ijvat means to be 
led on a by-way and an off-way in such a fashion that the thing to 
be expenenced is dissembled. 'AnaiiJ, too, is a manner of concealment, 
namely a kind of dissembling that conceals by distorting. Every hiding 
and dissembling is, to be sure, a concealing, but not every concealing 
is a hiding in the sense of dissembling and distorting. 

If, accordingly, unconcealedness might still be related to other ways 
of concealment, then there would result an essential relation which 
to our way of thinking would mean that falsity and dissembling (and 
consequently untruth understood in those terms) are not the only oppo
sites to truth at alL presupposing of course that we take the essence 
of truth as unconcealedness, i.e., disclosiveness. But were the Greeks 
themselves aware of other modes of concealment besides dissemblance 
( rpt:vooc;) 7 Certainly. Their way of speech attests to it. We are familiar 
with their ordinary words xt:v{)w, xpvnrw, xaAvnrw: to shelter, to con
ceal, to veil. Iliad, XXII, I 18: Troy "hides" rich treasures. Odyssey, IX, 
348: the boat of Odysseus has a "cache" of precious wine. Odyssey, 
VI, 303: house and court give "haven" to the entenng ~dvoc;. Such 
ways of sheltering and concealing belong to the sphere of everyday 
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relations. They do not manifest the pre-eminent level of the essence 
of concealment. It is already more essential to say (Odyssey, III, 16) 
that the earth shelters the dead. The Iliad, XXIII, 244, speaks of 'Aiot 
xt:v{)wpat, of being ensconced in Hades. Here the earth itself and the 
subterranean come into relation with sheltering and concealing. The 
essential connection between death and concealment is starting to ap
pear. For the Greeks, death is not a "biological" process, any more than 
birth is. Birth and death take their essence from the realm of disclosive
ness and concealment. Even the earth receives its essence from this 
same realm. The earth is the in-between, namely between the conceal
ment of the subterranean and the luminosity, the disclosiveness, of the 
supraterranean (the span of heaven, ovpavoc;). For the Romans, on 
the contrary, the earth, tellus, terra, is the dry, the land as distinct from 
the sea; this distinction differentiates that upon which construction, set
tlement, and installation are possible from those places where they are 
impossible. Ii!rra becomes territorium, land of settlement as realm of 
command. In the Roman terra can be heard an imperial accent, com
pletely foreign to the Greek yaia and yij. 

The Greek words xpvnrt:tv and xpvnrt:a{)w (whence crypta and 
crypt) mean sheltering concealment KpvmElv applies above all to vv.;, 
the night. Similarly, day and night in general manifest the events of 
disclosure and concealment. Since to the Greeks everything that is 
arises, most basically, out of the essence of concealment and uncon
cealedness, they therefore speak of vv.; and ovpav6c;, the night and 
the light of day, when they want to express the beginning of all that 
is. What is said in that way is what is primordially to be said. It is 
authentic legend, the primordial word. Mv{)oc; is the Greek for the word 
that expresses what is to be said before all else. The essence of pv{)oc; 
is thus determined on the basis of aArj{)t:ta. It is pv{)oc; that reveals, 
discloses, and lets be seen; specifically, it lets be seen what shows itself 
in advance and in everything as that which presences in all "presence." 
Only where the essence of the word is grounded in aArj{)Ela, hence 
among the Greeks, only where the word so grounded as pre-eminent 
legend pervades all poetry and thinking, hence among the Greeks, and 
only where poetry and thinking are the ground of the primordial rela
tion to the concealed, hence among the Greeks, only there do we find 
what bears the Greek name pv{)oc;, "myth." The proposition that there 
is only one myth, namely the pv{)oc; of the Greeks, can hardly be ex
pressed, because it expresses something far too self-evident, just as is 
the case with the proposition that there is only a fiery fire. But "myth" 
does of course have to do with the gods. "Mythology" is about "the 
gods." Certainly. But if we ask what is meant here by "gods," the answer 
is that it refers to the "Greek gods." Yet it is not sufficient to use the 
single God of Christianity as the measure and then point out that the 
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Greeks practiced a polytheism, and indeed a polytheism of gods that 
are comparatively less "spiritual" and altogether of a lesser nature. As 
long as we make no attempt to think the Greek gods in the Greek 
way, i.e., on the basis of the essence of the Greek expenence of Being, 
i.e., on the basis of dArjiJEza, we have no right to say a word about 
these gods, whether in favor of them or against them. 

b) The connection between pv{)oc; and the Greek deities. 
Earth, day, night, and death in relation to unconcealedness. The 

mysterious as one of the modes of concealment. Rejection 
of the negativity in falsity and in dissembling as the one 

and only counter-essence to the truth. 

Since, in these remarks on the "didactic poem" of Parmenides, we are 
seeking the essence of the goddess 'AArj{)EZa, sooner or later a time 
must come when we are forced to elucidate the connection between 
pv{)oc; and the Greek deities, for only these can be considered here. 
Mv{)oc; is legend, this word literally taken in the sense of essential pri
mordial speech. "Night" and "light" and "earth" are a pv{)oc;-not "im
ages" for concealing and unveiling, "images" which a pre-philosophical 
thinking does not transcend. Rather, concealment and unconcealedness 
are in advance experienced in such an essential way that just the simple 
change of night and day suffices to enhance the emergence of all essence 
into the preserving word, pv{)oc;. The mere distinction between light 
and darkness, which we usually ascnbe to day and night, does not, 
taken for itself, say anything. Since the distinction as such says nothing 
about the essence of concealment and disclosure, it does not at all have 
the character of a pviJoc;. The distinction between light and darkness 
remains "unmythical" unless first of all clearness and concealment al
ready appear as the essence of the light and the dark and along with 
them that which comes into the light and recedes into the darkness 
appears in such a way that precisely this coming into the light and 
this receding into darkness make up the essence in which all presence 
and all absence dwell. Only if we pay heed to this will we have a 
measure for comprehending that the primordial thinker thinks Being 
itself on the basis of unconcealedness and concealment. And only if 
we have this measure can we assess the Greek words of concealing 
and sheltering in their essential relations to earth, death, light, and 
night. 

Of course, the bastion of the prevailing essence of truth, veritas and 
tmth as correctness and certitude, is occluding the primordial under
standing of dArjOEza. This does not simply mean that culturally, in histo
riographical presentations of the Greek world, we no longer know and 
appreciate the early Greek "concept of truth," but it means something 
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else, essentially different, something momentous, and for our history 
the only decisive thing: the entirety of beings has in the meantime been 
transformed in such a way that beings as a whole, and therefore also 
man, are no longer determined on the basis of the essence of dArjtJt:za. 
Consequently, as soon as we hear of concealment and of modes of con
cealing, we think immediately, and only, of modes of human activity 
man himself controls. We do not experience concealment a:1d disclosure 
as events which "come over" beings and man. If, however, for the 
Greeks the essence of concealment and unconcealedness was experi
enced so essentially as the basic feature of Being itself, must not conceal
ment itself then display a more pnmordial essence, for which conceal
ment in the form of IJlEVOoc;, dissemblance, in no way suffices? 

Nevertheless, to a certain extent we can still recognize and under
stand different modes of concealment. In fact we must do so, if we 
wish to recapture an ability to glimpse the one mode of concealment 
that for the Greeks, over and beyond IJlEVOoc;, has codetermined the 
truth, the unconcealedness and unhiddenness, of all beings. 

Ordinarily, concealing is for us displacing, a kind of putting "away" 
or putting aside. What is no longer beside us, i.e., nearby (in Greek: 
napa), is gone "away" (in Greek: dno). What is gone away has disap
peared, is absent; what is gone away is, in a certain manner, no more, 
it is destroyed. Destruction, as putting aside, is a form of concealment. 

There is also, however, a kind of concealment that does not at all 
put aside and destroy the concealed but instead shelters and saves the 
concealed for what it is. This concealment does not deprive us of the 
thing, as in cases of dissembling and distorting, withdrawing and put
ting aside. This concealment preserves It is characteristic, e.g., of what 
we calL in a notable sense, the rare. Usually, i.e., for the mere eagerness 
to calculate and to snatch up, the rare i<; <;imply what is available only 
at times and even then only for a few. But what is truly rare is available 
precisely always and for everyone, except that it dwells in a conceal
ment harboring something utterly decisive and holding in readiness 
high claims on us. The proper relation to the rare is not to chase after 
it but to leave it at rest by acknowledging the concealment. 

Perhaps there are modes of concealment that not only preserve and 
put away and so in a certain sense still withdraw, but that rather, in 
a unique way, impart and bestow what is essential. The essential type 
of bestowal and bequest is in each case a concealment, and indeed 
not only of the bestower but of what is bestowed, insofar as the be
stowed does not simply surrender its treasures but only lets this come 
into unconcealment: namely that in it a richness is lodged which will 
be attained to the degree it is protected against abuse. The concealment 
holding sway here is close to the concealment characteristic of the se-
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cret, which may have, though not by necessity, the basic character of 
mystery. The essence of the latter has been foreign to man from the 
moment he "explained" the mysterious simply as the unexplained. The 
mystery thus becomes a "residue" still remaining to be explained. But 
since technical explaining and explicability provide the criterion for 
what can claim to be reaL the inexplicable residue left over becomes 
the superfluous. In this way the mysterious is only what is left over, 
what is not yet accounted for and incorporated within the circuit of 
explicative procedures. 

It would surely be simplistic and not thoughtful at all if we were 
saying that the little ego of some individual man were capable of elevat
ing calculability to the rank of the measure of the reality of the real. 
Instead, the modern age corresponds to the metaphysical depth of the 
course of its history, when, in accordance with its will toward the un
conditional "residuelessness" of all procedure and all organizing, it 
builds broad avenues through all continents and so no longer has a 
place free for that residue in which the mystery would still glimmer 
in the form of mere inexplicability. The secret in the mystery is a kind 
of concealment, characterized by its insignificance, in virtue of which 
the mystery is an open one. We readily misuse the term "open secret" 
or "open mystery" and apply it to the situation where there is precisely 
nothing secret or mystenous at all but where what is already known 
by everyone is not supposed to be brought into the open. The "open 
mystery" in the genuine and <;trict sense, on the contrary, occurs where 
the concealing of the mysterious is simply experienced as concealedness 
and is lodged in a historically arisen reticence. The openness of the 
open mystery does not consist in solving the mystery, thus destroying 
it, but consists in not touching the concealedness of the simple and 
essential and letting this concealedness alone in its appearance. The 
insignificance of the concealment proper to the genuine mystery is al
ready a result of the essence of the simple, which for its part is grounded 
pnmordially. 

Another kind of concealment within the mysterious is displayed by 
the clandestine, under the cover of which, e.g., a conspiracy simmers. 
There the concealment has the character of an extended yet at the same 
time tightly knit ambush, lying in wait for the moment of the sudden 
outburst. The inconspicuous is here, too. But now it takes the form 
of camouflage and deception. Therefore this inconspicuousness must 
explicitly protrude everywhere and must always be concerned with 
safeguarding its outward appearance 

Far away from these modes of concealment, and yet within the sphere 
of the same essence, resides the concealed in the sense of the merely 
not yet known. This concealment includes, e.g., the honzon of scientific 
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and technical discoveries. When the concealed in this sense is brought 
into unconcealedness, there arise "the miracles of technology" and what 
is specifically "Amen can." 

These comments on the essential character of concealment and con
cealedness, considered fully, come down to this: we are here only 
broaching a realm whose fullness of essence we hardly surmise and 
certainly do not fathom, for we are outside the mode of experience 
proper to it. It would therefore also be an error to claim that the rich 
essence of concealedness could be gained just by counting the sundry 
modes of concealment, under the guidance of the various "word mean
ings." If we speak of "kinds" of concealment we do not mean that 
there would be a genus, "concealment in general," to which then, fol
lowing the schema of the usual logical classification, various species 
and their sub-species and variations would be subordinated. The con
nection among the kinds of concealedness is a historical one, and the 
historical must be kept distinct from the "historiographical." The latter 
is information about and acquaintance with the historicaL and indeed 
in a purely technical sense, i.e., it calculates by balancing the past 
against the present and vice versa. Everything historiographical takes 
direction from the historical. History, on the contrary, has no need of 
the historiographical. The historiographer is always just a technician, 
a journalist; the thinker of history is always quite distinct. Jacob Burck
hardt is not a historiographer but a true thinker of history. 

It has been our concern merely to show that unconcealedness does 
not have as its only "opposite" concealment in the sense of dissem
blance and falsity but that there are other modes of concealment of 
a completely different order, bearing no trace of the "negativity" offal
sity and distortion. With these remarks, the mystery can perhaps be
come more open, the mystery that in the metaphysics of the Occident 
falsity could attain status and priority as the only opposite to truth. 
For the present task of an elucidation of the essence of aArjtJt:za, our 
reference to the "species" of concealedness may be useful in helping 
us grasp sooner that mode of concealment constantly present for the 
Greeks but not questioned by them as to its essence, with the exception 
that for the Greeks already the very word denoting this concealment 
and its domain contains enough of its own elucidation. 

Thus we come upon an astonishing thing: despite the fact that the 
modes of concealment having nothing in common with dissemblance, 
distortion, and deception pervade everything so essentially, yet they 
were not explicitly mentioned as modes of concealment. Perhaps it is 
only because they are so essential that they were not explicitly named. 
They appear therefore in each case already under the essential form 
of unconcealedness, which in a certain way retains within itself conceal-
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edness and concealment and even must do so. When we see this con
nection we approach the miracle of the primordial essence of aArjtJt:za. 

We are not sufficiently prepared, however, to say more about it. The 
one thing we now have to consider is that the Greeks do speak of 
a concealment distinct from dissemblance and distortion and related 
to the concealment reticently uttered in piHJoc;. The concealment now 
to be considered is expressed by the Greeks in their words AavtJavt:atJaz, 
tmJ.avtJavt:atJaz. 

Recapitulation 

Supplementary clarification: the "way" of the arriving thinker in 
the "didactic poem." The connection between the essence of the 
goddess and the ways toward and from her home. By-way and 

off-way. The question of the other counter-essence to 
disclosedness. The essence of disclosure and concealment as 
expressed in word and legend. The loss of the word in its 
preservation of the relation of Being to man. The Roman 

transformation of n:J (lj)ov A6yov E"xov into "animal" rationale. 
Reference to Kant, Nietzsche, Spengler. MvtJoc; E'noc; A6yoc;. 

In relation to the third directive given to us by the translation of aArjtJt:za 
as "unconcealedness," we are asking about the oppositional character 
of the opposition in which "truth" stands The previous lecture and 
today's, in their interconnection, accomplish an essential step, decisive 
not only for an insight into the essence of the opposition between truth 
and untruth, but decisive also for understanding Parmenides' didactic 
poem. Therefore the recapitulation of the last lecture must be clarified 
with some supplements and the immediate requirements of our project 
deferred. 

The opposite to "truth" is called, briefly and succinctly, "untruth." 
The word "untruth," and likewise the word "un-just," do not ordinarily 
mean for us simply a failure of justice or a lack of truth. Exactly as 
"in-justice" is counter to justice, against justice, so is "untruth" counter 
to truth. The Occident thinks this counter-essence to truth as falsity. 
In the sphere of this counter-essence to truth, variations of falsity 
emerge in the form of essential consequences of untruth, of its assertion 
and communication. Even for the Greeks themselves, manifold modes 
of dissembling and distorting belong to IJlEVooc;. We call anauz "decep
tion," became in it the appurtenance of the essence of IJlEVOoc; to the 
essential realm of aArjiJt:za becomes visible anew. We must think this 
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word, in everything it denotes, exclusively in the Greek way. 'A-nauz 
is the off-way and the by-way. For the Greeks, however, the basic fea
ture of the way-tj oo6c;, tj pit)oooc; ("method")-is that by conveying 
along the course, underway, it opens up a view and a perspective and 
hence provides the disclosure of something. 

In connection with this remark on the essence of the way, we must 
recall the first verse we selected from Parmenides' "didactic poem," 
where the goddess greets the thinker arnving on a "way" and immedi
ately reveals to him that it is his destiny to have to go along an extraordi
nary way baoc; nawv, outside of, off, the path men usually tread. 
That means something else will show itself to the thinker on his way, 
a view the usual way does not offer to men. Since something extraordi
nary shows itself on the re-.,realing way of the thinker, we have here 
a self-showing, i.e., a disclosing, in a "distinguished" sense. That is also 
why a larger fragment of the "didactic poem" speaks of atjpma, 
"signs." There exists an essential connection between the essence of 
the goddess 'AAtjiJEza and the ways leading to her home, which are 
determinable on the basis of this home. "Way," as providing appear
ances by opening up a view and a perspective, belongs within the realm 
of aAtjiJEza. Conversely, aAtjiJt:za and its holding sway require the ways. 
This essential correlation between aAtjiJEza and oo6c; later comes to 
be known only in a concealed manner, as far as its essential ground 
is concerned, i.e., in the "fact" that a "method" is necessary to obtain 
correct representations. The way, nawc;, nauz, of the thinker does in
deed go off the usual path of men. Yet we leave it open whether this 
"way off" is just a by-way. It could also be the reverse, that the usual 
way of man is merely a perpetual by-way ignorant of itself. A way 
off the path, however, does not have to be a by-way in the sense of 
what is "way out" and unusual. Even a by-way is again not necessarily 
an off-way. The latter, however, is called anauz. The views afforded 
by the off-way represent distortions of that which comes into view on 
the way leading straight to the thing. "To lead on an off-way" is to 
mix up the ways, it is a kind of dissembling and distorting, a kind 
of IJlEVOoc;, and hence is deception. Everything of this sort "runs" 
counter to unconcealedness, counter to truth, and is consequently a 
kind of untruth, or, put in the Greek fashion, a not-disclosing and hence 
a concealing. 

The essence of IJlEVOoc;, thought as the Greeks understood it, receives 
elucidation from the essence of aAtjiJEza, from unconcealedness, i.e., 
from disclosedness. I.Jicvooc;, as the counter-essence to aAtjiJEza, is then 
more clearly determined as dissembling concealment. 'AAtjiJEza for its 
part emerges more determinately as disclosedness in the manner of a 
non-dissembling letting-appear. Unconcealedness is non-dissemblance. 
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The question then arises whether dissemblance and distortion, to
gether with their essential variations, are the only possible modes of 
concealment. The answer must be in the negative, for other modes of 
concealment are possible. Here then is grounded the possibility that 
truth as unconcealedness and disclosure is related to still other modes 
of concealment, and that disclosedness, in its essence, is not fixed to 
non-dissemblance. 

To our way of thinking, this means that the counter-essence to truth 
is not exhausted or fulfilled in falsity. At the same time we might wonder 
whether the "counter" must necessarily have the sense of the purely 
adverse and hostile. 

Of course, for us today, because of the long and unshaken predomi
nance of falsity as the only known and acknowledged opposite to truth, 
it is quite "natural" and a "platitude" to say that only falsity, if anything, 
may stand opposed to truth. Therefore we are inclined to seek the 
counter-essence to aArjOt:za only in IJlf'l]ooc;, even when discussing the 
Greek view. And in fact in a certain sense the Greeks themselves encour
age this tendency, because from early on they identified aAqtJic; and 
cilJlEVOic;, with the result that IJlEVooc; is precisely what is disclaimed 
by the a in aArjtJt:za. The lesson to be drawn is that even if we have 
taken aArjtJt:za seriously, in the sense of unconcealedness and disclosed
ness, and have renounced every misinterpretation of aArjOt:za as veritas, 
that is still no guarantee we are experiencing aArjtJt:za in its primordial 
essence. 

If IJlEVOoc; is not the one and only mode of concealment, what are 
the others? And how can another counter-essence to disclosedness be 
determined from them? The Greeks expenence and express conceal
ment in many ways, not only within the sphere of the everyday han
dling and considering of things, but also from the ultimate perspective 
of beings as a whole. Death, night, day, light, the earth, the subter
ranean, and the supraterranean are pervaded by disclosure and con
cealment and remain mired in this essence. Emergence into the 
unconcealed and submergence into concealment dwell primordially 
everywhere. 

This dwelling of disclosure and concealment, in advance and every
where and always and for every being and in all Being, is expressed 
in the word of the Greeks. It is what is said primordially-the legendary. 
Therefore the essence of the word and of legend, as experienced by 
the Greeks, has its ground and its eminence in the fact that word and 
legend let appear disclosure and concealment, the disclosed and the 
concealed. 

The essential word is not the command, order, proclamation, prom
ise, or "doctrine." A fortiori, the word is never the merely adventitious 
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"expression" of "representations." The word is a way of the disclosive 
preservation of the unconcealment and concealment of beings, a way 
that belongs only to Greek antiquity and is entrusted to its essence. 
In the word and as word the Being of beings is given in relation to 
the essence of man in such a way that the Being of beings, in virtue 
of this relation to man, lets man's essence emerge and lets it receive 
the determination we call the Greek one. According to this determina
tion, man is n:J (cf>ov Aoyov txov-the being that emerges from itself. 
emerges in such a way that in this emerging (<jJumc;), and for it, it 
has the word. In the word, the being we call man comports itself to 
beings as a whole, in the midst of which man himself is. Zcf>ov means 
"living being." But we may not understand (wrj, "life," here either in 
the late Greek, nor in the Roman, nor in the modern "biological" sense, 
as in "zoology." The "living being" is <jJvaEZ ov, a being whose Being 
is determined by <jJvmc;, by emergence and self-opening. To be sure, 
this Greek determination of the essence of man was soon transformed 
by the Roman interpretation: (cf>ov becomes animal, A6yoc; becomes 
ratio. Man is the animal rationale. In modern thought ratio, reason, is 
the essence of subjectivity, i.e., of the !-hood of man. Hence for Kant 
man is the "beast" (animal) that can say "1." If we think (cf>ov as "ani
mal" or more generally as "living being," in the modern-biological 
sense, then we are thinking in the Roman-modern and not the Greek 
manner. All anthropology, the philosophical as well as the scientific
biologicaL understands man as the "thinking animal." In the centuries 
of metaphysics before Nietzsche, the essence of "life" and of "animality" 
was not yet understood as will to power, and man did not yet arrive 
at the pure self-empowering of himself to all power, and hence did 
not "surpass" the p~vious essential determination. Therefore, man of 
today has not yet super-passed man as he was up to now. He is not 
yet the super-man. 

This term, in the sense of Nietzsche's metaphysics, does not mean, 
contrary to popular opinion, a man who has outgrown the normal 
size, with a gigantic bone structure, as muscular as possible, with a 
low forehead, etc. Instead, "super-man" is an essentially metaphysical
historical concept and signifies man hitherto, always already deter
mined as animal rationale, who has passed into the essential domain 
of the will to power as the reality of all that is real. Therefore Nietzsche 
can say the man who has not yet become super-man is the "animal 
that has not yet been identified," i.e., the animal about whose essence 
a final metaphysical decision has not yet been made. Pursuant to this 
ultimate metaphysical determination of man, Spengler wrote in his 
much-read book Der Mensch und die 1i?chnik Beitrag zu einer Philosophie 
des Lebens, (193 L p. 54): "The character of the free beast of prey, in 
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its essential features, has been pas<;ed on from the individual to the 
organized people, the animal with one soul and many hands." Then he 
adds a note: "And with one head, not many." 

Through the Roman re-interpretation of the Greek experience of the 
essence of man, Aoyoc,;, i.e., the word, became ratio. The essence of 
the word is thus banished from its ground and from its essential locus. 
Ratio and reason take its place. Naturally, it is recognized and noted 
that man has the faculty of "language." Language, however, becomes 
one faculty among others. Finally, the curious situation arises that a 
special philosophy, the "philosophy of language," becomes necessary 
parallel to the "philosophy of art" and the "philosophy of technology." 
The appearance of a "philosophy of language" is a striking sign that 
knowledge of the essence of the word, i.e., the possibility of an experi
ence of the primordial essence of the word, has been lost for a long 
time. The word no longer preserves the relation of Being to man, but 
instead the word is a formation and thing of language. Language is 
one of man's possessions, just like eyes and ears, sensations and inclina
tions, thinking and willing; it is the faculty of expressing and communi
cating "lived experience." The word is t>xplained on the basis of vocali
zation, and the latter is explained on the basis of language as a 
phenomenon of expression which happens to be at our disposal. Lan
guage and the word serve to assume "the true" and "truth" into the 
expressive form of the articulation of speech, and in this way they serve 
to announce them. Taken for itself, however, "truth" as "correctness" 
is a matter of the representation of objects. The representing takes place 
in the "interior," and language is the "extenorization" of this interior. 
Thereby correctness is communicated in a correct assertion, and the 
thinking and the rational activity of man enter into the expressive realm 
of language, with the consequence that it is considered wholly in order 
that already with the early Greeks aArjtJt:za occurs predominately in 
connection with inoc; and Einf'iv, with the word and the legendary 
word. But the ground for this "fact" does not reside in the character 
of language as "expression" but in the essence of aArjtJt:za, which, as 
the essence of Being itself. claims the essence of man for itself as that 
"being" that comports itself to beings as such. 

It is not because the truth is often also enunciated, but because the 
essence of word and legend is grounded in the essence of truth and 
belongs to it, that the Greek word for "true," aAqtJic;, occurs already 
in Homer "connected" above all with "speech." A Greek word for the 
word is 6 pvtJoc;. Another word for "word" is £noc;. It is not accidental 
that the primordial poetizing word of the Greeks, the word of Homer, 
is an "epic." Again, another word for "word" is A6yoc,;. We have to think 
that the Greeks from early on had several words for "word." On the 
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other hand, they do not have a word for "language." They have, of 
course, the word yAwaaa, tongue. But they never think the word on 
the basis of the "tongue" by which the word is spoken. Thus their 
determination of the essence of man is not av{)pwnoc; (4Jov yAwaaav 
fxov-the living being that has the tongue. Cows and mules also have 
a "tongue." If, however, it is the essential feature of man to have the 
word and to appropriate it, and if the Greeks experience and under
stand the human being in this way, then is it not necessary that they, 
when they distinguish themselves and their humanity versus others, 
take as a point of reference for the distinction precisely this essential 
feature? 

The Greeks distinguish themselves from other peoples and call them 
f3apf3apoz, ones who have a strange sort of speech which is not pv{)oc;, 
not A6yoc;, not fnoc;. For the Greeks, the opposite to "barbarism" is 
not "culture"; it is dwelling within pv{)oc; and A6yoc;. There has been 
"culture" only since the beginning of the modern period; it began the 
moment veritas became certitudo, when man posited himself for himself 
and made himself, by his own "cultivation," cultura, and by his own 
"creative work" a creator, i.e., a genius. The Greeks are not familiar 
with the likes of either "culture" or "genius." So it is cunous that even 
today the best classical philologists ramble on about the "cultural ge
nius" of the Greeks. From the standpoint of the Greeks, what is called 
"culture" in the modern period is an organization of the "spiritual 
world" produced by the willful power of man. "Culture" is the same 
in essence as modern technology; both are in a strict Greek sense 
unmythical Thought in the Greek way, "culture" and "technology" 
are forms of barbarism, no less than is "nature" in Rousseau. 

MMJoc;, fnoc;, and A6yoc; belong together essentially "Myth" and 
"logos" appear in an erroneomly much-discussed opposition only be
cause they are the same in Greek poetry and thought In the ambiguous 
and confusing title "mythology," the words pv{)oc; and A6yoc; are con
nected in such a way that both forfeit their primordial essence. To try 
to understand pv{)oc; with the help of "mythology" is a procedure 
equivalent to drawing water with the aid of a sieve. When we use the 
expression "mythicaL" we shall think it in the sense just delimited 
the "mythical"-the pui'Joc;-ical-is the disclosure and concealment 
contained in the disclosing-concealing word, which is the primordial 
appearance of the fundamental essence of Being itself The terms death, 
night, day, the earth, and the <;pan of the sky name essential modes 
of disclosure and concealment. 
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§5. The opposite to ciAqtJic;: AatJ6v, AatJic;. The event of the trans
formation of the withdrawing concealment and the human behavior 

of forgetting. 

a) The prevailing of concealment in AavtJavt:atJm. 
The concealment of the forgetter in the forgotten: oblivion. 
Hesiod, Theogony, v. 226f. ArjtJq and the hidden essence 

of Eris (Strife), the daughter of the night. Reference to Pindar. 

In discussing the opposite of cilqtJic; (the unconcealed and the disclos
ing), we already remarked that the opposite would have to reside in 
a AatJic;, AatJov, if it were to be expressed in language immediately 
and appropriately. Instead of that we first encountered u) IJlEVOoc;. But 
this also became clear, that for the Greeks Aavi'Javt:zv, being-concealed, 
has an unequivocal prevailing essential rank, expressed in the proper 
"ruling" function of the phrase Aavi'Javw ijxwv, I approach unnoticed, 
or, in the Greek way: I am in hiddenness as one who is approaching. 
On the basis of these apparently only "grammatical" relations, there 
occurs something else, which we may formulate briefly in this way: 
concealedness and unconcealedness determme beings as such. That 
means disclosedness and concealment are a basic feature of Being. 

The Greeks express the prevailing of concealment above aiL however, 
in the word AavtJavmtJm or imAavtJavt:atJm, which we ordinanly 
translate as "forgetting" and thereby reinterpret it in such a way that 
the Greek essence is lost. Our earlier meditation already showed that 
in "forgetting" there occurs, for the Greeks, a concealment. The forgot
ten is, in the experience of the Greeks, what has sunk away into con
cealedness, specifically in such a fashion that the sinking away, i.e , 
the concealing, remains concealed to the very one who has forgotten 
More precisely and more in the Greek vein, the forgetter is concealed 
to himself in his relation to what is happening here to that which we 
then calL on account of thi'> happening, the forgotten. The forgetter 
not only forgets the forgotten, but along with that he forgets himself 
as the one for whom the forgotten has disappeared. A concealment 
takes place here that at once befalls the forgotten and the forgetter, 
without, however, obliterating them. 

This concealment displays a special radiation. For the event of such 
concealment we have only the word "oblivion"-which actually names 
that into which the forgotten sinks-as the occurrence excluding man 
from the forgotten. In general we conceive forgetting in terms of the 
behavior of a "subject," as a not-retaining, and we then speak of "for
getfulness" as that by which something "escapes" us, when, because 
of one thing, we forget another. Here forgetfulness is poor attention. 
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In addition, there is the forgetting explained as a consequence of 
"memory-disturbances." Psychopathology calls this "amnesia." But the 
word "forgetfulness" is too weak to name the forgetting that can befall 
man; for forgetfulness is only the inclination toward distraction. If it 
happens that we forget what is essential and do not pay heed to it, 
lose it and strike it from our minds, then we may no longer speak 
of "forgetfulness" but of "oblivion." The latter is a realm something 
may arrive at and come to and fall into, but oblivion also befalls us 
and we ourselves permit it in a certain way. A more appropriate name 
for the event of oblivion is the obsolete word "obliviation" [ Vergessung]: 
something falls into oblivion. We are always in such a hurry that we 
can scarcely pause a moment to inquire into "oblivion." Is oblivion, 
into which "something" falls and sinks, only a consequence of the fact 
that a number of people no longer think of this "something"? Or is 
the latter, that people no longer think of something, already for its part 
only a consequence of the fact that people themselves are thrust into 
an oblivion and can therefore no longer know either what they possess 
or what they have lost? What then is oblivion? It is not just a human 
product and it is not simply human negligence. 

If we now think of oblivion as the concealedness belonging to a char
acteristic concealment, then we first approach what the Greeks name 
with the word ArjtJq. In Hesiod's Theogony (V. 226f.) we read: 

Avrap "Epu:; mvyqn] H'xE piv I /Ovov aAylvOEVW 
Ar]{}I]v TE AIJlOI' u· xai 'A,,yra haxpv6Evra 

"But the (goddess) Stnfe, the dark one, gave birth to Trouble, the one 
who bnngs sorrow, 
As well as Oblivion and Absence and Suffenng, the tearful." 

ArjtJq, "Lethe" is the daughter of "Eris." She is mentioned to
gether with Azp6c;, mistakenly translated as "Hunger." Of course forget
ting is "painful" just as "hunger" is painful and agonizing. But the ef
fects of forgetting and of hunger on the state of the body and soul, 
i.e., in modern terms, the physiological and psychological, or, in short, 
the "biological," aspects of forgetting and hunger do not "interest" the 
Greeks. Therefore something else is meant when ArjtJq and Azp6c; are 
mentioned together. It is not their effects on man but their own essence 
that sustains their identity. ArjOq, oblivion, is a concealment that with
draws what is essential and alienates man from himself. i.e., from the 
possibility of dwelling within his own essence. Azp6c; does not mean 
"hunger" in the sense of the desire for food; the word is connected 
to Acinw, to leave, to let disappear, and means absence of nourishment. 
Azp6c; does not mean the non-satisfaction of human desires and needs, 
but it refers to the occurrence of the absence of a donation and distribu-
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tion. Such absence is essentially characterized by falling-away, as is con
cealment. Let us reflect on this: something falls and thereby falls away. 
This falling away is a kind of being-away and being-absent. What falls 
away no longer returns to what is present, and yet this "away" turns, 
in its turning away, against what is present, and specifically in the un
canny fashion that it takes no notice of it. Here we catch sight of the 
hidden essence of the oppositional and the conflictual, which explains 
why Arjth] and .lzp6c; art> said to be descended from "Eris," the goddess 
"Strife." If hardship and suffering are mentioned here as descendants 
of Strife, then precisely this origin in strife should teach us to avoid 
the modern mi~interpretation and not attempt to understand pain and 
suffenng "psychologically" as kinds of "lived experiences." Our usual 
interpretation of them in terms of lived experience is the main reason 
Greek tragedy is still entirely sealed off to us. Aeschylus-Sophocles on 
the one side, and Shakespeare on the other, are incomparable worlds. 
German humanism has mixed them up and has made the Greek world 
completely inaccessible. Goethe is disastrous. 

In Hesiod's Theogony only this is said about ArjtJq, that it, together 
with lzp6c;, was born to Eris. "Epzc; herself is the daughter of Nv~, 
which is called oAorj, an eponym in Homer and Hesiod often belonging 
to Mozi>a. We translate oAorj as "ruinous." This again is "correct," and 
yet it is quite un-Greek, for we do not see why the night is supposed 
to be "ruinous." To ruin is to destroy, to annihilate, i.e., to deprive 
of being, i.e., for the Greeks, to take away presence. The night is oAorj 
because it lets all that is present disappear into concealment In what 
respect Mofpa is called oAor] will be clarified when we consider Par
menides' expression, MO!i>a xaxr], "evil fate." What Hesiod says of 
ArjOIJ is sufficient for the Greeks to grasp the essence; however, for 
us moderns it is too little and does not enable us to see clearly the 
essence of Arj1'JI] and to recognize its e<;sential relation to aArjtJt:za. In
deed we often encounter ArjOIJ. especially in the poets, although they 
do not mention it in the decisive way the thinkers speak of aArjOt:za. 
Perhaps it rather corresponds to the essence of Ar]tJq to be passed over 
in silence. We reflect too rarely on the fact that the same Greeks to 
whom the word and speech were bestowed primordially could, for that 
very reason, keep silent in a unique way as well. For "to keep silent" 
is not merely to say nothing. Without something essential to say, one 
cannot keep silent. Only within essential speech, and by means of it 
alone, can there prevail essential silence, having nothing in common 
with secrecy, concealment, or "mental reservations." The Greek think
ers and poets largely keep silent over ArjOq. But perhaps it is not an 
accident that at the time of the completion of the Greek world the 
essence of ArjOIJ was once more explicitly remembered in a significant 
context. Before we consider it in detail, let us take up a verse from 
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Pindar's seventh Olympic Ode, for it can clarify the Greek es~ence of 
Arjl'h] in one important re<;pect Of cour<;e we must renounce listening 
to the poetic splendor of this Ode as a whole or even only of the part 
immediately concerning m. 

b) Awe in Pindar, Olympic Ode VII, 48f.; 43ff.; and in Sophocles, 
Oedipus at Colonus, 1267. 'Apnrj (resoluteness) as the 

disclosedness of man, determined on the basis of aArjtJt:za and aiowc;. 

The poet i~ telling the piHJoc; of the coloni:tation of the celebrated island 
of Rhodes. The colonist<; came without a source of gleaming fire and 
therefore had to set up a ~acred place and have sacrifices without fire 
on the high point of the city "Lindos," i.e., on ih axp6uoAzc;. 

u ul;(ll· h. auvpcm, it pof~ 
QAOO(, t'l' 0Xf101U) II I 

It wa~ ~urely not on account of arbitrary negligence that the colonists 
came without fire. Something must have occurred that was not due 
simply to them themselve~. jmt a<; in general what man doe<; and allow<;, 
what man experiences and is capable of, is determined by a properly 
determining e~sence. It is with a reference to this latter that the "myth" 
of the foundation of the city i~ introduced (a a 0 , 4 3ff.) 

t\ o· cip1 ni1 
ffJa.\1 1 xai \ Cif!JlW. ci1 r'Jflc:molOl llpop(l('Jioc;, . \!lic,)c;, · 
iw pin f3ai11m xai \cir'Jcic;,· au'xpap w depoe;,·, 
xai Uafli.\x/1 11fW)'j1CIICu\' cipr'J(n ci/iciv 
i'E;w cf>pt'I'CU\' 

"Awe thrmt\ up the flourhhing of the e~\ence and the JOY dhposing man 
to think ahead, but sometime~ there come~ over it the ~ignle~~ cloud of 
concealment. whilh withhold' from actiom the ~traightforward way and 
place~ them outside what h thoughtfully discJo,ed " 

These words provide a very beautiful poetic elucidation of the essence 
of .~rjtJrr Here .~ai'Ja stands in opposition to aihwc;. We translate by 
"awe." But that word is not meant to denote a "subjective" feeling 
or a "lived experience" of the human "subject." .-\ihwc, (awe) come~ 
over man a~ what is determining, i e .. di~po~ing. As is clear on the 
basis of the opposition to .lcHJa (concealment). awe determines cUrj
r"Jna. the unconcealed in its unconcealedne~s. in which the whole e<;
<;ence of man ~tands together with all human lacultie~ .-\ihwc,. a funda
mental word of Pindar·~ poetry and consequently a fundamental word 

I "They set up a 'aued grove on the acropoli\ with firl'le'' 'auifice' "-Tr 
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of the Greeks themselves. never means. even if we understand awe 
as a disposition, mere bashfulness. anxiousness. or fearfulness The easi
est way to touch the essence of awe [Scheu] a~ meant here is on the 
basis of its counter-e~~ence. "abhorrence" [Abscheu]. Awe disposes m 
toward thinking in advance what disposes the es~ence of man out of 
beings as a whole. Az'hwc,'-thought in the Greek manner-is not a 
feeling man possesses but the disposition. as the dispming, which deter
mines his essence, i e., determines the relation of Being to man. There
fore az'o((Jc;, as the highe..;t. lie~ in C<;<;ential proximity to the higheq 
god . .l.<vc;. Thus Sophocles say<; (Oedip Col.. 126 7). 

ell\' i'cTII ) Ufl xai /.rp i OLJ\ r'J!lxoc., r'JflcJ\Iu\ 
Aioc~<: nr' tfi)'Ol<. ua01. 

"But A1hc.J<,, together with Zcm. hold' the throne of e~~ence. rahed above 
all other~" (being~ man produce~ and ~eh up) 

Being itself smtaim awe, namely the awe over the "to be." In this 
way Being at the very beginning is protective of it~ own es~ence. Az'ou.)c,· 
refers to this awe. which thrmt<; <;omething upon man. h'if3a.\1 1 

apcuh. '..\pn rj is jmt a~ e~~ential a Greek word a~ is az'owc;. and 
the word ap1u.l (r/) h even more untramlatable "Virtue" has too much 
of a "morali~tic" ring. --~uitability," if thought in relation to "ability" 
and "performance," ~ound<> all the more "modern" and would lead 
us astray. 'Apt uj means the emergence and opening up and insertion 
of man's fundamental e~sence in Being. 'Apnrj i'> related to cpva, Pin
dar's word for the e~~ence of man as it emerges into unconcealedne~s 
'Apt: uj and ap1 rJ(u are of the ~a me stem a<; the Latin ars. which became 
the Roman word for 7/\ \'t]. and which we tramlate by "art." On the 
basis of the imertion. emergence, and openness of man·~ es~ence in 
apnr]. he is "re~olute," open, disclo~ing, and dhdosed toward being~. 
In such iipnf.l. re-~olutene~'>. man is in the literal seme "de-cided" with 
regard to the Being of being~. that b. "de-cision" means to be without 
a scission from Being. 

'Apnf.l a..; understood by the Greeks. "resolutene~s." man's disclosed
ness a<; determined by 6 lr]{h w and aih(,)c,·, i'> ~omething e<;<;entially dif
ferent from the modern notion of "re<;olutene~~.-- grounded on man 
as "subject." The e~sence of thi~ resolutene~..; i'> ba~ed on the act of 
will of man positing him~elf willfully on him~elf and only on himself 
The resolutene..;~ of the modern Renai<;sance man derive..; from the will 
to will. Here belong~ (ipt uj a~ thought in the Roman way = virtus, 
in Italian virtu·. whence the word "virtumity." "Re..;olutene~~ .. in the 
modern sense i'> the fixed ordination of the will upon ihelf and belong<; 
metaphy'>ically within the essence of the will to will. the pre~ent form 
of which is exhibited by the will to power. Re~olutene~~ in the modern 
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sense is metaphysically not grounded on aArjtJt:za but on the self
assurance of man as subject. i.e .. on subjectivity. Resoluteness, as con
ceived in the modern way, is the willing of what is willed in its own 
will; this will drives it to willing. "Being-driven" is in Latin fanatice. 
The distinguishing characteristic of modern resoluteness is "the fanati
cal." As understood by the Greeks. however, resoluteness, the self
disclosing opening up toward Being, has another origin of essence, 
namely a different experience of Being-one based on aiowc;. awe. Awe 
thrusts to man, and bestows on him, apna. Awe as the essence of 
Being conveys to man the disclosure of beings. But opposed to aiowc; 
there holds sway AatJa. the concealment we call oblivion. 

Recapitulation 

I) The three titles of the essential history of the Occident. 
Reference to Being and Time. Essential thinking. Reference 

to Holderlin and Pindar. The beginning of the essential relation 
of Being to man in word and legendary word. The Greek essence 

of man. Reference to Hesiod. 

Beyond the modes of dissemblance and distortion. there prevails a con
cealment appearing in the essence of death. of the night and everything 
nocturnaL and of the earth and everything subterranean and supra
terranean. Such concealment pervades beings as a whole, from first 
to last. Yet it bears in itself a mode of possible disclosure and uncon
cealedness of beings as such, one that in advance penetrates everything. 
But wherever. as well as however. beings let themselves emerge for 
the Greeks into unconcealedness, there Being is "put into words" in 
an eminent way. In view of the pnmordiaL all-pervasive occurrence 
of concealment and disclosure, the word is no less original in essence 
than disclosure and concealment. The proper essence of the word is 
that it lets beings appear in their Being and preserves what appears, 
i.e., the unconcealed, as such. Being manifests itself primordially in 
the word. 

If we attempt to dbcover, from this primordial essential relation of 
Being and word, the hidden essential history of the Occident. then we 
can name the simple events of this history with three titles. (The use 
of such titles is of course always precarious if one does not go beyond 
the mere titles.) The beginning of the essential history of the Occident 
can be expressed by the title "Being and word." The "and" indicates 
an essential relation which Being itself (and not man, who can only 
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reflect on it subsequently) lets emerge in order to bring its es<;ence to 
truth therein. With Plato and Ari<;totle, who speak the beginning of 
metaphysics, the word becomes ,\6yoc,; in the sense of assertion. In the 
course of the unfolding of metaphysics this h transformed into ratio, 
rea~on, and spirit. Weqern metaphysics, the history of the esseuce of 
the truth of beings as ~uch and a~ a whole, the history expre<;<;ed in 
thinking from Plato to NietLsche, comes under the title "Being and 
ratio." That i'> why, in the age of metaphysics and only in it, "the irra
tional" al<;o appear~ and, in ih wake, "lived experience." As regard<; 
the title "Being and time," "time" means here neither the calculated 
time of the "clock," nor "lived time" in the sense of Bergson and others. 
The name "time" in this title, according to its clearly expressed affilia
tion with Being, is the given name of a more original es<;ence of a.h],'Jna 
and designates the e~sential ground of ratio and of all thinking and 
saying. In "Being and time," no matter how strange it must sound, 
"time" is the given name of the primordial ground of the word "Being 
and word," the beginning of the e<;~ential history of the West, i'> thereby 
experienced more primordially. The treatise Being and Time only points 
to this event in which Being it<;elf be<;tows on Western man a more 
primordial experience. This more original beginning can only occur a~ 
the first beginning to a historical people of thinkers and poets in the 
West. These statement~ have nothing in common with a swaggering 
mi<;-;ionary consciousness; quite to the contrary, they have to do with 
the experience of the confusiom and the difficultie<; with which a people 
can only slowly fit itself into the place of the destiny of the West, a 
de~tiny that conceals a world-de~tiny 

Therefore we need to know that this historical people, if the word 
"victory" is appropriate here at aiL has already been victoriom and 
i~ invincible, provided it remaim the people of poet-; and thinkers that 
it is in its essence, and as long as it does not fall prey to the terrible
alway~ menacing-deviation from and mistaking of it<; e<;<;ence 

I am not saying anything new here, as no thinker at all may be the 
slave of the pleasure to say the new. To find new thing~ and to search 
for them is a matter of "research" and technology. Essential thinking 
must always say only the same, the old, the oldest, the beginning, and 
must <;ay it primordially How is this expressed by Holderlin, who i'> 
the mo~t German poet became he poetizes inspired by the Western 
history of Being itself, and who i<; therefore the fir<;t poet of the Germans 
to appear, how is it expres<;ed in his poem entitled "The song of the 
German"? 1 

I Hiilderlin. Wake (Hellingra!h). IV. p 129 Even lh<: gc•nilive in !his 1i!le i~ already 
enigmalicall) eljuivocal 
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0 holy heart of the people, 0 fatherland' 
Patiently accepting everything like the silent mother earth 

And altogether unappreciated, even if already the others 
Obtain from your depth~ what i~ be~t in them 

They harve~t the thoughts and the spirit from you, 
They love to pick the grapes, and yet they blame 

You, unshaped wine-~talk 1 that you 
Err around on the ~oil wildly and wavering 

For the Greek-; the word a<; pv{Joc;. hroc;, 'pr]pa. and .Myo<,· is that 
by which Being assigns itself to man, -;o that he might pre<;erve it, in 
his own essence. as what is a~signed to him and might. for hi'> part, 
find and retain his e-;-;ence as man by means of such preservation. 
Therefore the destiny, "to have the word," .\oyov i\tzv, is the essen
tial characteri<;tic of the humanity that became hi'itorical a.; Greek 
humanity. 

Because legend, as the di'iclosing word, harbors the primordial rela
tion of Being to man, and thereby al<;o the relation of man to beings, 
legend and legendary dictum are, a<; beings, more than every other 
being that man in some way creates and sets up. The 'prjpa. the dictum 
that speaks and is <;poken, -;urpa<;<;e<; all i-'pypaza, according to Pindar 
(Nem IV, 8) Neverthele<;<;, not jmt any word i'> superior to every other 
"work," but only that dictum standing in the favor of xc1pz<,·. <;O that 
in the word the be<;towal of the grace of emergent Being appear<; We 
of today, and in general modern "culture," can now hardly obtain even 
a vague idea of how for the Greeks the word and legend initiate, -;mtain. 
and fulfill the e<;-;ential relation of Being to man. In particular. the ordi
nary and mo'>t acce~~ible "picture" of ancient Greece would prevent 
us from duly reflecting on the all-<;mtaining relation between Being 
and word. For we are told that the works of architecture and sculpture 
of the Greeks, their temples and <;tatues. their vases and paintings, are 
no les-; an "expre-;<;ion" of Greek lived experience than their thought 
and poetry. Accordingly, the emphasis we placed on the relation be
tween Being and word. if not exactly "fai'>e," would in any ca~e be 
one-sided. Our meditation on the e-;-;ence of a.\rjr'Jna will return to 
thi-; objection at the appropriate place 

Only where a humanity i'> enu usted with the e-;-;ence. to have the 
word, .16rm· i\rn·. only there doe-; it remain a-;<;igned to the pre<;erva
tion of the unconcealednes-; of being<;. Only where thi'> a<;signment 
holds sway and where unconcealedne-;~ appear<; in advance a~ Being 
it'ielf. only there does concealment al-;o prevail in a way that can never 
be the mere contrary and crude oppo<;ite to di<;closure, i.e .. in the mode-; 
of dis-;emblance. distortion. mi~guidance, deception, and falsification. 

Became there i-; still a more original mode of concealment to be di<>-
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tinguished from all that. the Greeks named it with a word which. in 
distinction to rpt:vooc; and ananz and mpaAAt:zv, immediately seizes 
upon the relation to the original stem: concealment as ArjtJq. 

But now since knowledge of the essence of aArjtJt:za is co-deter
mined by a knowledge of the essence of ArjtJq, and since we who live so 
much later are wont to interpret ArjtJq. understood as "forgetting," 
in the sense of the "lived experience" and comportment of a "sub
ject," therefore it is necessary to recognize clearly in advance the 
essential connections prevalent in the relation between ArjtJq and 
aArjtJt:za. 

Granted, the Greek thinkers did not speak of these essential relations 
as we now are forced to express them. Precisely because the Greek 
essence of man is fulfilled in the "to have the word," Greek man could 
also "have" and retain the word in that pre-eminent way we call silence. 
The Greeks are often silent. especially about what is essential to them. 
And when they do express the essentiaL it is in a way that even then 
does not break the silence. Here we are referring to the ground of the 
pre-eminence of the tragic word in their tragedies. This is the tragic 
word's essential ambiguity, not created by the poets for its dramatic 
"effect" but spoken to them out of the essence of Being. 

Why should not the Greeks. who "have" the word in such a way. 
keep silent and comport themselves in a concealing way precisely where 
they experience the original concealment itself. ArjtJq? But how could 
they keep silent about it without sometimes speaking of it? Hesiod men
tions ArjtJq together with Azp6c;. i.e., together with the absence of nour
ishment. Both originate in the concealing night as the provenance of 
their essence. Pindar names the veiling essence of ArjtJq in another re
spect and directs our regard to its hidden essence. 

c) Ilpaypa: action. The word as the realm of the essence of the 
human hand. Handwriting and typewriting. 'OptJ6c; and rectum. 

Essential action and the way toward the unconcealed. Oblivion as 
concealment. Man's being "away" from unconcealedness, and the 
word of the signless cloud. Darkening. The withdrawal of ArjtJq. 

Reference to Pindar and Hesiod. 

Pindar speaks of AatJac; a1ixpapw vi<j>oc;. i.e .. the signless cloud of 
concealment. Thereby he indicates unequivocally the veiling essence 
of what we call "oblivion." The cloud, passing or standing in front 
of the sun, conceals the brightness of the sky, hides the light. and with
draws clarity. It brings darkening and gloom over things as well as over 
man, i.e .. over the relation of both to one another, over that in which 
this relation dwells. As a consequence of the darkening, the things 
themselves. the aspect they present, and the regard of men viewing 
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that aspect-in short. things and men-no longer stay and move in 
the originally arisen light. If the veiling cloud of oblivion tm{lafvn
comes over things and man-then napiAxt:z npayp(hwv dp{)av ooov 
I i~w ¢pt:vwv-"it draws actions apart from the straightforward way, 
into what is outside the thoughtfully disclosed." 

Here we encounter the word npaypa, customarily translated as 
"thing" or "fact," "matter," "issue." llpanw means to pass through, 
pervade, travel back a path through what is not removed and on this 
way arnve at something and thereupon set it up as present (ipyw, ipyov 
belong in the same sphere of meaning). 

llpaypa means originally, and still in Pindar, this setting up itself 
as well as what is set up; more precisely, npaypa means the original 
unity of both in their relation-the still unseparated and essentially 
inseparable unity of the setting up in the arrival at something and of 
what is reached in the arrival and is then present as unconcealed. 
Ilpaypa is here not yet distinguished and set apart and separated as 
thing and fact from npa~zc; as presumed "activity." llpaypa is not yet 
narrowed down to the concept of "thing," the matter "at hand" to 
be dealt with, to be acted upon Nevertheless we have translated 
npiiypa precisely by "action" [Handlung]. Although "action" is not the 
literal translation of npaypa, yet. correctly understood, "action" does 
touch the originally essential essence of npaypa. Things "act" [han

deln], insofar as the things present and at hand dwell within the reach 
of the "hand" [Hand]. The hand reaches out for them and reaches them: 
npant:z, the reaching arrival at something (rrpaypa), is essentially re
lated to the hand 

Man himself acts [handelt] through the hand [Hand]; for the hand 
is, together with the word, the essential distinction of man. Only a 
being which, like man, "has" the word (pv{)oc;, A6yoc;), can and must 
"have" "the hand." Through the hand occur both prayer and murder, 
greeting and thanks, oath and signal, and also the "work" of the hand, 
the "hand-work," and the tool. The handshake seals the covenant. The 
hand brings about the "work" of destruction. The hand exists as hand 
only where there is disclosure and concealment. No animal has a hand, 
and a hand never originates from a paw or a claw or talon. Even the 
hand of one in desperation (it least of all) is never a talon, with which 
a person clutches wildly. The hand sprang forth only out of the word 
and together with the word. Man does not "have" hands, but the hand 
holds the essence of man, because the word as the essential realm of 
the hand is the ground of the essence of man. The word as what is 
inscribed and what appears to the regard is the written word, i.e., script. 
And the word as script is handwriting. 

It is not accidental that modern man writes "with" the typewriter 
and "dictates" [diktiert] (the same word as "poetize" [Dichten]) "into" 
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a machine. This "history" of the kinds of writing is one of the main 
reasons for the increasing destruction of the word. The latter no longer 
comes and goes by means of the writing hand. the properly acting hand, 
but by means of the mechanical forces it releases. The typewriter tears 
writing from the essential realm of the hand, i.e., the realm of the word. 
The word itself turns into something "typed." Where typewriting. on 
the contrary, is only a transcription and serves to preserve the writing, 
or turns into pnnt something already wntten. there it has a proper, 
though limited, significance. In the time of the first dominance of the 
typewriter. a letter written on this machine still stood for a breach of 
good manners. Today a hand-written letter is an antiquated and unde
sired thing; it disturbs speed reading. Mechanical writing depnves the 
hand of its rank in the realm of the wntten word and degrades the 
word to a means of communication. In addition. mechanical writing 
provides this "advantage." that it conceals the handwnting and thereby 
the character. The typewriter makes everyone look the same. 

We understand "action" (npaypa) as the unitary essential realm of 
the things "at hand" and of the "manipulating" acting man. To "action" 
thus understood there belongs by essential necessity rj 6ooc;. the way, 
as the circumspective course going to and fro between what is at hand 
and the "manipulating" acting man. The way. ()tJ6c;. is called dp{)a. 
The Greek dp{)()<; means "straight ahead," on and along the way, 
namely the way of the view and prospect toward the unconcealed. 
The basic meaning of dp{Jdc; is different from the Roman rectum, that 
which is directed toward what is above because it directs from above 
and commands and "rules" from above. The Roman rectitudo has also 
misconstrued the Greek c>p,'J(niJ<;. which belongs to ()po{wazc;. whose 
essence is onginally attached to ci.lrj{)t:za. The disclosive assimilation 
to the unconcealed within unconcealedness is a going along. namely 
along the way leading straight ahead. dp{)wc;, to the unconcealed. 
'Opofwmc; is op06uzc;. 'Op06c.;. thought in the Greek manner. has. pri
mordially. nothing in common with the Roman rectum or with our 
"right." To the essential realm of rrpaypa. i.e .. to action essentially un
derstood. belongs the way going straight ahead "toward the uncon
cealed." Insofar a<; the veiling cloud bring'> gloom. the way providing 
the view lacks that clarity which would lead it straight away toward 
the unconcealed. Therefore the cloud. within action. leads the way 
astray (napci--beside. off). leads outside of what the thinking ahead. 
the reflecting. and the commemorating provide when they are guided 
by awe. Transposed into concealment, as such a darkening. man stands 
in a certain way outside of what is unconcealed. 

The word "cloud" suggests an experience, and not a mere lived expe
rience, of the essence of oblivion. But no less essential is the poetic 
charactenzation of the concealing cloud. It is called cnfxpapw. The 
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cloud is signless; that means it does not show itself at all. This conceal
ment as darkening keeps itself in hiddenness. All darkening always 
leaves behind a brightness. which, taken for itself. can "appear'' as the 
only brightness. In the fact that the cloud of forgetting concealment 
conceals itself as such, the uncanny character of forgetting comes to 
the fore. Forgetting itself occurs already in an oblivion. If we forget 
something, we are no longer with it. but instead we are already "away," 
"drawn aside." If, in forgetting, we were still with the thing. then we 
could always retain what is forgotten, and then forgetting would never 
occur at all. The forgetting must already have pushed us out of our 
own essential realm. so that we can no longer dwell with that which 
is to fall into oblivion. The essence of the veiling concealment of obliv
ion is first touched by the significant word adxpapw. "signless," in 
the sense of "not showing itself." "hiding itself." Nevertheless, we have 
not yet exhausted the essence of the "signless" as expenenced by the 
Greeks and consequently the essence of oblivion as concealment. 

Tixpap is the sign. that which shows. that which. while it shows 
itself. at the same time shows the condition of some being which human 
comportment reaches and has to reach. Our word "trademark" [ Wahr
zeichen; literally: "true-sign"] would be an appropriate translation. pro
vided we think the "true" in the Greek sense. What shows itself. the 
unconcealed. the indicator. can subsequently also mean "goal." But 
the essence of the "goal" for the Greeks is the limitation and demarca
tion of the direction and range of comportment. Thought in the modern 
way. a "goal" is only the provision of an "intermediate" stage within 
the limitlessness of the ever increasing successes and concerns. The limit 
(nipac;). as thought by the Greeks. is. however. not that at which some
thing stops. but that in which something originates. precisely by origi
nating therein as being "formed" in this or that way, i.e .. allowed to 
rest in a form and as such to come into presence. Where demarcation 
is lacking. nothing can come to presence as that which it is. 'A dxpapw 
vi¢oc;. the signless cloud. i.e .. the cloud that also withholds its own 
presence. is an absent concealment that does not show itself. We can 
now surmise something of the essence of "oblivion." It might therefore 
be appropriate to accentuate once more the principal moments we have 
uncovered. 

Forgetting, as a kind of concealing. is an event that comes over beings 
and over man in his relation to them. Oblivion occurs within the realm 
of the essence of action. Forgetting is not a "subjective lived experi
ence," not a "subjective state" in the sense of a "lapse of memory," 
etc. The concealment here does not touch only what is past but also 
what is present and. above aiL what. in thinking ahead. is approaching 
man and what befits his comportment by providing an assigned direc
tion. The way of man, if awe determines it and brings it the uncon-
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cealed. has such a direction. The way is then a directed op{)a oo6c;. 
Only if the way can proceed into the unconcealed can it go on directly 
to the unconcealed and be the directed way. Only if it is in this manner 
the directed way is it the nght way. What is right has the possibility 
of its essence and the ground of its essence in the disclosing of uncon
cealedness. Since. for the Greeks. the 6p{)6c;-straight. along-holds 
sway and is present only in what is unconcealed and in what goes 
toward the unconcealed. hence only there is an assignment possible 
and a setting up and a "sup-plementing" in the sense of a determining 
direction without any concealing and dissembling-without an occur
rence of Aav{)avov. Thus in the same place Hesiod calls Nereus 
arpcvoia xai aAq{)ia. not distorting and not hiding, he also says of 
him ovoi {)EJllOTEWV Al]{)naz-he does not stand in concealedness with 
regard to the supplementing directions. 

(We will have to discuss {)ipzmt:<; and {)ipzc; when we return to the 
word of Parmenides. Nothing. however. can be said at all about {)ipzc; 
without a preceding meditation on the essence of {)iazc;. "positing," 
as the Greeks think it.) 

Forgetting, as experienced by the Greeks. is neither a subjective state. 
nor is it only related to the past and the "recollection" of it, and neither 
is it simply a matter of thinking in the sense of "re-presentation." Con
cealment places the entire essence of man in hiddenness and tears him 
in this way from the unconcealed. Man is "away" from it. He is no 
longer with it. He neglects and forsakes what is assigned to him. Con
cealment comes over man and draws him away from the npayparwv 
op{)av oo6v. Forgetting is no-longer-being-there-with-it and by no 
means only a no-longer-remembenng as the lack of a representation. 
We are tempted to say the Greeks conceived forgetting not only in rela
tion to cognitive comportment but also with regard to the "practical." 
But when we speak this way then we already think in a non-Greek 
way. for concealment concerns at the very outset man's entire being
with-beings. Only because this is so does forgetting concern at once 
and equiprimordially "theoretical" and "practical" comportment. 

On the basis of this elucidation of the essence of oblivion as conceal
edness. and in view of what is to follow. we can summarize in a kind 
of "definition" the meditation we have completed. AI}{)q, oblivion. is 
the concealment that lets the past. the present. and the future fall into 
the path of a self-absenting absence. And with that it sets man himself 
away into concealedness in relation to this withdrawaL precisely in 
such a manner that this concealment for its part does not. on the whole. 
appear. AI}OI] conceals while it withdraws. It withdraws while. with
holding itself. it lets the unconcealed and its disclosure lapse into the 
"away" of a veiled absence. 
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Recapitulation 

2) The correlation between being, word. gathering. hand. and 
writing. The irruption of the typewriter into the realm of the word 

and of handwriting. The consequence of technology within the 
transformed relation of Being to man. Bolshevism: the 

pre-arranged completely technically organized world. The thinking 
and poetry of the Greeks as regards aArjtJt:za and ArjtJq. 

ArjtJq is concealment. and precisely the one that especially comes over 
things and man. over the reciprocal relation between them. and that 
draws everything in a certain <;eme away from a be<;towed unconcealed
ness in such a manner that the very concealment thereby withdraws 
it'ielf. The pa-;<;age we di-;cm<;ed from Pindar'<; Ode'> (Olympic Ode VII. 
48ff.) wa<; not only meant to point at the cloud-like and signless e~sence 
of lethe. hut at the ~arne time it wa~ to indicate with equal decisivene<;s 
that thi'> unique concealment come<; over the rrpavpaza and. a-; it were. 
befalls them. Of course. it is important to reali7c rrpiiypa mean<; neither 
the thing for it<.clf nor activity for it~elf (npaE,u.;) Ta rrpiiypma i.; here 
rather the word for the one originally inseparable totality of the relation 
between thing-; and man. We translate rrpii}'pa as "action" [llandlung[. 
This word. however. doe'> not mean human activity (actio) but the uni
tary way that at any time thing'> are on hand and at hand. i.e .. arc 
related to the hand. and that man. in hi<; comportment. i c . in his 
acting by mcam of the hand. i'> posited in relation to the thing-; 

From thi-, it h clear how the hand in it<; e~-;ence <,ccure'> the reciprocal 
relation between "being-;" and man There i'> a "hand" only where be
ings as such appear in unconcealedne<;<; and man comports him'>elf in 
a disclosing way toward beings. The hand cntrmt'> to the word the 
relation of Being to man and. thereby. the relation of man to being-;. 
The hand act<; [Die Hand handeltl The hand holds in it<; care the han
dling. the acting. the acted. and the manipulated Where the l''>Sential 
i-; -;ecured in an e~sential way. we therefore -,ay it i-; ''in good hand~.-
even if handle<; and manipulation<; are not actually nece..sary The essen
tial correlation of the hand and the word a-, the e-;sential dbtingubhing 
mark of man i<; revealed in the fact that the hand indicates and by 
indicating dhclo-;c-, what wa-, concealed. and thereby mark-; off. and 
while marking off form<; the indicating mark' into formatiom [indem 
sie zeigt und ze(qmd zeichmt zmd zciclznend die ;:e(qt'llden Zeichen zu Gebilden 
bildetl The-;e formation-; are called. following the "verb" rp6¢t·n·. 
vpappa w. The word indicated by the hand and appearing in '>Uch 
marking is writing. We -;till call the theory of the structure of language 
"grammar." 
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Writing. from its originating essence. is hand-writing. We call the 
disclosive taking up and perceiving of the written word "reading'' or 
"lection" ["Lesen"]. i.e .. col-lection. gathering-("gleaning" ["Ahren 
lesen"]), in Greek Aiyt:zv-A()yoc;; and this latter. among the pnmordial 
thinkers. is the name for Being itself. Being. word. gathering, writing 
denote an original essential nexus. to which the indicating-writing hand 
belongs. In handwriting the relation of Being to man. namely the word. 
is inscribed in beings themselves. The origin and the way of dealing 
with writing is already in itself a decision about the relation of Being 
and of the word to man and consequently a decision about the comport
ment of man to beings and about the way both. man and thing. stand 
in unconcealedness or are withdrawn from it. 

Therefore when writing was withdrawn from the origin of its essence. 
i.e .. from the hand. and was transferred to the machine. a transforma
tion occurred in the relation of Being to man. It is of little importance 
for this transformation how many people actually use the typewnter 
and whether there are <;orne who shun it. It is no accident that the 
invention of the printing press coincides with the inception of the mod
ern period. The word-<;igns become type. and the writing stroke disap
pears. The type is "set." the set becomes "pressed." This mechanism 
of setting and pres<;ing and "printing" is the preliminary form of the 
typewriter. In the typewriter we find the irruption of the mechanism 
in the realm of the word. The typewriter leads again to the typesetting 
machine. The press becomes the rotary pre<;s. In rotation. the triumph 
of the machine comes to the fore. Indeed. at first. book printing and 
then machine type offer advantage'> and conveniences. and these then 
unwittingly steer preferences and needs to this kind of written commu
nication The typewriter veils the es<;ence of wnting and of the script. 
It withdraws from man the essential rank of the hand. without man's 
experiencing this withdrawal appropriately and recogniLing that it has 
tramformed the relation of Being to his e<;<;ence. 

The typewriter is a signless cloud. i.e .. a withdrawing concealment 
in the midst of its very obtrusivene-;s, and through it the relation of 
Being to man is transformed. It i<; in fact signless. not showing itself 
as to its e<;<;ence; perhaps that is why most of you. as is proven to 
me by your reaction. though well-intended. have not grasped what 
I have been trying to say. 

I have not been presenting a disquisition on the typewriter itself. re
garding which it could jmtifiably be asked what in the world that has 
to do with Parmenide'>. My theme was the modern relation (trans
formed by the typewriter) of the hand to writing, i.e . to the word. 
i.e . to the unconcealedne<;s of Being A meditation on unconcealedness 
and on Being does not merely have -;omething to do with the didactic 
poem of Parmenides. it ha-; everything to do with it. In the typewriter 
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the machine appears. i.e .. technology appears. in an almost quotidian 
and hence unnoticed and hence signless relation to writing, i.e .. to the 
word. i.e .. to the distinguishing essence of man. A more penetrating 
consideration would have to recognize here that the typewriter is not 
really a machine in the stnct sense of machine technology. but is an 
"intermediate" thing, between a tool and a machine. a mechanism. 
Its production. however. is conditioned by machine technology. 

This "machine," operated in the closest vicinity to the word. is in 
use; it imposes its own use. Even if we do not actually operate this 
machine. it demands that we regard it if only to renounce and avoid 
it. This situation is constantly repeated everywhere. in all relations of 
modern man to technology. Technology is entrenched in our history. 

He who has ears to hear. i.e .. to grasp the metaphysical foundations 
and abysses of history and to take them seriously as metaphysicaL could 
already hear two decades ago the word of Lemn: Bolshevism is Soviet 
power + electrification. That means: Bolshevism is the "organic," i.e .. 
organized. calculating (and as +) conclusion of the unconditional 
power of the party along with complete technization. The bourgeois 
world has not seen and in part still does not want to see today that 
in "Leninism." as Stalin calls this metaphysics. a metaphysical projec
tion has been performed. on the basis of which in a certain way the 
metaphysical passion of today's Russians for technology first becomes 
intelligible. and out of which the technical world is brought into power 
That the Russians. e.g .. are always building more tractor factories is 
not primarily what is decisive. but. rather. it is this. that the complete 
technical organization of the world is already the metaphysical founda
tion for all plans and operations and that this foundation is experienced 
unconditionally and radically and is brought into working complete
ness. Insight into the "metaphysical" essence of technology is for us 
historically necessary if the essence of Western historical man is to be 
saved. 

But technology understood as modern. i.e .. as the technology of 
power machines. is itself already a consequence and not the foundation 
of a transformation of the relation of Being to man. Modern mechanical 
technology is the "metaphysical" instrumentanum of such a transfor
mation. referring back to a hidden essence of technology that encom
passes what the Greeks already called rixviJ. Perhaps the transformed 
relation of Being to man. appearing in technology, is of such a kind 
that Being has withdrawn itself from man and modern man has been 
plunged into an eminent oblivion of Being. (Consequently. man can 
now no longer. or in the first place cannot yet. ponder the question 
raised in Being and Time as it is raised there.) 

Perhaps the much-discussed question of whether technology makes 
man its slave or whether man will be able to be the master of technology 
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is already a superficial question. because no one remembers to ask what 
kind of man is alone capable of carrying out the "mastery" of technol
ogy. The "philosophies" of technology pretend as if "technology" and 
"man" were two "masses" and things simply on hand. as if the way 
Being itself appears and withdraws had not already decided about man 
and technology, i.e .. about the relation between beings and man and 
hence about the hand and the word and the unfolding of their essence. 

The question of Ai]tJq interrogates this relation of Being to man. and 
therefore our elucidation of the essence of npaypa. the action of the 
hand. had to refer to the typewriter. assuming a thoughtful meditation 
is a thinking that thinks of our history (the essence of truth). in which 
the future comes toward us. 

People are generally inclined to consider philosophy an "abstract" 
affair. If now. apparently all of a sudden and arbitrarily, we speak of 
the typewriter. that is taken to be a digression. a view attesting to the 
fact that people are precisely not truly disposed to ponder the "concrete" 
they celebrate so much. i.e .. to come within the proxirruty of the essence 
of things and to remove the concealment thrust upon things by mere 
use and consumption. Ai]tJq and the typewriter-this is indeed not 
a digression for anyone not submerged in the oblivion of Being. 

According to Pindar. aiowc;. awe. by which Being itself cares for its 
essence. and through which essence it dispenses aAi]tJt:za to beings and 
to man. has AcWa for its counter-essence. The poetical words of Pindar 
about ArjtJq attest to the fact that for the Greeks the mutual counter
essence of aAi]tJt:za and Ai]tJq was experienced originally. We might 
therefore expect that this essential correlation between aAi]tJt:za and 
Ai]tJq would also. in a correspondingly original way, be thought through 
by the Greeks and posed in thinking. This expectation is not fulfilled. 
The Greeks never did explicitly think through aAi]tJt:za and Ai]tJq with 
regard to their essence and the ground of their essence. since already. 
i.e .. prior to all thinking and poetizing. these pervade the to-be-thought 
as its "essence." The Greeks think and poetize and "deal" within the 
essence of aAi]tJt:za and of Ai]tJq. but they do not think and poetize 
about this essence and they do not "deal" with it. For the Greeks it 
suffices to be claimed by aAi]Ot:za itself and to be encompassed by it. 
It is a sign of the necessity ruling its essence that Greek humanity, at 
its inception. does not need to think about the essence of aAi]tJt:za (and 
of AiJOIJ). And when. at the time of the close of the Greek world. in 
a certain sense a thinking "about" aAi]tJt:za is inaugurated. then this 
inauguration is precisely a sign of that imminent closing. But the history 
of the modern world and its generations is much different. 

When aAi]tJt:za and Ai]iJq are explicitly mentioned in the thoughtful 
speech of the Greeks. there it has the character of primordial legend 
and is pvtJoc;. 
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§6. The Greeks' final word concerning the hidden counter-essence of 
aArjtJt:za. Ar]tJq, (1): The concluding myth of Plato's Politeia. The myth 

of the essence of the polis. Elucidation of the essence of the de
monic. The essence of the Greek gods in the light of aAr]tJt:za. 

The "view" of the uncanny. 

a) The n6Au;. the pole of the presence of beings as determined out 
of aArjtJna. Reference to Sophocles. The reverberation of the 

conflictual essence of aArjtJt:za in the counter-essence to n6Azc;: 
anoAzc;. Reference to Burckhardt. 

The mythical presentation in Hesiod's theogony shows the provenance 
of the essence of Ar]Oq out of fp11.; (strife) and vv.; (night). And Pindar'<; 
ode provides the clarification of a decisive es<;ential relation. The signles<; 
nebulosity of .\rj,'Jq refers to its concealment. which itself hides itself 
and thereby withdraws. This complexity of veiling and letting disappear 
manifests unequivocally enough the provenance of the essence of ArjtJIJ. 
This provenance is nocturnal. The night veib. But the night does not 
necessarily conceal by drawing everything into the blackness of mere 
darkness. Rather. the essence of it<; veiling comi'its in this. that it rele
gates things and people and both in their relation to one another to 
the abode of a concealment. Oblivion. too. in its nocturnal essence. 
does not befall man a<; an individual creature so as to effectuate changes 
in his mode of representation. in consequence of which a person can 
no longer perceive certain objects. Above all. oblivion tears things and 
man away from unconcealedness. in <;uch a manner that the one who 
forget<; dwell~ within a realm in which beings are withdrawn and man 
himself is withdrawn from being<;; and even this reciprocal withdrawal. 
as a relation. i~ withdrawn from unconcealedne<;<;. 

We might expect that where oblivion is experienced in this way as 
withdrawing concealment. the relation between .lr]1'JI] and ci,\r]Ona 
would not only be mentioned immediately but would be thought ex
plicitly and assigned to meditation prior to everything el<;e. This expecta
tion. which is preci<;ely our-; and in no way a Greek one. i-; not fulfilled 
Nevertheless. the reciprocal counter-e<;<;ence between a.lr]I'JE!a and 
Ar/{h] holds sway as the basic feature of beings as a whole. in the mid'it 
of which Greek humanity endures its hi~tory. It b almo-;t as if what 
was always already nearby and experienced i'> explicitly put into words 
only in the age of the completion of Greek humanity. a completion 
that is not a high peak but instead a high pass of tramition to the 
end. The Greek world comes to completion in the thinking of Plato. 
and Aristotle's thinking knows and says this completion in the most 
extreme possible manner. 
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As~uming. therefore, that in Arj1'hJ as the counter-essence to aArjtJt:za 
the primordial oppo-;ite to "truth" holds sway, and assuming further 
that something of the e-;sence of Being show-; it<;elf in the essence of 
this opposition, then the utterance expre-;sing primordially (iArjtJEZa's 
counter-essence. ArjtJrJ. and comequently expressing fi.\rj{)EZa's own e<;
sence. can only be a word corre-;ponding to the character of this primor
dial utterance. And that is J-IiH)o,;. 

In the historical time of the completion of Greek thinking, i.e., in 
Plato, thoughtful utterance take-; the form of "dialogue." It is as if. be
fore the end of Greek thinking, thi<; very thinking, by its own character, 
once more wanted to speak about itself and attest to the essential rank 
the word enjoys where man stands in an immediate relation to ci,\rj,'JEZa. 
In Plato's dialogue "Phaedrus," in the discussion of "the beautiful" (the 
concluding part), we ~ee in addition that Plato recognized very clearly 
the priority of the immediately <;poken word over the merely written 
one. But where would Plato's "dialogues" be if they never had been 
written down themselve<;? 

Plato's most expansive "dialogue" in terms of content and range deals 
with the m>Au;. The Romans say res publica, i.e., res populi, i.e., that 
which concerns the organiLed and e-;tabli<;hed people, what is most 
their "business." Ordinarily we call this Platonic dialogue about the 
m)Au; "Plato's Republic." But the difference between the modern repub
lic, the Roman res publica, and the Greek m>.lu; is as e~~ential as that 
between the modern e-;<;ence of truth, the Roman rectitudo, and the 
Greek a.\rj1'Jna. Actually thb relation already holds on account of the 
fact that the e-;<;ence of the Greek m>.lu; is grounded in the essence 
of aArj1'Jna. A simple reflection, even if our focus i'> elsewhere, must 
still lead m to -;uspect thi~ connection between aArj1'Jtza and m)Az,;. 
That is. if a.\zj,'Jna as unconcealedne<;<; determine<; all beings in their 
presence (and that means, for the Greeks. precisely in their Being), 
then certainly the m>Au; too, and it above all, has to stand within the 
domain of this determination by aArj1'Jna. provided the m>Au; does in
deed name that in which the humanity of the Greeks has the center 
of its Being. 

What i-; the m>.lu;? The word it~elf puts us on the right course. pro
vided we bring to it the all-illuminating Greek experience of the es<;ence 
of Being and of truth. llc).lz'; is the m).\o<.,·. the pole, the place around 
which everything appearing to the Greek<; a-; a being turns in a peculiar 
way The pole is the place around which all beings turn and precisely 
in ~uch a way that in the domain of thi-; place beings show their turning 
and their condition. 

The pole, as thi<; place. let<; being-; appear in their Being and show 
the totality of their condition. The pole doe-; not produce and doe'> 
not create being~ in their Being, but as pole it i-; the abode of the uncon-
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cealedness of beings as a whole. The n6Au; is the essence of the place 
[Ort]. or. as we say, it is the settlement [Ort-schaft] of the historical 
dwelling of Greek humanity. Because the n6Azc; lets the totality of beings 
come in this or that way into the unconcealedness of its condition. 
the n6Azc; is therefore essentially related to the Being of beings. Between 
n6Azc; and "Being" there is a primordial relation. 

This word n6Azc; is. in its root. identical with the ancient Greek word 
for "to be," nfAt:zv: "to emerge. to rise up into the unconcealed'' (Cf. 
Sophocles. Antigone. noMa ra &zva . .. nfAt:z) .' The n6Azc; is neither city 
nor state and definitely not the fatal mixture of these two inappropriate 
characterizations. Hence the n6Azc; is not the notorious "city-state" but 
is. rather. the settling of the place of the history of Greek humanity
neither city nor state but indeed the abode of the essence of this human
ity. This essential abode gathers originally the unity of everything which. 
as the unconcealed. comes to man and is dispensed to him as that 
to which he is assigned in his Being. The n6Azc; is the abode. gathered 
into itself. of the unconcealedness of beings. If now. however. as the 
word indicates. aArjtJt:za possesses a conflictual essence. which appears 
also in the oppositional forms of distortion and oblivion. then in the 
n6Azc; as the essential abode of man there has to hold sway all the 
most extreme counter-essences. and therein all excesses. to the uncon
cealed and to beings. i.e .. counter-beings in the multiplicity of their 
counter-essence. Here lies concealed the primordial ground of that fea
ture Jacob Burckhardt presented for the first time in its full bearing 
and manifoldness: the fnghtfulness, the horribleness. the atrociousness 
of the Greek n6Azc,;. Such is the rise and the fall of man in his historical 
abode of essence-vrpfrroAzc;-c'irroAzc;-far exceeding abodes. homeless. 
as Sophocles (Antigone) calls man. It is not by chance that man is spoken 
of in this way in Greek tragedy. For the possibility. and the necessity, 
of "tragedy" itself has its single source in the conflictual essence of aAr]
tJt:za. 

There is only Greek tragedy and no other besides it. Only the essence 
of Being as expenenced by the Greeks has this primordial character 
that "the tragic" becomes a necessity there. In the introduction to his 
lectures on the "history of Greek culture," Jacob Burckhardt knowingly 
inserts a thesis he heard as a student from his teacher in classical philol
ogy at Berlin. Bockh, and it runs as follows: "the Hellenes were more 
unhappy than most people think." Burckhardt's presentation of the 
Greeks. which he often repeated in his lectures at Basel from I 872 
on. was constructed entirely on this insight. or. rather. surmise. Nie
tzsche had in his possession an auditor's transcript of these lectures. 
and he cherished the manuscript as his most precious treasure. Thus 

1. Antigone, verse 332f ['There are many strange thing~'"-Tr 1 
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Jacob Burckhardt himself contnbuted to the fact that Nietzsche still 
thought the essence of the Greek world and of its n6Au; in a Roman 
way. For Burckhardt considered the Greeks with a view toward the 
"history of Greek culture," by which he means the "history of the Greek 
spirit" (Introduction. p. 3). The concepts of "spirit" and "culture," no 
matter how they are defined, are representations belonging to modern 
thought. Burckhardt gave these representations a special stamp on the 
basis of his discovery of the "Italian Renaissance." In this way, essen
tially Roman, Romanic, and modern concepts flow into Burckhardt's 
historical thinking. Burckhardt thinks the totality of history according 
to three "forces": "state," "religion," "culture." The state is. in the mod
ern view, a power. Burckhardt agrees with the thesis of F. Chr. Schlosser. 
that "power is in itself evil." This thesis has often been repeated in 
several variations. Power is called "demonic," but no reflection is given 
to the essence of power. nor is it said what "demonic" is supposed 
to mean here. The characterization of power as "evil" and "demonic" 
is a metaphysical judgment on something undetermined in its meta
physical essence. But a discussion in these terms does not even reach 
the perimeter of the essence of the n6Azc;. The essence of power is foreign 
to the n6Azc;. with the consequence that the charactenzation of power 
as "evil" finds no ground there. The essence of power. as meant in 
modern thinking about the state. is founded in the metaphysical presup
position that the essence of truth has been transformed into certitude. 
i.e .. into the self-certitude of the human being in his self-positing. and 
that this latter is based on the subjectivity of consciousness. No modern 
concept of "the political" will ever permit anyone to grasp the essence 
of the n6Azc;. 

b) Preparation for a detour over the path of a commentary on 
Plato's dialogue on Ar]tJq and the n6Azc;. Order: Ll{xq. The mortal 

course of the sojourn in the polis and the presence of beings after 
death. Christian Platonism. 

Reference to Hegel. 

Perhaps. however. aArjtJt:za itself casts an appropriately clarifying light 
on the essence of the n6Azc;. enabling us to see why disorder and even 
disaster abound in the n6Azc; as the essential abode of historical man. 
These belong to the n6Azc; because every unconcealment of beings 
stands in conflict with concealment and accordingly also with dissem
blance and distortion. Now. if the essence of unconcealedness and of 
concealment pervades the abode of the essence of historical man. then 
a Greek dialogue about the n6Azc;. assuming it is a thoughtful dialogue. 
must treat of the essence of aAr]Ot:za. Plato does speak about aArjtJt:za. 
indeed in the manner of a pvtJoc;. at the beginning of Book VII of his 
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dialogue on the m>Au;. This "myth" is known as Plato's "cave-allegory." 
Many meaning'> have been attributed to this "allegory," but never the 
simple and most obvious. What is at issue in this "allegory," as even 
it<; name suggests, is a cave. a hiding. a concealing, and also uncon
cealedness. This same Platonic dialogue on the m)Azc;. which contains 
a Jlv{Joc; about aAr],'Jt:za. concludes. at the end of Book X. with 
another JlV{Joc;. The high point of this JlVOoc; is what it says about Arjt'h] 
(Plato. Politeia. X. 6 I 4b2-62 Ib7) 

The myth of Arj1'h] concluding the dialogue on the m>Azc; is so far
reaching and rich that already for that reason it cannot be presented 
here in full. Besides. any merely reportorial presentation is otio<;e if 
it is to take the place of a meticulous interpretation But we are lacking 
what is essential to carry out such an interpretation: an experience 
of the basic character of myth in general and of its relation to Plato's 
metaphysics. The interpretation of the individual features of this partic
ular JlV{Joc.; would only then be set in motion. So we are forced to 
make a detour. We <;hall limn the main features in broad strokes. with 
the intention. however. of bringing into focus the basic character of 
the whole. at lea<;t according to one a<;pect. Thi'> coincides with the 
question of the <;tanding of .lrjl'h] in the whole of the myth. i.e., to 
what extent this whole ha-; to lead to the naming of .lrj,'hJ The whole 
of this myth is built upon. and is <;upported by, the entire dialogue 
on the m>Azc;. In the n6Azc., as the abode of the e<;<;ence of hi<;torical 
man. the abode that di<;clo<;e<; and conceals beings a<; such, man is en
compassed by everything that. in the <;trict sense of the word. is ordered 
to him but is thereby also withdrawn from him. We do not under<;tand 
"ordered" here in the extrimic seme of "added to" or "put on," but 
in the seme of "assigned." a-, that which is ordained to man. in <;uch 
a way that man h delivered over to thi<; and i'> ordered into it. and 
must abide in it. if his essence i'> to he in order What is ordered to 
man in this way. what befit<; man and order-; him. we name with the 
-;ingle word order. in Greek: oixrJ. 

In the ver-;e~ we already translated from the first fragment of Parmeni
des' didactic poem. we encountered /){xrJ together with l'h'Jl'C..' If there 
we used "order" to tramlate the word h{xrJ (which for the Greek<; im
mediately resonate!> with hdxvVJll. to demomtrate. to indicate. and 
ozxd\', to thrmt). then "di-;onkr" comes to mind a-; the obvious 
counter-word. But the "order" meant here b not the counter-essence 
to jmt any sort of "disorder" we might imagine. We mean "order'' as 
an indicating, demomtrating. a~-;igning. and at the same time arranging 
and "thrusting" order. It is to this that man has to be ordered. and 
so it i-; preci<;ely out of it that he can err into the path of disorder. 
especially when the assignment conceab itself and fall-; away, with
drawing man from the m)A~<,. tearing him away from :t. '>O that he 
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becomes anoAu;. Man's emerging into order and his standing within 
order, o{xq, is orderliness. 8zxawavvr1. Orderliness is understood here 
as the unveiledness of order, its holding nothing back in secret. The 
dialogue on the n6Au; has to deal with this essential abode with regard 
to what takes place in it, how man dwells in it. The theme of the Politeia 
is 8zxazoavvq. In concord with the orderliness of order or in discordance 
with it man can be oixawc;, orderly, or a8zxoc;, disorderly. In the medita
tion on the noAzc; there arises finally the question of what, for dwelling 
in the essential abode, is ordered to the orderly and the disorderly re
spectively, what, so to say, remains around each person as ordering. 

Now, dwelling in the n6Azc; is a sojourn here on earth, tv{)a&; this 
sojourn in the polis, however, is in each case a nt:pioooc; {)avaw¢6poc; 
(Cf. X, 6I7d7), a sight-filled path and a course traversing to the end. 
and then stepping beyond the assigned temporal span of the earthly 
sojourn. This traversing course is {)avaw¢6poc;; it harbors death and 
thereby leads to death. Yet the mortal course of man through the essen
tial place of history does not exhaust the course and the journey or, 
more generally, the Being, of man. According to Plato, this passage 
of man through a {Hoc;, this ''course of life," is not the only one, but 
instead, after a certain time. man returns in a new form in order to 
begin a new course. The histonography of religion calls this the theory 
of "reincarnation." But we would do well, here again, to remain awhile 
within the compass of Greek thinking. And in that case we would say 
that with the completion of the current mortal course the Being of 
a man is not at an end. That is. in accordance with the essence of 
man, even after one's own death beings remain present in some fashion. 
Therefore the consideration of the m>Azc; arrives ultimately at the ques
tion (X, 6I4a6): 

What remains round about each one respectively (the orderly as well 
as the unorderly) after he has finished (the mortal passage)? What sur
roundings does a man have when he is away from the here of the 
n6Azc; and sojourns "there," ixd? What surroundings does he have, 
where is he, before he again begins a new cour<;e? 

According to our usual, that is, in the broadest sense, "Christian," 
modes of representation, what i'> being raised here is the question of 
the "beyond." Christianity, from early on, following the path of Judeao
Hellenic teachings, has in its own way seized upon the philosophy of 
Plato and has seen to it that from then until now the Platonic philoso
phy, held out as the high point of Greek philosophy, <;hould appear 
in the light of Christian faith. Even the thinking before Plato and Socra
tes is understood on the basis of Plato. as is evident in the ordinary 
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designation of this thinking: it is "pre-Platonic" philosophy, its frag
ments the "fragments of the pre-Socratics." Not only does Greek philos
ophy appear in a Christian theological interpretation, but even within 
philosophy it is presented as the first stage of Christian-occidental think
ing. For the first metaphysical-historical meditations on the whole of 
the thinking of the West, namely Hegel's lectures on the history of phi
losophy, understand Greek philosophy as the stage of immediate think
ing, not yet mediated and not yet come to itself. Only this latter, certain 
of itself, in the modern sense the first "true" thinking, is actual thinking. 
Chnstianity functions here as the stage of mediation. In the wake of 
Hegel, the historiographical research of the nineteenth century adheres 
to all his basic concepts but at the same time, in a remarkable self
deception, rejects his "metaphysics" and flies to "Schopenhauer" and 
"Goethe"; yet even there Greek philosophy in general and the philoso
phy of Plato in particular are represented within the horizon of a Chris
tian Platonism. The same holds for Nietzsche as well, whose much
celebrated interpretation of the "pre-Platonic" philosophers is actually 
Platonic, i.e., Schopenhauerian, and utterly un-Greek. But what could 
be more self-evident than the conviction that the most appropriate in
terpretations of the philosophy of Plato are those approaching it with 
the aid of Platonism? Yet this procedure is comparable to the one that 
would "explain" the fresh leaf of the tree on the basis of the foliage 
fallen to the ground. A Greek interpretation of the thinking of Plato 
is the most difficult, not because this thinking contains in itself special 
obscurities and abysses, but because the following ages, and still we 
today, are inclined to rediscover immediately our own, later thinking 
in this philosophy. In the context of our lectures we must forego even 
naming the basic presuppositions of a Greek interpretation of Platonic 
thinking. The following remarks on Plato's pv{)oc; of Arj{)q are therefore 
in this regard provisional. 

Recapitulation 

I) Politeia: the r6noc; of the essence of the n6Arc;. The essentially 
unpolitical character of the politeia of the polis. The pole of ntAerv. 

The impossibility of interpreting the polis on the basis of the 
"state," Ll{"IJ' and iustitia. Death: transition from "here" to "there." 

Platonism. 

We are meditating on the counter-essence to aArj{)eza, truth in the sense 
of unconcealedness. The primordial counter-essence to a-Arj{)eza is 
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ArjtJq, i.e., the signless concealment that withdraws itself as oblivion. 
The last word of the Greeks that names ArjtJq in its essence is the pvtJoc; 
concluding Plato's dialogue on the essence of the n6Azc;. 

A thoughtful dialogue always speaks of the Being of beings. A Pla
tonic dialogue on the n6Azc; therefore cannot be a consideration of a 
particular n6Azc; existing here or there. The thinker thinks the n6Azc; 
as such; he says what the n6Azc; is, what is its essence. This essence, 
what the n6Azc; itself is in the totality of its proper essential relations, 
i.e., what it genuinely is, is called noAm:ia. A thoughtful dialogue on 
the n6Azc; is from the very outset nothing but a dialogue about the 
noAm:ia. That is what the title says. But this title is still not unequivocal. 
Just as the Greek word ovofa is used in everyday language and means 
there "capital," "possessions," "goods and chattels," "estates," and just 
as at the same time the everyday word ovofa is elevated to a word 
of thoughtful speech and then comes to mean the presence of every
thing present, so noAnda means first, in the language of everydayness, 
the "life" belonging to a polis and determined by it, the dealings in 
it, and then correspondingly means the very structure of the polis in 
general, from which can then be discerned something like a "constitu
tion." This latter must not be understood as a sequence of written prop
ositions and rules, although the word pertains so originally to the "con
stitution" that what is written down does not merely present a 
subsequent "formula" or "formulation." Plato's choice of this name 
noAm:ia as the title of a thoughtful dialogue on the n6Azc; says that 
his theme will be the essential structure of the noAnEia as such and 
consequently the essence of the n6Azc; in general. 

It has been discovered that the noAmda descnbed by Plato has never 
existed "in reality" and should therefore be called a "Utopia," some
thing that has "no place." This discovery is "correct," the only problem 
is it does not understand what it has discovered. In truth it is the insight 
that the Being of beings is "actually" nowhere within beings and is 
not, as it were, on hand as one of their parts. Accordingly, Being should 
also be a "Utopia." But in truth Being, and it alone, is precisely the 
r6noc; for all beings; and Plato's Politeia is not a "Utopia" but exactly 
the opposite, namely the metaphysically determined 16noc; of the es
sence of the n6Azc;. Plato's Politeia is a recollection of the essential and 
not a plan for the factual. 

The n6Azc; is the essential abode of histoncal man, the "where," to 
which man as (cf>ov A6yov txov belongs, the "where" from which alone 
order is ordained to him and in which he is ordered. The n6Azc; is the 
"where," as which and in which order is revealed and concealed. The 
n6Azc; is the way the revealing and concealing of order occur such that 
in these occurrences historical man comes into his essence and espe-
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cially into his counter-esssence. Therefore we call the n6Azc;, wherein 
the Being of man in its relation to beings as a whole has gathered 
itself, the essential abode of historical man. Each noAmx6v, everything 
"political," is always only an effect of the n6Azc;, i.e., of the noAm:(a. 
The essence of the n6Azc;, i.e., the noAnda, is not itself determined 
or determinable "politically." The noAzc; is just as little something "politi
cal" as space itself is something spatial. The noAzc; itself is only the pole 
of niAt:zv, the way the Being of beings, in its disclosure and conceal
ment, disposes for itself a "where" in which the history of a human 
race is gathered. Because the Greeks are the utterly unpolitical people, 
unpolitical by essence, because their humanity is primordially and ex
clusively determined from Being itself, i.e., from ciAi]iJt:za, therefore only 
the Greeks could, and precisely had to, found the n6Azc;, found abodes 
for the gathering and conserving of aAiJOt:za. 

The thoughtless occupation of ''histonographical research" mixes to
gether essentially different epochs and civilizations of Western history, 
the Greek, Roman, medieval, modern, and contemporary in a single 
historiographical mash, and so it attain<> precisely the opposite of what 
it is supposed to. It intends to be a historical meditation on our own 
historical destiny. But meditation never arises from thoughtlessness. 
Histonographical research never discloses history, because such research 
is always attended by an opinion about history, an unthought one, a 
so-called obvious one, which it would like to confirm by this very re
search and in so doing only rigidifies the unthought obviousness. 

Just as impossible as i'> an interpretation of the 116Azc; on the basis 
of the modern state or the Roman res publica, so is an interpretation 
of oixq on the basis of the modern concept of justice and the Roman 
iustitia. Ll(xq, under<;tood as the order which ordains, i.e., assigns, to 
humanity its relations and comportment, take'> its essence from a rela
tion to aAi]tJrza, but Oz'xq i'> not determined by the u6Azc; or on the 
basis of a relation to the no.lzc;. 

Every actual m)Azc; occurs historically on earth ivOa&-here. Man's 
"course of life" runs through a circuit that is locally and temporally 
delimited and is a path within this circuit, a ntpio/ioc;, and indeed one 
that is tJavaw¢6poc;, mortaL bearing death and therefore leading to 
death. Death brings the pre'ient course to a close, but it is not the end 
of the Being of a man. Death initiates a transition from the here, tvtJaot:, 
to the there, txEi. This transition i'> the beginning of a journey which 
itself again comes to a close in a transition to a new nt:p(oooc; 
tJavaw¢6poc;. The question to rabe is therefore. what would a person's 
surroundings be, what would remain for him, after he has brought 
to a close the present mortal course here on earth? 

In Christian thought, this is the question of the "beyond." For many 
reasons, the danger of a conscious or even unconscious Christian inter-



§6 Hidden counter-essence (I) [143-145} 97 

pretation of the thought of Plato is imminent. Plato's thinking entered 
through Philo very early into the Hellenic interpretation, and above 
all through Augustine into the neoplatonic Christian understanding and 
interpretation, and it has remained there ever since, throughout the 
most diverse variations. Even those who believe they are free from 
Christian representations and understand Plato in terms of humanism 
and classicism-hence presumably as "pagan"-still think in a Chris
tian way precisely insofar as the pagan is simply the counter-Christian. 
Only in terms of a Chnstian appraisal are the Greeks "pagans." But 
even completely apart from the distinction between Christian and 
pagan, Plato's philosophy is always thought of as Platonic in the sense 
of a Platonism. What could our objection be to this practice of thinking 
Plato "Platonically"? Is it not the only appropriate way, or at any rate 
more "correct" than interpreting Plato's philosophy with the help of 
the philosophy of Kant or Hegel? Nevertheless, the attempt to interpret 
Plato with the help of some sort of Platonism is certain perdition. For 
it is like trying to "explain" the fresh leaf of the tree by means of the 
foliage fallen on the ground. 

c) The question of the "here" and "there." Politeia, X, 614b2, and 
the questionableness of this "reference" to the myth. 

Plato distinguishes between iv,'JaOt' and ixci; we say prudently: the 
here and the there, and we are right to leave aside the notions of 
"heaven," "hell," "limbo," "purgatory." But this is by no means suffi
cient, for the "there" of the Greeks i'> not only different in form and 
content but also "exi'>ts" in general in a different mode: namely, as 
a mode of the Greek experience of Being. As long as we do not reflect 
on this in an essentially fitting way, even the ixEi, the "there," of the 
Greeks will be a clo'ied book. We will find ourselves helpless before 
the so-called underworld, "Hades," and the "shades" dwelling "there." 
We will then concoct some sort of "ghost psychology" and not raise 
first the simple question why are there shades there? Is the shadowy 
character of Being in Hades connected with the essence of the Greek 
experience of beings and their unconcealedness? Now assuming we 
do not remain bound to the particular and do not inquire as histonogra
phers of religion, then which figures dwell in the Greek "beyond" in 
place of "angels" and "devils"? But even if we are prepared to acknowl
edge that in the beyond as experienced by the Greeks not only are 
beings different, but also, prior to that, Being itself, and even if we 
have some inkling that the Greek distinction between what is here and 
what is there rests on an other experience of Being, yet we still cannot 
escape the most impelling question- how can a thinker of Plato's rank 
claim to know anything at all about the "there"? 
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This question of ours, apparently so smart, comes, of course, too late. 
For it is with a pv{)oc; that Plato answers the question of what surrounds 
those who have completed the mortal course here, i.e., the question 
of what remains in the there. At the end of the dialogue on the noAnda 
Plato has Socrates tell a story. People have often been puzzled by the 
occurrence of myths in the Platonic dialogues. The reason they turn 
up from time to time is that Plato is indeed prepared to abandon the 
primordial thinking in favor of the later so-called "metaphysics," but 
precisely this incipient metaphysical thinking still has to preserve a rec
ollection of the primordial thinking. Hence the story. 

In dialogue with Glaucon Socrates tells the concluding myth. Socrates 
begins with the words (Politeia, X, 614b2) AAA' ov pivwz aoz, qv o' 
cyw, 'AAxivov yt: an6Aoyov tpw, aAA' aAxfpov piv avop6c;, 'Hpoc; wv 
'Appt:viov, TO yivoc; llap<!JvAov. "But in the meantime I will not tell 
you the story selected for the entertainment of Alkinoos (the king of 
the Phaiecians) but an an6Aoyov, an apology (defense) of a brave man, 
Er, Armenios's son, one of the tnbe of Pamphyliers." 

The play on words between ov 'AAxfvov yt: an6Aoyov and aAA' 
aAx{pov piv avopoc; cannot be rendered in the translation. This play 
on words introducing the pv{)oc; is not at all playful; it is supposed 
to indicate the essence of the A6yoc; about to be narrated, i.e., the es
sence of the pv{)oc;. This A6yoc; is called an6Aoyoc;. 'An6Aoyoc; is used 
here in an essentially ambiguous sense, and indeed in a different verbal 
construction each time: 'AAxfvov an6Aoyov and aAxfpov avopoc; 
an6Aoyov, i.e., an an6Aoyoc; "for" Alkinoos versus an an6Aoyoc; told 
by a brave man. In the first case, according to the meaning of its root 
anoAiyt:zv, to assort, to select, an6Aoyoc; means something chosen for 
the pleasure of Alkinoos. In the second case, where it is properly meant, 
the same word an6Aoyoc; means the "apology" by which the brave 
man sets apart what he says from everything else that is told and thus 
preserves it in its special truth. The words that follow do not abandon 
what they say, do not squander anything in the looseness of mere enter
tainment and non-committal chatter. The words that follow are protec
tive words resisting the importunity of ordinary explanation and, strictly 
taken, may be said and heard only in their properly essential form. 
This already establishes decisively that our "reference" to the pv{)oc;, 
as a mere reference, is questionable on many grounds 

"Er," the son of Armenios, had once in battle completed his life: 
oc; nOTE tv noAip4J TEAcvn]aac;. When, ten days afterwards, they col
lected the dead, who were already decomposed, Er was taken up as 
non-decomposed and brought home where he would be buried on the 
twelfth day. Lying on the funeral pyre, he came back to life and, as 
one who had come back, reported what he had seen "there." He said 
(614b9-cl): 



§6 Hidden counter-essence (I) [146-148} 99 

tnEZor} ov bcf3i]vaz, rr]v rpvxiJv nopdJw{Jaz pna noMwv, xai aqnxvEia{)az 
acpac; de; z6nov 11va oazp6vzov, 

his "soul," after it was elevated from the here, went with many (others) 
on a journey, and they arrived then at some kind of-as we say
"demonic" place; and there were two chasms (xaapaw--xaoc;, open
ings) in the earth next to one another, and there were also two others 
(openings) in the sky opposite to each other. Llzxama{ were pointing 
toward order but were sitting between these gaping openings in the 
earth and in heaven. To Er, the brave warnor, the pointing ones gave 
the task to become ayyt:Aov av{)pwnozc; yt:via{)az TWV ixEi (614d2), 
a messenger to men about "the there." Hence it was necessary for him 
aXOVEIV TE xaz' {)t:(ia{)az navra Hl EV UfJ UJlllp (614d3)-tO hear as 
well as to see everything in that place, a place said to be oazp6vzoc;. 

d) 'Pvxrj: the ground of a relation to beings. The thinker's knowledge 
of the daimonia. Reference to Aristotle and Hegel. Llarp6vwv: the 
presence of the uncanny, the extraordinary, in the ordinary. The 
oaipovt:c;, the ones who point to and indicate what is ordinary. 

Here we need to clarify what rpv;rrj means and what oazpovzov means. 
'Pvxrj is the "soul''-that is the correct translation, just as we translate 
aArj{)t:za by "truth" and rpt:vooc; by "falsity." But in fact the word rpvxrj 
cannot be translated. If we try to clarify it by saying it means the essence 
of what is alive, the question immediately anses as to how the essence 
of "life" in the Greek sense is to be thought. 'Pvxrj refers to the ground 
and mode of a relation to beings. A relation of the living thing to beings, 
and thereby also a relation to itself, can exist: in that case the living 
thing must have the word-}.()yov txov--because Being only reveals 
itself in the word. It is also possible for the relation of something alive 
to beings not to exist: the (cf>ov, the living thing, is alive nevertheless, 
but it is then (cf>ov aAoyov, a living thing without the word: e.g., an 
animal or a plant. The way a living thing is posited in relation to beings 
and therewith also in relation to itself, the being-posited, thus under
stood, into the unconcealed, the position in Being of a living thing, 
that is the essence of the "soul"; it has arrived at a TOnoc; rzc; oazp6vzoc;. 

If we render oazpovzoc; as "demonic," we obviously remain close to 
the word and apparently do not translate at all. In truth, it is precisely 
a "translation" when we "transport" the Greek oazp6vzov into an unde
termined or half-determined representation of the "demonic." "De
mons" are for us "evil spirits"-in Christian thought, "the devil" and 
his cohorts. The demonic is then equivalent to the devilish in the sense 
of the Christian belief in, and profession of, the devil, or, on the other 
hand, in the correlated sense of an enlightened morality, where the 
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"devilish" is understood as evil and evil is a violation of the principles 
of good citizenship. Such conceptions of the "demonic" will nevertouch 
the essence or the essential compass of the Greek oazp6vwv. But as 
soon as we try to approach the essential realm of the ''demonic" as 
it is experienced by the Greeks we must engage ourselves in a medita
tion which, from a pedagogical point of view, will again draw us away 
from the so-called theme of our lectures. 

Aristotle, Plato's disciple, relates at one place (Nicomachean Ethics, 
Z 7, 1141b 7ff.) the basic conception determining the Greek view on 
the essence of the thinker: xai nt:pzru'z piv xaz' {Javpama xaAt:na 
Oazp6vza dOivaz avwvc; <!Jaazv, axpqma o' OTI ov TQ av{)pwmva 
aya{)a (IJTOVOIV. "It is said they (the thinkers) indeed know things 
that are excessive, and thus astounding, and thereby difficult, and hence 
in general 'demonic'-but also useless, for they are not seeking what 
is, according to straightforward popular opinion, good for man." 

The Greeks, to whom we owe the essence and name of "philosophy" 
and of the "philosopher," already knew quite well that thinkers are 
not "close to life." But only the Greeks concluded from this lack of 
closeness to life that the thinker<; are then the most necessary-precisely 
in view of the essential misery of man. The Germans would not have 
had to be the people of thinkers if their thinkers had not known the 
same thing. Hegel says in the preface to the first edition of his Logic 
in 1812, " ... a civilized people without metaphysics" is like an "otherwise 
copiously decorated temple without the Holy of Holies."' 

The thesis quoted from Aristotle says the thinkers know oazp6vza, 
"the demonic." But how are "the philosophers," these harmless eccen
tncs who occupy themselves with "abstract" matters, supposed to have 
a knowledge of "the demonic"? Llazpovza is used here as an all
encompassing word for what is, from the point of view of the ordinary 
busy man, "excessive," "astounding," and at the same time "difficult." 
On the contrary, what is current, what a man is doing and what he 
pursues, is for the most part without difficulty for him because he can 
always find, going from one being to the next, a way of escape from 
difficulty and an explanation. The many and all too many pursue only 
the beings that are current; for them, these are real, if not precisely 
"the" reality. But in mentioning "reality," the throng attests that, besides 
what is currently real, it has something else in view, which, to be sure, 
it does not clearly see. The essence of the noAAof, the many, does not 
consist in their number and mass, but in the way "the many" comport 
themselves toward beings. They could never be busy with beings with
out having Being in view. Thus "the many" see Being and yet do not 
see it. But because they always have Being in view, although not in 

1 HegeL WW (Verein von Freunden) Bd 3. p 4 
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focus. and only deal with, and calculate, and organitc, beings, they 
ever find their way within beings and arc there "at home" and in their 
element. Within the limib of being'>, of the real, of the "facb," so highly 
acclaimed, everything is normal and ordinary. 

But where, on the contrary, Being comes into focus, there the extra
ordinary announces ibelf. the excessive that '>trays "beyond" the ordi
nary, that which is not to be explained by explanations on the basis 
of beings. Thi~ is the uncanny, literally understood and not in the other
wi'>e usual <;ense according to which it rather means the immense and 
what has never yet been. For the uncanny, correctly understood, is 
neither immense nor tiny, since it i~ not to be measured at all with 
the measure of a so-called "standard." The uncanny i'> al'>o not what 
has never yet been prc'ient; it i'> what comes into presence always al
ready and in advance prior to all "uncanninesses.'' The uncanny, a~ 
the Being that shine'> into everything ordinary, i e., into beings, and 
that in its shining often grates beings like the shadow of a cloud silently 
passing, has nothing in common with the momtrom or the alarming 
The uncanny is the simple, the insignificant, ungraspable by the fang~ 
of the will, withdrawing itself from all artifice~ of calculation, because 
it ~urpasses all planning.' The emergence and the concealment that 
dwell in all emerging being~. i.e .. Being it'>elf. mmt therefore be aston
i~hing to common experience within the everyday dealing with being~. 
if thi~ does manage to get Being actually in focus, though it alway~ 
has some view of it. The astounding i~ for the Greeks the simple, the 
insignificant, Being ihelf. The astounding, visible in the a~tonishing, 
i~ the uncanny, and it pcrtaim ~o immediately to the ordinary that 
it can never be explained on the ba~i~ of the ordinary. 

Perhap~. after thi~ cxpo~ition, we may translate HJ l'imJlc)\·uw ("the 
demonic") by "the uncanny." We may indeed do ~o. provided we think 
the uncanny, the extraordinary, and what cannot be explained on the 
basis of the ordinary, a~ the result of the l'iazJlc)nm, and thus acknowl
edge that the l'imjlO\ 1m i~ not the demonic bccau~e it i~ the uncanny, 
but that it i~ the uncanny prcci~cly because it po~~c~~c~ the essence 
of the hazJlc)nm· The hmjlcJ\ un· i~ not identical in c~scncc with the 
uncanny in the ~cmc JU~t delimited. and moreover the uncanny is not 
the ground of e~~encc of the hazJlc)nov. What then i~ the Oaljl(JVWV 

itself? 
We may call the hazjlcJ\'IcH' the uncanny, or the extraordinary, because 

it surround~, and imolar a~ it everywhere surrounds, the prc~cnt ordi
nary state of things and presents ibclf in everything ordinary, though 
without being the ordinary. The uncanny understood in thi~ way i~. 
with regard to what h ordinary or naturaL not the exception but the 

I (f (,rundhe.qrifk Gesamtaus.qabc Htl 5 I 
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"most natural," in the sense of "nature" as thought by the Greeks, 
i.e., in the sense of ¢vou;. The uncanny is that out of which all that 
is ordinary emerges, that in which all that is ordinary is suspended 
without surmising it ever in the least, and that into which everything 
ordinary falls back. To OazJ16vwv is the essence and essential ground 
of the uncanny. It is what presents itself in the ordinary and takes up 
its abode therein. To present oneself in the sense of pointing and show
ing is in Greek oaiw (oaiovu:~-oaijlOVC(;). 

These are not "demons" conceived as evil spirits fluttering about; 
instead, they determine in advance what is ordinary, without deriving 
from the ordinary itself. They indicate the ordinary and point toward 
it. 'J'c) 0azJ16vzov is what show'> itself in pointing at what is ordinary 
and in a certain way therefore what is also present everywhere as the 
perfectly ordinary, though nevertheless never the merely ordinary. For 
those who came later and for us, to whom the primordial Greek experi
ence of Being is denied, the uncanny has to be the exception, in princi
ple explainable, to the ordinary, we put the uncanny next to the ordi
nary, but, to be sure, only as the extraordinary. For us it is difficult 
to attain the fundamental Greek experience, whereby the ordinary itself, 
and only imofar as it is the ordinary, is the uncanny. The uncanny 
appears "only" in the form of the ordinary, because the uncanny makes 
allu'>ion to the ordinary and is in the ordinary that which alludes and 
points and has. as it were, the same character as the ordinary ibelf. 

It is only with difficulty that we attain this simple essence of the 
OazJ16vzov, since we do not experience the essence of aArj,'Jt:za. For 
the oaiJlovn;, the self-showing ones, the pointing ones, are who they 
are and are the way they are only in the essential domain of disclosure 
and of the self-disclosing of Being itself. Night and day take their essence 
from what conceals and discloses itself and is self-lighting. That which 
is lighted, however, is not only what is visible and seeable, but prior 
to that-as the emerging-it is what surveys everything that comes 
into the light and stays in it and lies in it, i.e., everything normal and 
ordinary, and it is what gazes into everything ordinary, indeed in such 
a way that it precisely appears in the ordinary itself and only in it and 
out of it. 

e) The looking (tJt:aw) that offers the sight of Being. The outward 
look (sight) of Being (doo~). The Greek god (oai}lwv) that in 

looking presents itself in unconcealedness. What looks into the 
ordinary: the extraordinary, the uncanny. The appearance of the 

uncanny in human looking. 
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"To look" is in Greek {)t:aw. Remarkably (or should we say amazingly?) 
only the medial form {)EaOJlal is known, translated as "contemplate" 
or "spectate;" whence we speak of the {)iarpov, the place of the specta
cle, the "theater." Thought in the Greek manner, however, {)t:ao}laz 
means to provide oneself with the look, i.e., {)ia, in the sense of the 
sight in which something shows itself and presents itself. Bt:aw, "look
ing," therefore in no way means "seeing" in the sense of representa
tional looking upon and looking at, by which man turns toward beings 
as "objects" and grasps them. Bt:aw is rather the looking in which 
the one who looks shows himself. appears, and "is there." Bt:aw is 
the fundamental way the one who looks presents ( oa{w) himself in 
the sight of his essence, i.e., emerges, as unconcealed, into the uncon
cealed. Looking, even human looking, is, originally experienced, not 
the grasping of something but the self-showing in view of which there 
first becomes possible a looking that grasps something. If man expen
ences looking only in terms of himself and understands looking pre
cisely "out of himself" as Ego and subject, then looking is a "subjective" 
activity directed to objects. If, however, man does not experience his 
own looking, i.e., the human look, in "reflection" on himself as the 
one who represents himself as looking, but if instead man experiences 
the look, in unreflected letting-be-encountered, as the looking at him 
of the person who is encountering him, then the look of the encounter
ing person shows itself as that in which someone awaits the other as 
counter, i.e., appears to the other and is. The looking that awaits the 
other and the human look thus experienced disclose the encountenng 
person himself in the ground of his essence. 

We moderns, or, to speak more broadly, all post-Greek humanity, 
have for a long time been so deflected that we understand looking ex
clusively as man's representational self-direction toward beings. But in 
this way looking does not at all come into sight; instead it is understood 
only as a self-accomplished "activity," i.e., an act of re-presenting. To 
re-present means here to present before oneself. to bring before oneself 
and to master, to attack things. The Greeks experience looking at first 
and properly as the way man emerges and comes into presence, with 
other beings, but as man in his essence. Thinking as moderns and there
fore insufficiently, but for us surely more understandably, we can say 
in short: the look, {)ia, is not looking as activity and act of the "subject" 
but is sight as the emerging of the "object" and its coming to our en
counter. Looking is self-showing and indeed that self-showing in which 
the essence of the encountering person has gathered itself and in 
which the encountering person "emerges" in the double sense that his 
essence is collected in the look, as the sum of his existence, and that 
this collectedness and simple totality of his essence opens itself to the 
look-opens itself at any rate in order to let come into presence in the 
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unconcealed at the ~arne time the concealment and the abys~ of hi'> 
essence. 

(Looking, !'him, i'>: to provide sight, namely the sight of the Being 
of being~. which are the looking ones themselve~. Through '>uch look
ing, man is dhtinguished, and he can be distingui~hed by it only because 
the looking which ~how~ Being it'ielf i'> not ~omething human but be
longs to the essence of Being it~elf as belonging to appearance in the 
unconcealed ) 

Comequently, only if we already think, or at least ~eek to experience, 
the fact that "e~sence" and Being have for the Greek~ the basic feature 
of self-disclo~ing, only if we think aAtj1'Jna, arc we capable of thinking 
the {)n1w, the look, a'> the basic mode of the self-~howing appearance 
and es~encc that pre~ent them~elve<; in what i'> ordinary. Only if we 
experience thc'ie simple e~scntial qates of affair~ do we under<;tand what 
otherwi~e i~ completely incomprehemihle, that still at the end of the 
Greek world, namely with Plato, Being wa~ thought in terms of the 
"sight" and the ''look" in which something ~how~ ihelf, in terms of 
the "countenance" that at any time "a thing" or, in general, a being 
"takes on " The "countenances" thing~ take on, their "outward look," 
i'> in Greek dooc .. ; or ioia. Being-ioh.~-is what in all beings '>how'> 
itself and what look'> out through them, the preci~c rea'>on man can 
grasp beings a~ being~ at all. That which loob into all that i'> ordinary, 
the uncanny a'> 'ihowing ihelf in advance, i'> the originally looking one 
in the eminent seme u) 1'Jt'6m, i e , HJ 1'Jrim. We tramlate "correctly," 
though without thinking in the Greek manner, "the divine " ( )f 1'Jt'Oi, 
the so-called god~. the one~ who look into the ordinary and who every
where look into the ordinary, arc 01 hmj.loHc.,, the one~ who point and 
give ~igm. 

Became the god i~. a~ god. the one who look~ and who looks a~ 
the one emerging into prc~encc. ,'Jtfi(,H', the god i~ the hat'cuv-hmj.lw\ 
that in the look pre~cnh him~elf a<; the unconcealed. The one who 
pre~enh him~elf in looking i~ a god, became the ground of the uncanny, 
Being ihelf. po~~c~~c~ the e~~encc of ~clf-di~clo~ing appearance. But the 
uncanny appear~ in the ordinary and a~ the ordinary. The looking one 
appears in the ~ight and "outward look" of the ordinary. of being~ 
That which within the ordinary colllc~ to prc~encc by hi~ own look 
i'> man Therefore the ~ight of the god mu~t gather ihclf within the 
ordinary, in the ambit of the c~~encc of thh human look. and mmt 
therein have ih figure ~ct up Man himself h that being that ha~ the 
di'itinctivc characteri~tic of being addrc~~cd by Being itself. in '>uch a 
way that in the ~clf-~howing of man, in hi~ looking and in hi~ ~ight, 
the uncanny it~clf, god. appear~. 
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Recapitulation 

2) The undemonic of the oafJlovn;. The disclosing emergence of 
Being: the self-clearing. Looking (perceiving), the primordial 

mode of the emergence into the light. The intermediate position of 
the animal (Nietzsche, Spengler). Man: the looked upon. ('1fa and 

8tY1: the same word. Reference to Heraclitus, Fragment 48. 
Insufficient elucidation of the Greek divinities. The look as what 

is decisive for the appearance of the uncanny within the ordinary. 
The uncanny as showing itself within the ordinary, and its 

relation, founded on Being, to the divinities. 

The myth that conclude~ Plato'~ dialogue on the e~~cncc of the r u) \z<,, 

and that al~o. in another ~cme, fir~t open~ up the dialogue, ihelf con
dude~ with an account of the c~~cnlC of \rjr'hJ. the countcr-es~cnce 
to ci \rjr'hza Thi~ account i~ the ~tory of the warrior "Er" Having com
pleted in battle hi~ life "here," he began "there," with n1any other~. 
the pa~~agc which mu~t be undergone before a human being, after a 
new dcci~ion. bcgim again a new cour~e "here." The warrior i~ given 
the ta~k of looking at the route "there" and at the place~ traveled 
through, and a~ a me~~cnger ( c'i}} 1 lo<,) he i~ then to report to men 
"here." 

The c~~cnlc of the place~. their co-appurtenance and their ~cquence 
in the "there." i e. the entire di~trict of the "there," i~ a u)rw<, 

hwJlcl\ 10<,. Now ~incc, a~ will be ~hown, \rjr'h] i~ the mo~t extreme 
and the ultimate place in thi~ "demonic" di~trict, we have to arrive 
at a dear under~tanding of what i~ meant by c'iwJlcl\ zm in Greek 
thought both in thi~ ca~e and in general in order to gra~p the all
determining locationallharacter of \rjr'Jr]. Our conmwn, umfu~cd, and 
murky repre~entatiom of the "demonic" do not at all help clarify the 
c~~cncc of the hwflcJ\ zen On the other hand, our cxpo~ition ha~ to 
remain within the limih of a mere allu~ion. It will therefore not be 
~uccc~~ful in obviating all mhundcrqanding~ 

By way of preparation, we note that the uncanny, or the extraordi
nary, ~hinc~ throughout the familiar ambit of the being~ we deal with 
and know, being~ we call ordinary. Thereby we undcrqand "the un
canny" altogether "literally." We arc dive~ting from the word any repre
sentation of the gigantic the overpowering, the exaggerated, the weird 
Of cour~e. the uncanny can al~o. in ih exce~~ivene~~. hide behind ~uch 
figure~ But it ihelf in ih e~~enlC i~ the inum~picuom, the ~implc, the 
in~ignililant, which ncvcrthclc~~ ~hine~ in all being~. II we conceive 
the uncanny a~ the ~implc which ~hinc~ into the ordinary. and which 
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does not ~tern from the ordinary, but which nevertheless appears in 
advance in all that i~ ordinary, ~hining through it and around it. then 
it is clear that the word "uncanny," as med here, ha'> nothing at all 
in common with its banal ~cnsc as "impressive" and "moving." In the 
pre~ent context. the uncanny h to be thought as bearing no trace of 
the word's other meaning~ 

Yet what we are calling the "uncanny" we ~till grasp on the ba'iis 
of the ordinary. What the so-called uncanny i~ in itself and what fiN 
admits of the character of the unlanny a~ it~ consequence, that is based 
on the ~hining into beings, on ~elf-presentation, in Greek. /wicu. 

What shines into being~, though can never be explained on the basis 
of beings nor comtructed out of being~. is Being itself. And Being, ~hin
ing into being~, is HJ oaim-·omj.Im. Descending from Being into be
ings, and thus pointing into being~. are the haicwu·c,'-ouiJlm·n;. The 
"demons," so understood. arc altogether "undemonic": that is, JUdged 
in terms of our mual murky representation of the "demonic." But these 
undemonic /)azj.Im·tc,· are anything but "harmless" and "incidental." 
They arc not casual additiom to beings, which man could bypa~'> with 
no loss of hi~ own essence and could leave aside and could consider 
solely according to his whim~ and needs In consequence of this incon
spicuous unsurpa~'>ability, the haiJlm·t·c,· are more "demonic" than "de
mom" in the usual sense could ever be The oaiJlm't'C,' are more essential 
than any being. They not only dbpose the "demonic dcmom" into the 
disposition of the horrible and frightful, but they determine every es~en
tial affective di~po<;ition from respect and joy to mourning and terror. 
Here, to be ~urc. these "affective di~po'>itiom" are not to be undcr'itood 
in the modern subjective 'icmc as "psychic ~tate~" but are to be thought 
more originarily a~ the attuncment~ to which the silent voice of the 
word attune~ the essence of man in it'> relation to Being. 

We who have come ~o late, however, can only experience the essence 
of the haiJlcH'EC, as shining into the ordinary and pre~enting them~elves 
in being~ and in that way pointing beings toward Being, on the condi
tion that we attain at lea~t an incipient relation to the e~scncc of aAij
,'}na, and thereby recognit.c that. for the Greek~. disclo'>ure and emer
gence prevail in the es<;ence of every originarily emergent being Insofar 
as Being come~ into presence out of aArjOna, there belong~ to it self
disclosing emergence. We name thi~ the self-opening and the clearing 
(cf. Being and Time). The'>c name'> originate indeed from an experience 
of primordial thinking, for which aJrj1'Jna mmt be thought according 
to its own properly perceived "truth." These other name~, which here 
come to word~ unwittingly, a~ it were, do not comist in a mere ~ub~titu
tion of designation.. for <;omething that remain.. thought in the '>arne 
way. What is cleared ~how~ ihclf originally in the transparency of the 
diaphanous, i.e., as the bright and the clear Only insofar as d,\rj1'Jt:w 
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abides. docs it bring the dearing into the unconcealed Becau~e the 
clearing occurs in the concealed cs~cncc of a,\rj,'h za, we experience 
emergence and pre'ience, i.e .. Being, "in the light" of the bright and 
of the "light " Luminou~ '>elf-di~dmurc show~ it'ielf a'> the shining (The 
sun ~hine~.) What shine~ i~ what ~how~ it~clfto a looking. What appears 
to the looking is the ~ight that ~olidh man and addrc~scs him, the look. 
The looking performed by man in relation to the appearing look i~ 

already a rc'>pome to the original look. which fir'it elevate~ human look
ing into ih e~sencc. Thm a~ a comcqucncc of the abiding of a.lrj,'Jnu, 
and only because of it. looking is the primordial way of emergence 
into the light and coming into the light. i e , 'ihining into the uncon
cealed To be sure. we mu~t undcr~tand looking in the original Greek 
manner a'> the way a man encounter~ u~ by looking at u~ and, in look
ing, gathers himself ill to thi~ self-opening emergence, and therein, with
out holding back a remainder, pre~ent'> hi~ C'>~ence and let~ it "emerge." 

Thi~ looking, which liN make~ prc~cncc pm~iblc. i~ therefore more 
original than the prc~encc of thing~. became the 'ielf-di~clming look, 
according to the full c~~cncc of di~do~urc, at the ~arne time ~hcltcr~ 
and hide<; ~omething undi~clo~ed. The thing, on the contrary. lacking 
the look, appear~ only in ~uch a way that it qand~ in the unconcealed 
but ihelf ha~ nothing to di~do~c and comcqucntly al~o nothing to hide. 

Here the animal ha~ a peculiar intermediate position Animal~ arc 
said to "vvatch" m But animal~ do not look The "peering," or "glar
ing," or "gawking" and "gaping" of an animal b never a ~cll-dhclmurc 
of Being, and, in it~ ~o-callcd looking, the animal never produce~ a 
self-emergence in a being that i~ dhdo~cd to it. We arc alway~ the 
one~ who first take up into the unconlcalcd ~uch "looking" and who. 
on our own. interpret the way animals "watch" m a~ a looking On 
the other hand, where man only experience~ Being and the uncon
cealed ~kctchily, the animal\ "look" can concentrate in it~elf a ~pecial 
power of encounter. Looking, in the original <;eme of emergent :.elf
presenting. i c __ determined from a\rj!'Jna. i~ in Greek !'hcz(l>. On the 
other hand, looking in the ~en-;e of gra-;ping, which io; under<;tood on 
the ba..;h of the gra~ped and let~ the encountering look come to ihelf 
and accept-; it-thi~ gra~ping look i'> cxprc-;-;cd through the medial form 
Oa1w in the word r'Jn1opaz. to let the encountering look come to it-;elf. 
i.e., to behold The Greek~ were acquainted with the gra-;ping look, 
just a~. convcr~ely. in addition to ~uch looking a~ an act of ~ubjective 
repre-;cntation, we al~o know the look of encounter. But the question 
is not whether both the~c eo;-;cntial fonm of looking. the encountering 
and the gra-;ping, arc known or not. The i~~uc i~ which one. the look 
of emerging into pre~encc or the look of gra'>ping, ha~ the e~scntial 
priority in the interpretation of appearance~ and on what basis thio; 
rank i~ determined. According to the priority of -;ubjcctivity in the mod-
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ern period. looking as an act of the subject is deci<;ive. Insofar as, in 
Nietzsche\ terms. man is the animal identified as the superman, the 
animal that ha~ it~ es~ence in the will to power, the look of the subject 
is the look of a being that advances by calculating, i.e .. by conquering. 
outwitting, and attacking The look of the modern '>ubject i~. as Spengler 
said, following Nietzsche, the look of the predatory animal: glaring. 

The Greek~ too experienced the look as an activity of man. But the 
ba~ic feature of this grasping look i'> not glaring, by means of which 
being~ are, so to say, impaled and become in thi~ way first and foremost 
objects of conquest. For the Greeks, looking i..; the "perception" 
["Vernehmen"] of beings on the ba~is of a primordial consent 
[Einvernehmen] given to Being. which i..; why the Greek-; do not even 
know the concept of object and never think Being a~ objectivity. The 
Greeks experience the gra'>ping look as perception, because this look 
is determined originally on the basi~ of the encountering look Within 
the domain of the e..;..;ence of a.\rj,'Jna, thi'> latter ha~ the priority In 
the ambit of this primordial look. man i~ "only" the looked upon. This 
"only," however. is o;o essential that man, precisely a-; the looked upon. 
is first received and taken up into the relation of Being to himself and 
i'> thm led to perception. What looks b what look) into unconcealed
ne~s: HJ 1'Jnim· is HJ 1'Jrim·. We tramlate the latter correctly but thought
le'isly. and presumptuously though emptily. a~ "the divine " (~)nxonn; 
are the ones who look into the unconcealed. Hfa, the look. as the 
es~ence of emergent existence, and ,'Jn'.t, godde~s. are one and the same 
"word." comidering the Greek~ did not u..;e accent marks in their writ
ing and, above aiL recognizing the original attentivcne~'> the Greek~ 
di~played for the e~~ential homophony of word~ and hence for the hid
den ambiguity of their expression. In this regard, think, for example, 
of Heraditu', Fragment 48: 

"The proper name for bow is fJzc'X,"-the bow means and "is" in Greek 
existence (the) "life" (not a<; "biological" but as fateful life-course). 
what it produce-;, however. b "death." JUcx; is ambiguous From the 
bow there emerge'> and ari<;e..; the flight and the course of the arrow 
But the "bow," which thus lets ari~e. may al'>o bring down. 'Ovopa 
i~ the name, the word that expres~cs, not mere noi~c and ~ound. The 
word fizoc.: i..; in ibelf ambiguom and exprc..;~e..; in ..;uch ambiguity pre
cisely the c~scncc of death-bringing life. The Greek~ hear {)fa-,'JEci 
just a~ they hear fJio<;-fizck; (--Jtoi . ..;o-callcd "gods." as the ones who 
look into the unconcealed and thereby give a sign. arc 0Eaonn;, arc 
by essence c'iaim·uc.:-hazj.Im 1 <;. the uncanny one~ who pre..;cnt them-
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selves in the ordinary. Both word~, ,'hflcwuc; and haz'm u c.; ex pre~~ the 
same thing, if thought of essentially. But the usual meaning of the 
names {Jn>z' and haz'JlcH'H, ("god-; and demom") no longer signifk~ the 
origin they cxpres~ Often what a word exprc~~e~ is di~tortcd and ~up
pressed by it~ "meanings." 

The one~ who ~hinc into the ordinary appear in thi~ ordinary a~ 
something ordinary. The looking one~ arc prc-;cnt a~ ones who look 
into the ordinary, i.e., a~ men in the form of men. In what b ordinary, 
man appear'> a~ one who is prc~cnt by way of looking. The animaL 
too, in a certain scmc appear~ that way, which i-; why at the ouhct 
the divine also ha~ the form of the animal. But preci~cly thb circum
stance testifies that neither the "animal" as ~uch nor the "man" a~ ~uch, 
but instead their look, i'> what i~ deci'iive for the appearance of the 
uncanny. Thu~ the god~ appear in the form of man not became they 
are thought of a<; "human" and arc anthropomorphitcd, but because 
the Greek~ experience man a~ the being who~e Being i~ determined 
through a relation of 'icll-di'iclo~ing Being it~elf to what, on the ba-;i~ 
of this very relation, we call "man." Therefore the look of the god who 
stems from Being can emerge "in" man and can look out from the 
form of "man" as gathered in the look. Therefore men arc often divi
nized and thought of according to a divine form, ~incc god'> and men 
receive their respective distinct c~~cncc from Being ibelf, i.e , from 6 \rj
{)Eza. 

The "anthropomorphic" and the "thcomorphic" precept~ of the mod
ern "explanation" of the Greek god-; are crroncom in every ca~c Thi~ 
"explanation," that the god~ arc deprived of divine attribute~ according 
to the measure of man, and that men arc unhumanly divinitcd, is essen
tially erroncom, since it relate~ to a way of quc~tioning that h mistaken 
already in the rai'iing of the question and mmt wander around in error, 
for the es~cntial domain of 6 \rj ,'Ji za, which alone elucidate~ everything, 
is not acknowledged or experienced It i~ not in the reign of the individ
ual gods that the divinitic~ of the Greek~ di~play the a~toni~hing and 
the demonic in the true ~cme, but that is grounded in the provenance 
of their C'>~cncc. 

It may indeed be obviom that tlic Greek god~, who arc no more, 
remain cxpcricnccablc on the ba~i~ of Being a~ thought by the Greek~. 
Yet we do not think the Being which i~ to be cxpre'i~cd here, and we 
do not in advance reflect on it, but imtcad, in our mual ha~tc, according 
to our plea~urc or fancy, or quite thoughtlcs~ly, we prc~uppmc ~omc 
idea of Being that i~ not experienced in a dcci~ivc manner and i~ not 
correspondingly elucidated. In thi~ way again and again the mo~t facile 
precept impmc~ ibclf, that thc~c divinitic~ mmt be explained as a "prod
uct of man" or more particularly of "rcligiom" man A~ if this man, 
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even for a moment, could have been man without the relation of these 
divinities to his own essence, i.e., without the abiding of this very rela
tion in Being itself. 

f) The difference between the Greek gods and the Christian God. 
The word as naming Being in its looking-into, and myth as a 
mode of the relation to appearing Being. Man: the God-sayer. 

"Decline" of cultures (Nietzsche, Spengler). The basic character of 
the oblivion of being: A-theism. 

The Greeks neither fashioned the god~ in human form nor did they 
divinize man. The essence of the Greek gods cannot be explained as 
an "anthropomorphism," no more than the essence of Greek man can 
be thought as a "theomorphism." The Greeb neither humanized the 
gods nor divinized man; quite to the contrary, they experienced the 
gods and men in their di~tinct e<;sence, and in their reciprocal relation. 
on the basis of the essence of Being in the sense of self-disclosing emer
gence, i e., in the ~ense of looking and pointing. That is why only the 
Greeks have a clear knowledge of the essence of the "demigods," 
rjjli{h·oz, who dwell in the between, between the gods and men. 

The "anthropomorphic" conception of the Greek gods and the "theo
morphic" conception of Greek men. who have neither humani1ed nor 
anthropomorphized god nor divinized themselves into god~. arc equally 
groundless answer<; to deficient que'itiom To ask whether the Greeks 
anthropomorphized the "divine persons" or divinized human person
alitie~ into divine persons i'> to inquire into the "person" and 
"per'ionalitie~"-without having determined in advance, even provi
sionally, the essence of man and of the divinities as experienced by 
the Greeks and without giving a thought to what i'> in fact fir~t, namely 
that for the Greek~ no more than there are "subjects" are there "per
som" and "personalities." And how could even the slightest thing about 
an "anthropo-morphy" or about a "theo-morphy" be determined with
out the foundation of the essence of JlOp</Jrj a~ experienced by the 
Greeks and the essence of the Greek concepts of "forming," "becom
ing," and "being"? And how could that be gained unle'>s. in advance 
of everything, the essence of aArjOna were better known? 

The fundamental e'>sence of the Greek divinities, in di..;tinction to 
all others. even the Christian God. comi~t~ in their origination out of 
the "presence" of "present" Being. And that is al~o the reason why 
the strife between the "new," i.e, the Olympic gods and the "old" 
ones is the battle, occurring in the e~~ence of Being, that determines 
the upsurge of Being itself into the emergence of its e~~ence This e'>'ien
tial nexus is the rea~on the Greek god~. just like men, are powerless 
before destiny and against it. .\loipa holds ~way over the god~ and 
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men, wherea~ in Chri~tian thought e.g., all destiny is the work of the 
divine "providence" of the creator and redeemer, who as creator also 
dominates and calculates all being!> a'> the created. And ~o Leibniz can 
still say: cum Deus calculat, fit mundus-"because and while God calcu
lates. the world ari~e~." The Greek gods arc not "personalitic\" or "per
som" that dominate Being, they are Being itself as looking into beings. 
But because Being always and everywhere infinitely exceed~ all beings 
and juts forth in being~, therefore where the essence of Being has come 
originarily into the unconcealed, as i~ the case with the Greeks. the 
gods are more "exce~'>ive" or, spoken in the Christian and modern way, 
more "ethereal" and more "~piritual." de~pite their "human qualities." 
Preci~ely became the "gods" are haz'poHc.,-{Jniovrn:; and appear along 
with the appearance of the familiar and ordinary, their uncanniness 
is \O pure in mea\ure and in mildne~~ that when they appear az"owc:; 
and .\ apl<,'-awe and favor of Being-~hine everywhere in advance, 
pointing while ~hining, and attuning while pointing. Although we are 
thinking the essence of the Greek god~ more originarily if we call them 
the attuning one'>, we should indeed name them thi'i wa~ '>ince awe 
and favor and brilliance of mildne\~ belong to Being, and these are 
experienced poetically in (11'/)c;>c., and \ap1c.,· and thoughtfully in 
tJavpaouh and hmpch·uw From thi~ attuning and pointing light 'items 
the brilliance of r'h fm, the ~hining. Prelhely this brilliance '>ccured for 
the Greeks at the ~arne time an experience of the dark and of the empty 
and of the gaping Wherea\ the low-German word "Got" ~ignilie~, ac
cording to ib Indo-European root. a being man invoke~ and hence is 
the invoked one, the Greek name~ lor what we call "God" [Colli express 
SOmething e~Sentially different {Ji IJ<,-r'JniuJV and OQljlCtJ\-c'JafW\' 

mean the self-emergent looking one and Being a<; entering into being~. 
Here God and the gods, already by the very name, are not ~ren from 
the standpoint of man, a~ invoked br man And when the god'> are 
in fact invoked, e g , in the ancient formula~ of oaths, there they are 
called m•1 ioloptc.,·, the om'\ who "\ee" and have ~een and as such have 
being~ in unconcealcdne~~ and can therefore point to them. But 
av1·imopt·c.,· are not "witne\se~." ~ince bearing witne~'>, as long a~ we 
do not under\tand it originarily a~ bringing about (the look), i'> already 
founded on the having \een of the \eer The gmb, as r'Jn:lov11 c.,, are 
nece~\arily icnoptc.,· "Jmopz'o meam "to bring into view" (from the \tern 
fid; videre, visio), to place in the light. in the brightne~'> It i~ therefore 
that the imoptf\ claims, properly and lir~t. the ray of light. See Ae~chy
lus, A_qamemnon, 676, where it i\ ~aid of Menelam: ti }'OV\ 11c., rix1ic., 
r].\iov 1 n· lmoptl:..._if ~till any ray of the sun ha~ him in ~ight. i e., leh 
him be vi~ible and \land in the light 

Yet the name and the de\ignation of the divinity ( r'h fm) a\ the looking 
one and the one who 'ihine\ into (!'ham) h not a mere vocal expre\'iion 
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The name as the first word lets what is de'>ignated appear in its primor
dial presence The essence of man, as experienced by the Greeks, is 
determined on the basis of his relation to self-emergent Being, so that 
man is the one who has the word. And the word is in es<;ence the 
letting appear of Being by naming. Man is the (0m' .\()ym· txov-the 
being that emerges by naming and saying and that in saying maintains 
its essence. The word as the naming of Being, the pv{Joc.;, names Being 
in its primordial looking-into and shining-name'> 1(J {)Efov, i.e., the 
gods. Since HJ {}Efov and HJ oazpo\'Zov (the divine) are the uncanny 
that look into the unconcealed and present themselves in the ordinary, 
therefore pv{Joc.; is the only appropriate mode of the relation to appear
ing Being, since the essence of pv{Joc; is determined, just as e<;<;entially 
as are {)Efm· and oazp(>nm·, on the basi'> of di'>closedness It is therefore 
that the divine, as the appearing and as what is perceived in the appear
ing, is that which is to be ~aid, and is what is said in legend. And 
it is therefore that the divine is the "mythical." And it is therefore that 
the legend of the god<; i'> "myth " And it is therefore that man in the 
Greek experience, and only he, is in his essence and according to the 
essence of a.\r],'hza the god-sayer. Why this hold'> can only be under
stood and thought on the ba'>is of the essence of aAr],'Jna, insofar as 
the latter prevail~ in advance throughout the e'>'>ence of Being itself, 
throughout the e<;sence of divinity and the e'>sence of humanity, and 
throughout the essence of the relation of Being to man and of man 
to beings. 

But what if preci'iely thi~ e<;<;ence of a.lr]I'Jf'!a, and with it the primor
dial self-manifesting es'>ence of Being, are distorted by transformations 
and because of ~uch distortion are ultimately prey to concealment in 
the sense of oblivion' What if the essence of Being and the es~ence 
of truth are forgotten? What if the oblivion of Being invisibly and '>ign
lessly <;urround~ with error the history of historical humanity? If the 
originary divinity emerges on the basis of the essence of Being, should 
the oblivion of Being not be the ground for the fact that the origin 
of the truth of Being has withdrawn itself into concealedness ever since, 
and no god could then appear emerging out of Being it'ielf? 

"A-thehm," correctly understood as the absence of the gods, has 
been, since the decline of the Greek world, the oblivion of Being that 
has overpowered the hi~tory of the West a'> the ba'iic feature of this 
history itself. "A-theism," under'itood in the ~eme of essential history, 
is by no means, a~ people like to think, a product of freethinkers gone 
berserk. "A-thehm" is not the "standpoint" of "philo~ophers" in their 
proud posturing Furthermore, "a-theism" i'> not the lamentable prod
uct of the machinatiom of "freemasons." "Athei'it~" of '>uch a kind are 
themselves already the last dregs of the ab'ience of the gods. 

But how i'> an appearance of the divine at all ~upposed to be able 
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to find the region of its essence, i e., ih unconcealcdnes~, if, and a~ 
lo_!l_g as, the essence of Being is forgotten and, on the ba~h of this forgot
tenness, the unacknowledged oblivion of Being b elevated to a principle 
of explanation for every being, as occur'> in all metaphysics? 

Only when Being and the essence of truth come into recollection 
out of oblivion will Western man ~ecure the most preliminary precondi
tion for what is the most preliminary of all that i~ preliminary: that 
is, an experience of the essence of Being as the domain in which a 
decision about the god~ or the ab'>ence of the god'> can fir~t be prepared. 
But we will not recollect Being itself and ib e~sence as long as we 
do not experience the history of the essence of truth as the basic feature 
of our history, a<; long as we calculate history only "historiographically." 
For it is also a hi'itoriographical calculation when we come to know 
the Greek world as something of the past and e~tablhh that it ha~ "de
clined," a constatation mo'itly made in the "hi'itoriographical" form of 
saying that Hellenism would contain form "eternal value~ "As if es~en
tial history could be ~omething allowing itself to be exploited for value<;! 
The obehance before the "eternal values" of past culture~ is the basic 
form in which historiographer<; take leave of hi'itory without experienc
ing it at all and destroy all sense for tradition and dialogue 

But if we continue to ~peak of people~ who have "declined" and 
the "declined" Greek world, what then do we know of the essence 
of historical decline? What if the decline of the Greek world were that 
event by which the primordial essence of Being and of truth would 
be secured back in ih own conccalcdne~s and thereby fir~t become fu
tural? What if "decline" would not be end but beginning? Every Greek 
tragedy narrate~ the decline. Every one of these decline~ i~ a beginning 
and dawning of the essential. When Spengler, wholly on the heels of 
Nietzsche's metaphysics and coarsening it everywhere and leveling it 
down, speak~ of the "decline of the Wc~t," he is not at all speaking 
of history. For he ha~ already in advance devalued hi'itory to a "biologi
cal process" and made out of history a grecnhomc of "cultures" that 
grow and fade away like planh. Spengler thinks hi•;tory, if he think~ 
at all, in a history-le~'> way. He understands "decline" in the sense of 
mere coming to an end, i e., a~ biologically represented pcri~hing. Ani
mals "decline," they perish Hi~tory declines insofar a~ it falls back into 
the concealedncs~ of its beginning-i e., it doe~ not decline in the seme 
of perish, because it can never "decline" that way If, in order to eluci
date the hazpc)vzm-, we point here at the c~~cncc of the Greek divinities, 
then we have in mind not antiquated thing~, or the objcch of historiog
raphy, but history. And hi'>tory is the event of the cs~cntial decision 
about the essence of truth, which event h always a coming one and 
never something past In forgetting, however, we arc ~ub~ervient to 
the past in the mmt dire way. 
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g) The divine as it enters into the unconcealed. The daimonion: 
the look in its silent reception into the appurtenance to Being. The 
disclosive domain of the word. The "correspondence" of the divine 
and legend-ary (ro tJEiov and 6 pvtJoc;). The setting into work (art) 

of unconcealedness and its medium of word and myth. 
Evoazpovfa and oazp6vwc; Tonoc;. 

If we leave behind the oblivion of Being, insofar as we can now do 
so and imofar as we can at all do so by our own initiative, and if 
we think the primordial essence of Being, i.e., aAr]tJEZa, and if we think 
of aArjtJEZa in such a way that we are thinking it'> essence still more 
primordially, then we will experience the demonic in the sense of the 
Greek oazp(')Vzov. 

The oazp6vzov is the essential character of the {)Efov, which, as the 
looking one, looks into what is normal and ordinary, i e., appears in 
it This appearing i'> in it'ielf hafov, the divine as entering into the uncon
cealed. What enters into the unconcealed and appears there ha'> a'> basic 
modes of appearance looking and saying, whereby we mu'it note that 
the e'>sence of saying does not consht in vocal '><JUnd but in the voice 
[Stimmel in the <;ense of soundle'>s attuning [Stimmenden], signaling, 
and bringing the essence of man to itself, bringing it, namely, into its 
historical destiny [Bestimmung] in its way of being the "there," i.e., 
as the ecstatic clearing of Being (see Being and Time, §§ 28ff.). The 
look in its silent reception into the 'ielf- perceiving -gathering appurte
nance to Being i'> the oazp()vzcw. Thi'> "claim" of the divine, grounded 
in Being itself, is taken up by man into dictum and legend, becau<;e 
the disclosure of the unconcealed and the securing of the di'>clo'>ed takes 
place first, and only, in 'ipeech. 

Sight into the unconcealed transpires first, and only, in the di'iclosive 
word Sight looks, and i'i the appearing self-showing that it is, only 
in the dhclosive domain of the word and of telling perception. Only 
if we recogni;re the original relation between the word and the e~~ence 
of Being will we be capable of gra'iping why, for the Greek'> and only 
for them, to the divine ( u) ,')Efoq must correspond the legendary (6 
pr:HJ()(.;). This correspondence is indeed the primordial e<;<;ence of all 
analogy (homology), the word "ana-logy" taken e'>sentially and liter
ally. Insight into thi'> analogy, in which a dictum, a word, a legend, 
corre'iponds to Being, i.e., disclose<; it by '>peaking of it a'> the 'iame 
in a compari'ion, put<; us into a po'iition to finally provide the answer 
to an earlier question 

In our fir'it elucidation of the es'ience of pv1'Joc., as the disdosive legend 
in which and for which Being appear~. we as'ierted that, in accord with 
the e'isential dignity of the word, poetiLing and thinking had the highest 
rank for the Greeks This claim was bound to provoke an objection, 
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and the foregoing elucidations of hazpo\'IOv and {)Eiov have lent it still 
more significance. For the Greeks, being'> appear in their Being and 
in their "essence" not only in the "word" but equally in sculpture. 
If indeed the divine in the Greek sense, n) ,')Ffov, is precisely Being 
itself looking into the ordinary, and if the divine e'>sence appears pre
cisely for the Greeks in the architecture of their temples and in the 
sculpture of their statues, what happens then to the asserted priority 
of the word and accordingly to the priority of poetizing and thinking? 
For the Greeks, are not architecture and sculpture, exactly with regard 
to the divine, of a higher rank, or at lea'>t of the same rank, as poetry 
and thinking? Is there not a well-justified ground to our readily-adopted 
procedure of forming our standard "historiographical picture" of the 
essence of the Greek world on the basis of architecture and sculpture? 
Here we will only be able to rai-;e and clarify these far-reaching ques
tions within the limits drawn by our meditation on the essence of the 
Oa!JlOVIUV. 

It is easy to ~ee that at issue here are the relations among the "classes 
of art" and their rank architecture, sculpture, poetry. We are thinking 
of the essence of art here, and indeed not in general and vaguely, and 
to be sure not a<; an "expression" of culture or as a "witne<;<;" to the 
creative potential of man. Our focus is how the work of art itself lets 
Being appear and brings Being into unconcealedness. This kind of ques
tioning is far removed from metaphysical thinking about art, for the 
latter thinks "aesthetically." That meam the work is considered with 
regard to its effect on man and on his lived experience To the extent 
that the work ibelf comes to be considered, it is looked upon as the 
product of a creating, a "creating" which again expresse<; a "lived urge." 
Thus even if the work of art is comidered for itself, it is taken a~ the 
"object" or "product" of a creative or imitative lived experience, that 
is to say, it is conceived constantly on the basis of human subjective 
perception ( ai'm'Jqou;). The aesthetic consideration of art and of the 
work of art commence'> precisely (by essential necessity) with the incep
tion of metaphysics. That means the aesthetic attitude toward art begins 
at the moment the e-;sence of aAr]1'Jna is transformed into />po{wmc;, 
into the conformity and correctness of perceiving, presenting, and repre
senting. This transformation starts in Plato'<; metaphy'>ics. In the time 
before Plato, for essential reasom, a consideration "of" art did not exist 
and so in general all We-;tern considerations of art and all explicatiom 
of art and historiography of art from Plato to Nietzsche are "ae'ithetic." 
This metaphysical basic fact of the unbroken domination of aesthetics 
is not changed at all, provided we keep the metaphysical in mind, if 
instead of a so-called cultivated and mobbish "ae-;thete," we have, e.g., 
a peasant with his "natural" instinct "experience" a nude in an art 
exhibit. The peasant, too, is an "aesthete." 
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Thinking about this unshakable fact, the ~mpicion must arise in us, 
after all we have been saying, that in our pre!>ent de'iire to determine 
something about the art of the Greeks the obviousne'>'> of the aesthetic 
mode of consideration might in advance be burdening our approach 
with improper and di'itorting points of view. 

According to the usual opinion, there are different "classes" of art. 
Art itself is the forming and ~haping and "creating" of a work out of 
some matter. Architecture and sculpture u<;e stone, wood, steel, paint; 
music uses tones, poetry words One might agree that for the Greeks 
the poetic pre~entation of the e~sence of the gods and of their dominion 
was certainly essential; yet no less essential and in fact more "impres
sive," because of its visibility, would be the presentation of the gods 
immediately in ~tatue~ and temples. Architecture and sculpture use as 
their matter the relatively ~table material of wood, stone, '>teel. They 
are independent of the fleeting breath of the quickly fading and, more
over, ambiguous word. Hence through these classe'> of arc architecture, 
sculpture, and painting, e<;<;ential limits are set for poetry. The former 
do not need the word, while the latter doe~. 

Now, this view is quite erroneous. Indeed architecture and sculpture 
do not use the word a~ their mdtter. But how could there ever be tem
ples or statues, existing for what they are, without the word? Certainly 
these works have no need for the descriptions of the historiography 
of art. The Greek'> were fortunate in not yet needing historiographers 
of art, or of literature, music, and philosophy, and their written history 
is essentially different from modern "historiography." The Greek'> had 
more than enough just with the task'> given them by poetry, thinking, 
building, and sculpturing. 

But the circum'itance that in a temple or in a statue of Apollo there 
are no word~ as material to be worked upon and "formed" by no means 
proves that the<;e "work~," in what they are and how they are, do not 
still need the word in an essential way. The essence of the word does 
not at all consist in its vocal sound, nor in loquacity and noise, and 
not in it'> merely technical function in the communication of informa
tion The statue and the temple '>tand in silent dialogue with man in 
the unconcealed. If there were not the silent word, then the looking 
god as sight of the statue and of the features of its figure could never 
appear. And a temple could never, without ~tanding in the disclosive 
domain of the word, present itself as the house of a god The fact that 
the Greeks did not describe and talk about their "works of art" "aesthet
ically" bears witness to the fact that these work~ ~tood well secured 
in the clarity of the word, without which a column would not be a 
column, a tympanum a tympanum, a frieze a frieLe. 

In an essentially unique way, through their poetizing and thinking, 
the Greeks experience Being in the disclosivene~s of legend and word. 
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And only therefore do their architecture and sculpture display the nobil
ity of the built and the shaped. These "works" exist only in the medium 
of the word, i.e., in the medium of the essentially telling word, in the 
realm of the legendary, in the realm of ''myth." 

It is therefore that poetizing and thinking have a priority, one which 
to be sure is not grasped if we represent it "aesthetically" as a priority 
of one class of art over others. Similarly, in general art is not the object 
of a "cultural" or lived drive but is the setting into work of the uncon
cealedness of Being out of the holding sway of Being itself. 

In pv{Joc; the oazp6mw appears. Jmt as the word and "having the 
word" sustain the es-;ence of man, i.e., the relation of Being to man, 
so in the same range of essence, i.e., in relation to the whole of beings, 
the ()azp6vzov determines the basic relation of Being to man. Therefore 
in later Greek antiquity, with Plato and Ari'itotle, a word was -;till essen
tiaL one that named this relation of Being to man That word i'> 
EvDazpoda. 

Through the Roman-Christian translation as beatitudo (i.e., the state 
of the beatus, the blessed one) Evoazpovfa was, of course, transformed 
into a mere quality of the human soul, "happiness." But rvoazpovfa 
means the holding sway in the appropriate measure of the "Ev"-the 
appearing and coming into presence of the oazpovuw 

This is not a "spirit" dwelling somewhere within the breast The 
Socratic-Platonic talk of the ()azp6vuw as an inner vmce signifies only 
that ib attuning and determining do not come from the outside, i.e., 
from some being at hand, but from invisible and ungraspable Being 
itself, which is closer to man than any obtrusive manipulatable being. 

Where the ()azp()vuw, the divine which enters into unconcealedness, 
the uncanny, must be said explicitly, there the saying i'> a legend, a 
pv{Joc.;. The conclusion of the Platonic dialogue on the es~ence of the 
n6Azc; speaks of a oazpc)vzo'; u>m>,;. We now understand what this name 
means. 

J()noc; is the Greek for "place," although not as mere position in 
a manifold of points, everywhere homogeneous The e~sence of the 
place consists in holding gathered, as the present "where," the circum
ference of what is in it'> nexus, what pertaim to it and is "of" it, of 
the place The place is the originally gathering holding of what belongs 
together and is thus for the most part a manifold of places reciprocally 
related by belonging together, which we call a settlement or a di'itrict 
[ Ortschaft]. In the extended domain of the district there are thus roads, 
passages, and paths. A ()azpc)vzoc; u)rwc.; is an "uncanny di'itrict." That 
now means: a "where" in whose squares and alleys the uncanny shines 
explicitly and the essence of Being comes to presence in an eminent 
sense. 
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§7. The Greeks' final word concerning the hidden counter-essence of 
aArjtJEZa, ArjtJq (II). The concluding myth of Plato's Politeia. 

The field of Arj tJq. 

a) The district of the uncanny: the field of withdrawing 
concealment. The exclusiveness of the uncanny in the place of 
lethe. The sight of its emptiness, and the nothingness of the 

withdrawal. The uncontainable water of the river "Carefree" in the 
field of ArjtJq. The saving of the unconcealed by thoughtful 

thinking; the drink of the thinker. 

The district mentioned in the concluding myth of Plato's Politeia i'> nei
ther on "earth" nor in "heaven." Quite to the contrary, in this district 
there are such thing'>, and only such things, which point to the subter
restrial, the supraterrestrial, and to what pertains to the earth. The sub
terrestrial and the supraterrestrial are the places whence the "demonic" 
shines up upon, or down upon, the earth. They are the places of the 
gods. In the district of the uncanny the ones who come from the subter
restrial and the supraterrestrial meet in order to wander through this 
oazp6vwc; HJrroc; before they again go through a new mortal course 
on earth. In wandering through the di'itrict of the uncanny, its places 
must be traversed according to explicitly delimited stops and times. 

The last place within the district of the uncanny, consequently the 
one at which the wanderer must stop immediately prior to the transition 
to a new mortal course, i~ u) u]c; Arj,'Jq,; wMov, the field of withdraw
ing concealment in the seme of oblivion. In thi'> field of .lr]iJq the whole 
wandering i'> gathered. Here the "demonic" of the entire locality dwells 
in the most extreme and highe'it 'ieme The warrior narrates that the 
way to the field of ArjiJq leads through a blaLe consuming everything 
and through an air that a~phyxiates everything; xai yap dvaz ar.h() 
(Hi uJc; Arj,'Jqc; llEMov) xEw)v Oivopwv 1E xai ()oa yrJ ¢un (62 Ia3f.). 
"Also, it (namely thi'> field of withdrawing concealment) is itself bare 
of all that grows as well as completely void of everything the earth 
lets spring forth." This field of concealment is oppo~ed to all <flume;. 
Arj1'JIJ does not admit any <fluEZv, any emerging and coming forth. ArjiJq 
appears as the counter-essence to <flume;. If we under~tand <!Juazc; as 
"nature," and .\rjiJq as "forgetting," then we will never comprehend 
how <flume; and A1]1'Jq come to be opposites, why they stand in an em
phatic relation to each other. But if we think of them in the Greek 
manner, then it becomes clear that .lrjtJq as e'>sential withdrawing and 
concealing never lets anything emerge, and hence it sets itself against 
all coming forth, i.e., against ¢vazc;. The field of Ar]tJq prevents every 
disclosure of beings, of the ordinary. In the e'>sential place of Ar]tJq 
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everything disappears. Yet it is not only the completeness of the with
drawal or the presumed quantity of the concealment that distinguishes 
this place. The point is rather that the "away" of the withdrawn comes 
into presence itself in the essence of the withdrawal The "away" of 
what is withdrawn and concealed is surely not "nothing," for the letting 
disappear that withdraws everything occurs in this place-in this place 
alone-and presents itself there. The place is void-there is nothing 
at all that i'> ordinary in it. But the void is precisely what remains and 
what comes into presence there. The barrenness of the void is the noth
ing of the withdrawal. The void of the place is the look that looks 
into it and "fills" it. The place of Arj,'hz is that "where" in which the 
uncanny dwells in a peculiar exclusivity. The field of Arj tJq is, in a pre
eminent sense, "demonic." 

But to the extent that this place, in its own domain, still allows some
thing to appear and come into p:-esence, then as belonging to the field 
of ArjtJq this must itself partake of the essence of the field. All the wan
derers find in thb place is a river. But already the name of the river 
indicates that it is appropriate to the place, i.e., it is in service to 
the essence of ArjtJq. The river in the field of ArjtJq is called 'ApiAq,;, 
which means "Carefree." The warrior narrating the piHJoc; of the 
t5azp6vl()(.; n>m>'; says, ( 621 a4ff.): uxqvam'Jaz ovv mpac; ifbiJ farripm., 
yzyvopivqc; napa 10v 'ApiAqw nowpov, ov u) v/iwp ayyEZ(w ov/iiv 
miyEZv. "They pitched their tents after evening descended, near the 
river "Carefree," who<;e water no vessel could cover, i.e., contain" 
(aH--'yq: the root the cover). This water does not know care (pdhq) 
concerning what is opposed to disappearance, to going away, and con
sequently to withdrawing concealment. Thi'> water, which cannot be 
contained in any vessel because it is the pure going away itself, does 
not know JlFAhq ujc; aArj,'Jnac;, care over unconcealedness, the care 
that beings be secured in the unconcealed and therein remain constant. 
"Care" in no way means here a kind of preoccupation or distress over 
some external state of the world and man Instead, care is uniquely 
the care over unconcealedness and belongs in the domain of the 
liazp()vzov. Care belong'> to the event of the essence of disclosure and 
concealment. Accordingly, the corresponding "carefreeness" b neither 
an arbitrary freedom from preoccupation as regards ~orne thing or other, 
nor is it only a property of man. It is solely the not caring about aArjtJEZa, 
because "carefreeness" is concerned with the dominion of Arj,'Jq and 
attend'> to the withdrawing concealment. Therefore this carefreeness 
too is a liazp/wzov. Hence in the realm of essential thinking, where 
the essence of Being is thought, jmt as is unconcealedness, whenever 
the word "care" occurs, something else is intended than the regretful
ness of a human "subject" staggering around in the "nothing in itself," 
in a "lived experience" objectified into empty nothingness. 
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The water of the river flowing in the field of Aij{h] eludes all contain
ment and itself effectuates only the one withdrawal letting everything 
escape and thus concealing everything. After passage through the 
oazpO\'Wc; u)uoc;, everyone who i'> to begin again a journey on the 
earth must first drink from the water of the river "Carefree," and pre
cisely a certain amount: pi1puv pi:v ovv n wv voawc; mimv avayxafov 
dvaz mEfv, "It is necessary for everyone to drink a certain amount of 
this water" ( 62 I a6f.). Everyone going through the mortal journey on 
earth is on the earth and in the midst of beings in such a way that 
on account of this drink there hold sway a concealment and a with
drawal of beings, so that a being only is insofar as at the <;arne time 
and in opposition to this concealment and this withdrawal there also 
prevails an unconcealedness in which the unconcealed is conserved. 
By this drink, taken in measure, the man returning to earth carries 
an essential belongingness to the domain of the essence of concealment. 
All dwell to a certain degree within the essential region of 
concealment-wv<,· Iii ¢povljon pr] my(opivovc; uAiov rrfvEzv wv 
phpov· "But the ones who were not <;aved by imight drank more than 
the mea<;ure" ( 62 I a7f.). lPp()vqazc; here means the insight of the intui
tion that looks into what is properly intuitable and unconcealed. 

The look-into meant here is the looking of the gaze into the es'>ence, 
i.e., the gaze of "philosophy." lPp6vqmc; here means the same as "phi
losophy," and that title means. to have sight for what is essential. He 
who can look in such a way i'> a my(6pEvoc;, a saved one, "saved" 
namely in the relation of Being to man. The word oc(J(t:zv, like ¢p()vqmc; 
and ¢1Aooo¢z'a, is an essential word The Greek thinkers speak of 
ac(J(En· ui ¢azw)pna--"to save what appears"; that means to conserve 
and to preserve in unconcealednes'> what '>how<; itself as what shows 
itself and in the way it shows itself-that is, against the withdrawal 
into concealment and distortion He who in this fashion saves (con
serves and pre<;erves) the appearing, saves it into the unconcealed, is 
him'ielf saved for the unconcealed and comerved for it. The ones, how
ever, who are not like that, who thus lack the gaze into the essence, 
are avEv ¢1.\ooo<!Jz'ac;, "without philosophy." "Philosophy" is accord
ingly not a mere dealing with universal concepts on the part of thinking, 
to which one can dedicate oneself or not without there occurring any
thing essential. Philo'>ophy means to be addressed by Being itself. Phi
losophy is in it'ielf the basic mode in which man comports himself to 
beings in the midst of beings. Men who lack philosophy are without 
insight. They deliver themselves over to what happens to appear and 
likewhe to what happens to di'>appear. They are at the mercy of the 
withdrawal and the concealment of beings. They drink beyond the mea
'>ure of the water of the river "Carefree." They are the carele'>s ones, 
who feel content with the thoughtlessne~s that has withdrawn from 
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every claim on the thinker These careless ones are the ones who have 
become happy in putting behind themselves the care concomitant with 
belonging to a people of poets and thinkers. (In recent days it was 
publicly announced by the ministry of propaganda in a loud voice that 
the Germans no longer need "thinkers and poets" but "corn and oil.") 

"Philosophy," as the heedfulness to the claim of Being on man, is 
first of all the care for Being and never a matter of "cultural formation" 
and knowledge. Therefore it is possible that many persons may possess 
a great amount of learned information about philo~ophical opinions 
without ever being "philosophical" and without "philosophizing." Then 
again, other'> may be touched by the claim of Being without knowing 
what it is and without responding to the claim of Being with appropriate 
thinking. 

Of course a certain knowledge belong'> to thi'> thoughtful thinking 
and so does a carefulness in reflection and in the use of words, which 
essentially surpasses all demands of mere scientific accuracy. According 
to the experience of the Greek thinkers, this thinking always remains 
a saving of the unconcealed from concealment in the sense of veiling 
withdrawal. This latter is experienced more originally in thought than 
anywhere else The thinker in particular mmt have drunk the just mea
sure of water from the river "Carefree." "Seeing," in the sense of the 
gaze into the e<;sence, the seeing of genuine thinking, does not come 
about by itself but i~. in a different way than the usual "~eeing" and 
"seeing-to," threatened on all side~ by errors. But what about the one 
who not only drinks beyond the measure, but who drinks only this 
water? 

Recapitulation 

I) Field and lethe. The divine for the Greeks: the uncanny in the 
ordinary. The {)Efov in primordial aArj{)EZa and Arj{)q. 'AArj{)na and 

{)ni (Parmenides). 

About the time that the Greek'> departed from their e'>sential hi'itory, 
they ex pres~ed once more the legend of the counter-es<;cnce of a.\ r] 1'Jna, 
the pv{)oc.; of .\rj1'Jq. This legend, which concludes Plato's dialogue 
"Politeia," end'> with a tale about Arj,'Jq. This observation i~ correct. 
but in such a casual form it may easily occasion a misinterpretation 
of the es~ence of Arj1'Jq. In truth what h at issue here is u) u]<; Arj1'Jqc; 
nd)fov-the field of withdrawing concealment. Plato docs not say sim
ply 1ci nd)fov u]c.; Arj1'Jq<;, but H) ujc., Arj{)qc.,· mNov. Initially, the rela
tion between the field and Ar]1'Jq is left undetermined, because the lin-
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guistic expression, the genitive, can mean many different things: in the 
first place, it could mean that in the field ArjtJq occurs and appears. 
Taken in this way the field and Ar]1'Jq are indifferent to one another. 
But the field can also be determined in its character as a field precisely 
on the basis of Arj1'JI] and become in that way a region appropriate 
to Ar]tJq alone. Here field and ArjtJq are indeed still distinguished, but 
they are no longer indifferent to one another. Finally the field and its 
character as field can belong to Arj,'Jq itself. Now field and Arj,'Jq are 
not distinguished from each other, but ArjtJq itself is field. It is the place, 
the "where," in such a way that withdrawing concealment does not 
occur at some spot or other within the field but instead is itself the 
"where" for what must belong to it. Accordingly, what is to be thought 
is "the field of Arj,'Jq." This field belongs together with other places, 
and as a whole they make up a u)noc; oazpovzo,;: a "demonic district." 

The elucidation of the essence of the oazp{>vuw leads to a clarification 
of the essence of the 1'JEfov. Together, these provide an indication of 
the essence of the Greek divinities. This indication would certainly be 
very much misunderstood if it were to engender the view that hence
forth "we" could straightaway be certain on our own of the essence 
of the Greek gods and therewith be a<;<;ured of their proximity. The 
indication does not reach that far It can only remind us that as long 
as the essence of aAr]tJEZa is not completely disinterred, we will not 
have preserved the one thing by which we might endure the remoteness 
of the Greek gods, acknowledge this remotene'>s as an event of our 
history, and experience these gods as the ones they used to be. Instead 
of that, we are still in constant danger-from literary works, book'>, 
conferences, and feuilletons-of being talked into and persuaded of an 
immediate relation to the Greek gods. It makes no matter here whether 
thi'> literature is profe'>'>orially boring in the '>tyle of the historiography 
of religion or whether the resulb of the historiography of religion are 
elaborated and recounted more poetically The way to these gods, even 
to their remotene~s, certainly leads through the word. But this word 
cannot be "literature" (Experts know of course that the fine book of 
W. F. Otto, Die Cotter Griechenlands, does not belong to this literature; 
but even here the step into the domain of aArj,'Jna is lacking.) 

For the Greeks the divine is based immediately on the uncanny in 
the ordinary. It comes to light in the distinction of the one from the 
other. Nowhere do we find here a display of unmual beings, by means 
of which the divine would first have to be awakened and a sense for 
it first aroused. Therefore also the question of the so-called "Dionysian" 
must be unfolded first as a Greek que'>tion. For many reasom we may 
doubt whether the Niet?schean interpretation of the Dionysian can 
justly be maintained, or whether it i'> not a coar~e interpreting back 
of an uncritical nineteenth century "hiologism" into the Greek world. 
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Everywhere there holds sway in advance for the Greeks the simple 
clarity of Being which lets beings arise in a lustre and sink down into 
darkness. 

Therefore what belongs to the appearance of Being is still of the type 
uncanny, so that there is no need to ascribe to Being a divine character 
subsequently and to demonstrate it afterward. If now, however, aArjiJEza 
belongs to the essence of primordial Being and so does its counter
essence ArjtJq, then each of these is primordially a {)Efov. Therefore 
even for Plato Arj1'JI] is still essentially "demonic." Should we then be 
offended if in Parmenides' primordial thinking aArjtJEZa appears as iJnl, 
as goddess? We would now be more surprised if that were not the 
case. 

ArjiJq, in Plato's "myth," is the oazp6vzov of a field that resides not 
in the here but in the there. This field is the ultimate thoroughfare, 
where the wanderers must stop immediately prior to their transition 
out of the there into the here. It is said of the "field of ArjiJq": xEvov 
oivopwv 1E xai ooa Yil </JVEI-"it is bare of all that grows as well as 
completely empty of everything that the earth allows to spring forth." 

b) The measure of withdrawing concealment in unconcealedness. 
The countenance of the iota in Plato and the grounding of 

anamnesis (as well as forgetting) in unconcealedness. ArjtJq: 
nEOfov. The interpretation of the beginning of Homer's poems and 
of Parmenides' utterance. The unforgetting of aArjtJEza through the 

withdrawal of ArjtJq. The overcoming of experience since Plato 
through procedural operations (rtxvq). 
Reference to Homer, Iliad, XXlll, 358ff. 

10v &_: ad lll(Jv1a navTWV im.\aviMvrm'Jaz-"However, for one who 
would constantly drink (this water) his relation to beings as a whole 
and to himself would '>tand in the concealment that withdraws every
thing and does not leave anything preserved" (62Ia8f.). On such a 
one further words should not be wasted He could not be on earth 
as a man, since all being'> would be concealed to him and there would 
be nothing unconcealed at all, nothing to which he could relate disdo
sively, i.e., for the Greeks, in speech (pvtJoc;, .\6yoc;), and thereby be 
a man. Complete, measureless oblivion, i.e., concealment, would ex
clude the least ground of the es~ence of man, because such oblivion 
would allow no disclosure and would deny unconcealedness its essen
tial foundation. Conversely, we see from this that a measure of with
drawing concealment belongs to the possibility of unconcealedness. 
Arj,'Jq, the concealment that does not allow anything to emerge but 
only withdraws, nevertheless prepares the ground of essence of disclo
sure and so holds sway in unconcealedness. 
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Man stems from the district of the uncanny divine place of withdraw
ing concealment. And since Aip'hz pertains to the essence of aArjtJt·za, 
un-concealedness itself cannot be the mere elimination of concealedness. 
The a in a-Arj,'JEZa in no way means simply an undetermined universal 
"un-" and "not." Rather, the saving and conserving of the un-concealed 
is necessarily in relation to concealment, understood as the withdrawal 
of what appears in its appearing. The conserving is grounded in a per
petual saving and preserving. This preserving of the unconcealed comes 
to pass in its pure essence when man strives freely for the unconcealed 
and does so incessantly throughout his mortal course on earth. To strive 
for something freely and to think only of it is in Greek pvaopaz; the 
"perpetual" endurance on a path and a course is in Greek avci--; the 
incessant thinking of something, the pure saving into unconcealedness 
of what is thought, is thus avapvqou;. A self-manifesting being, having 
come into unconcealednes'> as '>uch, is understood by Plato as that 
which steps into view and thus emerges in its look. The "look" in which 
something come'> to pre'ience as unconcealed, i.e , in which it is, is 
what is meant by doo~..;. The sight and the aspect something offers, 
through which it look'> at man, is z'ofa. Thought in Plato'<; 'iense, uncon
cealedness occurs as z'&a and do()(.;. In these and through these, beings, 
i.e., what is present, come to pre'ience. The z'ofa is the countenance 
by which at any time self-disclosive beings look at man. The z'&a is 
the presence of what is present. the Being of beings. But since aArjtJEza 
is the overcoming of Arj,'hz, what is unconcealed must be saved in un
concealedness and be secured in it. Thus man can comport himself 
to beings as unconcealed only if he perpetually directs his thinking to 
the unconcealedness of the unconcealed, i.e , to the z'oi:a and the do()(.;, 
and in that way saves beings from withdrawal into concealment. 

In Plato's sense, i e., thought in the Greek way, the relation to the 
Being of beings is therefore avapvqmc;. Thi'> word is usually translated 
as "memory" or perhaps "recollection." This translation transforms 
everything into the "psychological" and does not at all touch the essen
tial relation to z'h'i:a. The translation of avapviJUli..; by "recollection" im
plies it is a matter here only of something "forgotten" welling up in 
man once again. But we have learned in the meantime that the Greeks 
experience forgetting as the event of the concealment of beings; accord
ingly, so-called "memory" is actually based on unconcealediiess and 
disclosedness 

Plato inaugurates, along with the transformation of the essence of 
aArji'JE!a into (JjlOfwmc;. a transformation of ArjiJq and of the avapvqazc; 
opposing it. The event of the withdrawing concealment becomes trans
formed into the human comportment of forgetting. Similarly, what is 
opposed to Arj,'Jq becomes a fetching back again by man_ As long as 
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we think the Platonic dvapvqau; and irrV.avtJavt:or'Jaz only on the basis 
of what came afterward i.e., in modern terms, think them only in a 
"subjective" sense as "remembering" and "forgetting," we will not grasp 
their essential ground for the Greeks, which in the thinking of Plato 
and Aristotle radiates its light for the last time. 

The tale of the water of the river "Carefree" is the last word the 
warrior pronounces regarding the liazp6noc; TOn()(.;. The pv{Joc.; reaches 
its peak in the legend of the field of Ar]tJq. The essential view of thinking, 
which gathers everything into itself and finds expression in this dialogue 
on the essence of the rr6Azc.;, is directed to the region of withdrawing 
concealment. This is the one and only thing necessary, since d-AiJI'JEZa, 
which is what is to be experienced, is itself by es'>ence founded on 
ArjtJq. Between these nothing mediates and there is no transition, be
cause both in themselves pertain immediately to each other by their 
very essence. Whenever a belonging together is an essential one, the 
transition from one side to the other is "<;udden;" it takes only a moment 
and i'> over in a trice. Therefore the warrior concludes his "narration" 
of the pvr'Joc; with the following words ( 62 I b Iff.) lnn/ii] of' xozpqmz 
xai ~{:aac; VVXTQ(.,' yt:vi:m'Jaz, fipovHJV 1E xai OEIOjl(JV yt:vi:m'Jaz, xai 
ivTEVf/JEv i~arrivqc; aAAov aAAn f/Jiprm'Jaz avw d1.; rr'Jv yfvEUlv, 
~TTOVTW.,' wc.;nq> dmi:pac;. "After they lay down to rest and midnight 
struck, a thunderstorm and an earthquake set in, and from there (from 
the field of Arjr'J11) all of a sudden everyone else was carried away, going 
toward the emerging prominence (toward being on earth) like a flight 
of stars (shooting stars)." avuic.; Iii wv piv iJ/iawc.; xwAviJr]vaz mdv 
"He himself. however. wa'> indeed prevented from drinking the water" 
(62 Ib4f.). 

That is decisive· the pvtJoc; doe'> not tear away from concealment 
something unconcealed but speaks out of that region from which 
springs forth the original e<;<;ential unity of the two, where the beginning 
is. Oil!] JlEVWI xai 6nwc.; d~.,· HJ owpa a¢fxozw, ovx t'it)i:vaz, aAA' 
i~aff/JviJc; avaf3Ai:rpac; z'odv i'wtJEV aun)v xdprww t'ni T!] nvpif. "In 
what way meanwhile and in what fashion he came into his 'bodily' 
presence he claimed not to know, but he did know that when he sud
denly opened his eyes, he saw it was morning and he himself was 
lying on the pyre" (62Ib5ff.) 

The looking up, the seeing of the i/ii:a, the dawning light, the morn
ing, the fire and the pyre-all this expresses in '>uch an essential way 
relations and features of Greek thinking that we are listening inappro
priately to the concluding word of the pvtJoc; if we find in it merely 
a figurative ending to the narrative Now is not the time to consider 
these relations. But neitht>r may we close our ears to what Socrates, 
i.e., here, Plato himself. remarks concerning the pvtJoc.; just told. Kai 
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oihwc;, w 1:-lavxwv, pv{)oc; iaw{)I] xai ovx anwAno, xaz qpac.; av 
OWOEIEV, av [[E!{)wpE{)a avuiJ, xai 10V 11](.: Ai]iJq,; norapov EIJ 
ozaf3qa6pE{)a xai n]v rpvxiJv ov pzav{)qm)pE{)a. "And so, 0 Glaucon, 
a legend has been saved and did not get lost. and it could save us, 
too, if we would be obedient to it; and then we will fittingly traverse 
the river flowing in the field of Ai]{)q and will not desecrate the 'soul: 
i.e., the fundamental power to say beings" (62Ib8ff.). 

Once again there is talk of ac(J(tw, saving. What is preserved and 
secured is the legend of the essence of Ar]{)q, the withdrawing conceal
ment. That the pv{Joc; as a whole is to secure in the unconcealed pre
cisely this closing expression of the essence of concealment can be rec
ognized from the fact that out of the rich content of the pv{)oc.; Plato 
in the end once more mentions u)v n]c.; Ai],'Jqc; nmap6\', the river 
flowing in the field of Ai]{)q A superficial reading of this passage had 
already in antiquity led to the false notion of a "river Lethe," as if Ai]{)q 
itself were the river. But Ai]{)q is neither the river itself. nor is it symbo
lized by the river. Arj1'Jq is ndi{ov, field, region, the essence of the place 
and of the sojourn from which there is a sudden transition to a place 
and a sojourn that. as the unconcealedness of beings, envelops the mor
tal course of man In the emptine'>'> and abandonment of the field of 
all-withdrawing concealment, what alone can exist is this river, because 
its water corresponds to the e<;sence of the field in that thi'> water with
draws from and eludes all containment and in that way carries the 
essence of the place of the withdrawing concealment everywhere it 
is taken as a drink The place of Ai],'Jq is to be traversed only by travers
ing the single thing that exists at this place, namely the water of the 
river. If it were only a matter of stepping acros<;, then the water would 
run past the ones who are crossing and would flow away and would 
not affect them in their essence. But the cro<;sing must occur and does 
occur only by the water becoming a drink and thus entering into man 
and determining him from the very innermo'>t of his essence. And 
thereby it also determines how man, destined to unconcealedness, will 
in the future stand in the unconcealed while retaining a relation to 
withdrawing concealment. The appropriate, i.e., the measured crossing 
of the river flowing through the place of .\i] {)q consi'>ts in taking a drink 
of the water according to the fitting measure. Yet the essence of man, 
and not only the individual man in his destiny, is saved only when 
man, as the being he is, harkens to the legend of concealment. Only 
in that way can he follow what unconcealedness itself and the disclo
sure of the unconcealed demand in their essence. 

Without insight into the /iazp()vzov of Ai]iJq, we will never be able 
to appreciate the astonishing fact that the "mother of the mmes," and 
consequently the essential beginning of poetry, is "Mnemosyne," i.e., 
the primordial free salvation and preservation of Being, without which 
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poetizing would even lack what is to be poetized. If we look into this 
essential connection between Being and unconcealednes'>, between un
concealedness and salvation versus the concealed, between salvation 
and preservation, Being and word, word and saying, saying and poetiz
ing, and poetizing and thinking, we will then perceive the first lines 
of Homer's poems quite differently than we U'>ed to: 

ILIAD Mljvzv an&, {hi, llqAqia8Ew 'AxzAr]o<,· I ovAopivqv,' 
ODYSSEY: 'A v8pa poz tvvEnE, Movaa, noAvrpmrov, b<; paAa noAA a 

nAayxt;lq,' 

Here the "godde<;<;" and the "muse" are not simply "invoked" for 
the purpose of a solemn introduction, but these lines say that the utter
ance of the poetical word is the speaking and the song of Being itself, 
and the poet is merely the ipjll]\'f'V(,', the interpreter of the word. The 
poet does not invoke the goddess, but instead, even before saying his 
first word the poet is already invoked himself and already stands within 
the appeal of Being and as such is a savior of Being versus the "de
monic" withdrawal of concealment. 

If Parmenide'> names the goddess 'AAr]iJEza at the very outset of his 
utterance, that is not, as philologists maintain, a kind of poetically fash
ionable introduction to hi'> so-called "didactic poem," but instead it 
is the naming of the essential place, where the thinker as thinker dwells. 
The place is 8azp()vzo<,· u)no<;. 

For us of today the pviJo<,· of Ar]iJq at the conclusion of the dialogue 
on the m)Az<,· i~ the last word of the Greek~ on the hidden counter
essence to cdrj,'Jna. This withdrawing counter-e'>sence to disclosednes'> 
"withholds" unconcealedness but at the same time also holds in itself 
the essence of unconcealedness. What i'> counter to ahj1'Jna i'> neither 
simply the opposite, nor the bare lack, nor the rejection of it as mere 
denial. Arj,'Jq, the oblivion of withdrawing concealment, is that with
drawal by means of which alone the essence of aArjiJEZa can be pre
served and thus be and remain unforgotten. Thoughtle'>'> opinion main
tains that something is preserved the soonest and is preservable the 
easiest when it is comtantly at hand and graspable. But in truth, and 
that now means for us truth in the sense of the essence of unconcealed
ness, it is self-withdrawing concealment that in the highest way disposes 
human beings to preserving and to faithfulnes~. For the Greeks, the 
withdrawing and self-withdrawing concealment i'> the simplest of the 
simple, preserved for them in their experience of the unconcealed and 
therein allowed to come into pre'ience. Therefore Plato could not invent 

I. '·o godde~s. ~ing uf 1he fa1al vengean(·e uf 1he Peleidian Achille~"-Tr 
2 "0 muse, sing for me of 1ha1 much-wandering and much-\uffering man"-Tr 
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the pvOoc.; of Arjl'hz; no pviJ()(.; is ever invented nor found by seeking. 
The legendary word is a response to the word of an appeal in which 
Being itself dispenses itself to man and therewith first indicates the paths 
a seeking might take within the sphere of what is disclosed in advance. 

Certainly the time of Plato, four centuries later, is no longer the age 
of Homer. The ability, hence the inclination as well as the aptitude, 
to express the appeal of Being becomes more and more concerned with 
establishing something that has been attained in the meanwhile, namely 
a being-at-home in beings on the basis of what man has instituted by 
his own procedures. The legendary word is not weaker; but man's per
ception is more variegated and dispersed and hence too volatile to expe
rience as present the simple, which comes into presence originarily and 
therefore constantly. In the final era of the completion of the Greek 
world, we recogniLe already the traces of the early form of that historical 
condition which then determines the epoch of modernity in the West. 
In this epoch, as a consequence of a peculiarly concealed incertitude, 
certitude in the sense of unconditional certainty counts as what is most 
valuable, and therefore ascertaining becomes the basic character of all 
comportment. Ascertaining i'> not a merely subsequent corroboration 
but is rather the aggressive making secure in advance for the sake of 
certitude. The content and the reality of everything objective has what
ever validity it has as the inexhaustible occasion for objectivization in 
the sense of the certification of the content of world and "life." Proce
dural processes (1<rvq) and their modes dominate experience. A river 
no longer flows in the mysterious course of its windings and turnings 
along banks it itself has carved out, but it now only pushes its water 
to an "end" predirected to it without detours, between the uniform 
rails of cement wall'>, which are in no way banks. The fact that precisely 
at the time of Socrates and Plato the word !~'(VI], which there surely 
still means something essentially different from technique in the 'iense 
of modern technology, is often used, and is already thought of, is a 
sign that procedural processes are lording it over experience. The ability 
to listen to legend becomes weaker and more withdrawn from its e~
sence. 

The legendary word of Homer ha'> not faded away. The otherwise 
silent pv{)oc; of Arj,'Jq exists. Therefore even the Platonic pv1'Jo,; of Arj {)q 
is a remembering of, not merely a thinking "about," the Arj{)q Pindar 
and Hesiod mention. This remembering utterance of the pviJo,; pre
serves the primordial unveiling of the essence of Arj,'Jq and at the same 
time helps us to think more attentively the domain in which Homer 
already mentions the counter-word to Arj{)q, cHrj1'Jna. 

In the penultimate book IJI (XXIII) of the Iliad there is in verse 358ff. 
a passage referred to at the conclusion of the consideration of the oppo
sitional character of the essence of dArjiJna. This song poetizes the 
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death, the ritual burning, and the funeral of Achilles' fallen friend 
Patroclos, and it poetizes the war games instituted in honor of Achilles. 
The first of the games is to be the contest of the chariots. After Achilles 
drew lots determining the order of the warriors, 

urjpqvt· fit' rip par' 'AxvLinJ<; 
TT]AUtJfv iv Adcp ud!icp uapir Ot~ mwm)v ducv 
anir'JEOV C/JofVIXO, (Jr[(JOVO 1W1fUJ<;' EO{O, 

W<; J1EJ1VE4JW op6pov<; xai UAt]!'Jdqv imoduol. 

"Achilles indicates the turn (of the COUN~), 
(letting it appear) farther in broad space, and next to the end of the course 
he place~ 
the divine Phoenix, the war companion of his father, 
so that he might keep the cour~e in view and accordingly bring to word 
what is unconcealed " 

we; jlt'j1VE4JW O'popovq--so that he might keep, i.e , so that he will 
not let fall away into concealment the outcome of the battle of the 
chariots. Here aArjtJna, the unconcealednes<; of the battle, i.e., the battle 
as it appears in its presence, is founded unequivocally on a pt:pvi4Jw-
we would say on a "not forgetting," though in that way we would 
falsify the matter. Indeed in the Greek language pzpvrjoxt:zv and 
pipvqpaz surely express the counter-essence to t'mAavl'hivEm'Jaz. But 
the latter is determined on the basis of its relation to Arj tJq. Accordingly, 
in the original understanding of pzpvf]uxt:zvthere lies the sense of keep
ing, and precisely the holding of the unconcealed as such. This holding 
is, however, not a mere be-holding or taking notice but is letting oneself 
be held by unconcealedness, dwelling in it a~ that which secures the 
unconcealed against the withdrawal of concealment. 

Recapitulation 

2) The origination of man out of the uncanny district of 
withdrawing concealment. The inception of the transformation of 
man's basic position. The coming to presence together of aArjtJt:za 

and JlEJlVIJJlal. 
Reference to Homer, Iliad, XXlll, 358ff. 

Plato's myth at the conclusion of the Politeia says that man stems from 
the uncanny district of withdrawing concealment and in the "here" 
traverses a mortal course through beings in the midst of beings as a 
whole. Therefore, in opposition to the concealment he bears with him 
as the legacy of that district, when man returns to the "here," he must 
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first freely pursue (pvaopaz) beings. He does so by removing the con
cealment and thus letting the un-concealed show itself. Beings show 
themselves first by being un-concealed, because concealedness sur
rounds those who have been transposed back into the here, as a conse
quence of the draught they had to take from the river in the AijiJq-place. 
The pviJoc; understands the necessity of aAr]iJt:za and its essential relat
edness to Aij,'Jq, as the ground preceding it, on the basis of the essential 
provenance and destiny of man. This emphatic reference to man already 
indicates a transformation of the basic position of thinking among the 
Greeks. This transformation <;ignifies the inception of metaphysics. The 
history of the Greeks thus heads toward the completion of its essential 
possibility. A1]1'h7 will no longer be experienced a<; a pure event but 
will be thought on the ba<;i<; of the comportment of man in the sense 
of the later "forgetting." 

But if Aij,'Jq, no matter how conceived, i'> originally the counter
essence to aArj1'Jna, and if to ,\Ij,'h] as withdrawing concealment there 
corresponds a losing in the <;ense of forgetting, then a keeping and pre
serving must also originally stand in a corre<;pondence to aAijiJna. 
Where aAr]I'JEza come<; to presence there holds sway a keeping of that 
which is saved from lo<;<;. Unconcealedness and keeping, (iAijiJt:za and 
JlEJlVIJJlal, come to presence together. And this original belonging to
gether of both, precisely a<; primordial, must also posses<; the inconspicu
ous character of what, like a source, come~ to presence out of itself 
in its essence Indeed there is testimony to thi'>. We have in mind a 
place in Homer, Iliad, XXIII, 358ff. Achilles orders Phoenix, at the battle 
of the chariots, we; Jll'J1H~4JIO op{>pouc; xai aAqiJdqv anocfrwz, "to keep 
the course in view and accordingly to bring to word the unconcealed." 

Let it be noted parenthetically that aAr]1'JF1a and {noc;
unconcealedness and word-are again mentioned together. 
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The Fourth Directive from the 
'D'anslating Word AAHBEIA. The Open 
and Free Space of the Clearing of Being. 

The Goddess "Jruth." 

§8. The fuller significance of dis-closure. The transition to 
subjectivity. The fourth directive: the open, the free. The event of 

aArjOt:za in the West. The groundlessness of the open. The alienation 
of man. 

a) Preparation for the fourth directive. The insufficiency of 
"unconcealedness" as the translation used up to now. The 

ambiguity of the word "dis-closure" and its fuller significance. The 
conflict in primordial aArjlJna. Proximity and beginning. Reference 

to Homer. The two senses of appearance: pure emergence and 
being-encountered. Egohood. Reference to Kant, Descartes, Herder, 

Nietzsche. The priority of selfhood since Plato and Aristotle 
(llt:pz' vxijc;, 8, 43I; Mn a, I). 

Mipvqpaz and aArjlJna are linked together in the verse from the Iliad 
quoted above (verse 361) and, specifically, there unconcealedness is 
a consequence of a keeping. That means Homer experiences the essen
tial relation between aAr]I'Jt:za and ArjlJq in simple clarity and under
stands aArjOt:za on the basis of its relation to the concealing withdrawal 
of ArjlJq. Voss's translation of the verse, "To take good notice of the 
course and to proclaim everything precisely," bears not the slightest 
trace of what the Greek is saying. 'AAqlJic; has become "precise" and 
JlEJlVIJJlal mere "taking notice." The intrusion of "subjectivity" and of 
"subjective comportment" into the essential relation between aArjOt:za 
and JlEJlVIJJlal is obvious. 

In this passage, unconcealednes<; and the keeping that for us counts 
as a counter-comportment to "forgetting·' are mentioned as it were 
spontaneously and for the Greeks in a "natural'' way in their essential 
relationship. But it would be erroneous to claim, solely on the basis 
of this passage. that unconcealedness corresponds to not-forgetting and 
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that the aAqtJ£,;. the unconcealed, is precisely what is not-forgotten. 
It is so. by all means, but only under the presupposition that we think 
of forgetting in terms of aArjtJna and not substitute for the essence 
of ArjtJq the ''forgetting" which is later understood as inadvertence, a 
kind of psychic-subjective comportment. 

Yet the "unconcealed" cannot simply be identified with the unforgot
ten, because the "unforgotten" may be something false and untrue and 
consequently is not by necessity something true, aAq,'Jic;. But does this 
not also apply to the unconcealed as much as to the unforgotten, 
namely that it can be something false as well as <;omething true? Be
sides, the so-called "false" must surely be something unconcealed and 
therefore would be true. The "unconcealed" also appears in the guise 
of mere semblance What then distinguishes that unconcealed we call 
"the true"' 

Hereby we are directing our gaze onto nexuse<; and aby'>'>e'> Greek 
thinking did not avoid. though we ourselves can hardly still surmise 
them, for we unwittingly mix into these necessary questions our ordi
nary understanding of the essence of truth, i.e., truth in the <;ense of 
"correctness" and "certitude." We can now see only this much, that 
mere unconcealedness, in which even something "false" may stand, 
does not exhaust the essence of aAr]1'Jna; spoken more prudently, up 
to now we have not thought the essence of aAr]iJt:za exhaustively. In 
fact through what we have just observed, i.e, in view of the essential 
relation of aArjtJna to Arj,'Jq (withdrawing concealment). a primordial 
essential moment of aAr]1'Jna manife<;ts itself, one that we have not 
yet mentioned and that is by no means expressed in the translation 
"unconcealedness," at all events not a~ long a~ we think "unconcealed
ness" in a careles<; and indeterminate way simply a<; the absence and 
elimination of concealedne<;<;. 

The unconcealed is originarily what is saved from withdrawing con
cealment and hence is secured in dis-closure and a~ <;uch is uneluded. 
The unconcealed does not come into presence indeterminately, as if 
the veil of concealment had <;imply been lilted. The unconcealed is the 
un-ab~ent, over which a withdrawing concealment no longer holds 
sway. The coming into presence i'> it<;elf an emerging, that is, a coming 
forth into unconcealedne~s, in such a way that the emerged and the 
unconcealed are assumed into unconcealedne~s, saved by it and secured 
in it "'A.~qtJh;," the "unconcealed," reveal~ ih essence to us now more 
clearly precisely from its relation to Ar]1'JI]. The unconcealed is what 
has entered into the tranquility of pure ~elf-appearance and of the 
"look." The unconcealed is what is secured thereby. The clarification 
of the e<;sence of the counter-essence, Ar],'Jq as withdrawing con
cealment, first allow~ the essence of di<;-closure to be brought into the 
light. 
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At the outset, "dis-closure" could only say as much as "un-veiling," 
the removal of the veiling and the concealment. But disclosure or dis
concealment does not mean the mere removal and elimination of con
cealment. We must think dis-closure exactly the way we think of dis
charging (igniting) or dis-playing (unfolding). Discharging means to 
release the charge; displaying means to let play out the folds of the 
manifold in their multiplicity. Our first tendency is to understand dis
closure or disconcealing in opposition to concealing, just as disentangling 
is opposed to entangling. Disclosure, however, does not simply result 
in something disclosed as unclosed. Instead, the dis-closure [Ent-bergen] 

is at the same time an en-closure [Ent-bergen], just like dis-semination, 
which is not opposed to the seed, or like in-flaming [Entflammen], which 
does not eliminate the flame [Flamme] but brings it into its essence. 
Dis-closure [Entbergung] is equally for the sake of an en-closure as a 
sheltering [Bergung] of the unconcealed in the unconcealedness of pres
ence, i.e .. in Being. In such sheltering there first emerges the uncon
cealed as a being. Disclosure-that now means to bring into a sheltering 
enclosure: that is. to conserve the unconcealed in unconcealedness. The 
word "dis-closure," the appropriateness of which only a far-reaching 
meditation could reveal, contains in its full sense equally essentially 
this emphasized moment of shelter. whereas "unconcealedness" names 
only the removal of concealedness. The word "dis-closure" is essentially 
and advisedly ambiguous in that it expresses a two-fold with an intrinsic 
unity: on the one hand, as disclosure it is the removal of concealment 
and precisely a removal first of the withdrawing concealment (ArjtJq) 
and then also of distortion and displacement ( rpt:vooc;); on the other 
hand, however. as disclosure it is a sheltering en-closure, i.e., an assum
ing and preserving in unconcealedness 

"Disclosure," understood in its full essence, means the unveiling shel
tering enclosure of the unveiled in unconcealedness. It itself is of a 
concealed essence. We see this first by looking upon ArjtJq and its hold
ing sway, which withdraws into absence and points to a falling away 
and a falling out. 

The lesson to be drawn, therefore, from our meditation on the opposi
tion holding sway in unconcealedness is not that besides distortion and 
falsity, i.e., in brief, besides untruth, there would still be another 
counter-essence to truth, namely Arj tJq. Rather, our reflection resulted 
in the far-reaching insight that out of this counter-essence to truth the 
only conflictual and primordial essence of aArjtJt:za itself reveals itself 
more originally. 'AArjtJt:za is against concealing closure, and through 
this "against" it is for sheltering enclosure. 'AArjtJt:za is against conceal
ing because it comes to presence in the unconcealed for the sake of 
a sheltering. 

This "for" and "against" of aArjOt:za are in themselves not "ruptures" 
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through which its essence falls apart and thereby falls out into the 
essential-less, but instead they mark the conflict out of which aArjtJt:za 
is unified in its essence, and out of which it begins. The conflictual 
unity of immanence in the primordial essence is inwardness. 

Admittedly, the Greeks think and speak still less about this more pri
mordial essence of aArj tJt:za than about the essence of Arj tJq, for aArj tJt:za 
is to them the simple beginning of all that comes into presence. The 
Greeks therefore feel no urgency and have no incentive to direct their 
poetizing, thinking, and saying back into or beyond this beginning. For 
the Greeks there emerges in this beginning itself enough of what is 
entrusted to the saying of their poetry and thought, to its setting-up 
and rearranging. For us who have come later, however, just to get some 
inkling of this most primordial beginning of the history of the West 
we must explicitly pay heed to it and follow the directives the word 
'·unconcealedness" provides. 

By following the third directive and thinking through the opposi
tional essence of ·'unconcealedness" beyond the limits of the usual op
position (truth-untruth). both of the first mentioned directives take on 
a clearer imprint. That "unconcealedness" is related to "concealedness 
and concealment" has meant for us more than a mere verbal analysis 
of "unconcealedness" could yield. Likewise, the "t•n" in "unconcealed
ness" has revealed an essential "oppositional" manifold and has given 
a clue to the conflictual essence of truth But if now by focusing on 
,\rj tJq we glimpse the basic feature of sheltering enclosure in the essence 
of disclosure. and if this shelter secures in unconcealedness what it has 
to secure and to save. then the question looms large as to what uncon
cealedness itself might be, such that it can hold sway as sheltering and 
saving. 

Thus it becomes necessary to follow a fourth directive the translating 
word "unconcealedness" offers to our thoughtful attention. What this 
fourth and la'it directive brings to our attention, which we must gradu
ally learn to experience, was mentioned by the Greeks even less, was 
less explicitly thought of, and wa<; less explicitly founded. than the pre
viously mentioned feature<; of the essence of a,\rjtJt:za. Still it rests pri
mordially in the same, as yet concealed, essence of unconcealedness. 
Let us see what we can ~ee here, without first relating to the previous 
directives. In doing so, however, it will necessarily appear that we are 
now more than ever interpreting back into the essence of the Greek 
aArj,'Jt:za something that doe~ not reside in it. Measured against the 
barriers of the horizon of historiography, and of what is historiographi
cally ascertainable, and of the "facts," everywhere so cherished, what 
is said here about a\rjtJna i'> "in fact" an interpretation read into it. 
But if, on the contrary, we do not force on history historiographical 
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honzons and cover it with them, if we rather let the beginning be the 
beginning it is, then another law holds. According to this law, we cannot 
read enough into the beginning, or, better said, we cannot interpret 
enough out of it, so long as we merely pay heed to this beginning 
in the rigor of its essence and do not get caught up in our own arbitrari
ness. For the reflection that attempts to investigate the essence of "truth" 
by no means desires, in the self-satisfied zeal of erudition, simply to 
discover what was once meant or was not meant. That could only be 
a preparation for the essential truth, which is "more alive" than today's 
much-invoked "life" and concerns man's historical destiny, because this 
essence has come to presence for us already now long ago, without 
our thinking of it or making ourselves ready for it. 

What we are presently trying to bring into essential focus, through 
the fourth directive, belongs even more primordially to the essence of 
aArjtJcza than the counter-essence discussed up to now in all its multi
plicity. Since our focus is to be directed to something that comes to 
presence more primordially in aArjtJna, therefore, along with aArjtJt:za 
and through it, it is disclosed prior to all else, and as unconcealed it 
is still closer to us than what is closest. i.e . closer than what otherwise 
stands out first in the essence of aArj,'Jt:za. What we are now to be 
directed toward is nearer to us than what is ordinarily and "at first" 
the closest. and therefore it is correspondingly more difficult to see. 
Thus in the zeal of the ordinary seeing of sense perception, we overlook 
what holds good and serves under visible things and between them 
and our vision, the closest of aiL namely brightness and its own proper 
transparency. through which the impatience of our seeing hurries and 
must hurry. To experience the clo<;est is the most difficult. In the course 
of our dealings and occupations it is passed over precisely as the easiest. 
Because the closest is the most familiar, it needs no special appropria
tion. We do not think about it. So it remains what is least worthy of 
thought. The closest appears therefore as if it were nothing. We see 
first, strictly <;peaking, never the closest but always what is next closest. 
The obtrusiveness and imperativeness of the next closest drives the clos
est and its closeness out of the domain of experience. This follows from 
the law of proximity. 

This law of proximity is grounded in the law of the beginning. The 
beginning does not at first allow itself to emerge as beginning but in
stead retains in its own inwardness its beginning character. The begin
ning then first shows itself in the begun, but even there never immedi
ately and as such. Even if the begun appears as the begun. its beginning 
and ultimately the entire "essence" of the beginning can still remain 
veiled. Therefore the beginning first unveils itself in what has already 
come forth from it. As it begins. the beginning leaves behind the prox-
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imity of its beginning essence and in that way conceals itself. Therefore 
an experience of what is at the beginning by no means guarantees the 
possibility of thinking the beginning itself in its essence. The first begin
ning is, to be sure, what is decisive for everything; still, it is not the 
primordial beginning, i.e., the beginning that simultaneously illumi
nates itself and its essential domain and in that way begins. This begin
ning of the primordial beginning comes to pass at the end. We know, 
however, neither the character nor the moment of the ultimate end 
of history and certainly not its primordial essence. 

Therefore the completion of the history of the first beginning can 
be a historical sign of the proximity of the primordial beginning, which 
latter includes future history in its proximity. Following the law that 
rules the beginning in its beginning, even the Greeks therefore necessar
ily overlook what is closest in the essence of aArjtJcza. This overlooking 
does not stem from a lack of attention; it is not the consequence of 
negligence or incapacity. On the contrary, it is due precisely to their 
faithfulness to the most primordial experience of the still withdrawing 
beginning that the Greeks overlook the primordiality of the beginning. 
But because, on the other hand, the closest. and it alone, already dwells 
in all that is close, what is closest in the essence of aArjtJt:za must then 
be expressed in the speech of the Greeks, even if only incidentally, i.e., 
in the sense of something vaguely glimpsed though not explicitly re
garded. 

The passage from the Iliad (B, 349ff.) elucidated earlier, where Nestor 
speaks of the return of the Greeks and of Zeus's lightning on the right, 
on the occasion of the Greeks' departure for Troy, revealed an inner 
connection between rpt:vooc;, distortion, as a concealment but conse
quently also as a disclosure, and <!Jaivt:zv, showing as letting appear. 
The unconcealed, that which lies in the light of the day, is what appears 
from out of itself. in appearing shows itself, and in this self-showing 
comes to presence (i.e., for the Greeks, ''is"). In this way Greek experi
ence is a revelation of a more original relation between what is uncon
cealed and what appears. Both are in a certain sense the same, and 
yet again not the <;arne; for in the essence of appearance there is hidden 
an ambiguity that can be decided in more than one way. Appearance 
is founded in a pure shining, which we understand as a radiating light. 
The same appearance, however, is al<;o a self-showing that meets a re
ception and a perception. Perception can now grasp what shows itself 
merely as what is perceived in the perceiving and can overlook as some
thing incidental, and ultimately forget, the appearance that dwells in 
the self-showing, i e., appearance in the sense of pure shining and radi
ating. The unconcealed is thus experienced more and more only in 
its relation to man and in terms of man, i.e., in its character as some
thing encountered. But it is not thereby necessary that man, even if 
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he thinks the relation of Being to himself emphatically in terms of him
self, should also posit himself as "subject" in the modern sense and 
declare Being to be his representation. 

The selfhood of man includes, indeed by necessity, selfishness and 
egoism as its excess. These do not at all coincide with the Ego constitut
ing the essence of ·'subjectivity," i.e., the rebellious sovereignty of mod
ern man. But even the essence of the Ego does not consist in the self
isolating exclusion of the individual from the rest of beings (this 
exclusion is called "individualism''). Metaphysically thought, the es
sence of the Ego consists rather in its making every other being some
thing standing over against it, its object, its over-and-against, its pro
jected ob-ject. The essence of the Ego (the I) has its distinguishing mark 
in the experience of all beings as objective and as standing over and 
against its representations. Thereby the Ego proceeds to the totality of 
beings and presents this to itself as something to be mastered. Only 
in the reign of subjectivity does there become historically possible an 
epoch of cosmic discoveries and planetary conquests, for only subjectiv
ity marks off the essential bounds of an unconditioned objectivity and 
does so ultimately as a claim of its will. The essence of subjectivity, 
namely the Ego of the perceptio and representatio, is so essentially distinct 
from the "egoism'' of the individual I that, according to Kant, the es
sence of the Ego consists precisely in the holding sway of consciousness 
in general as the essence of a self-posited humanity. Selfhood, in the 
sense of subjectivity and Ego, unfolds itself later in many forms, which 
arise historically as nation and people. The concepts of "people" and 
"folk" are founded on the essence of subjectivity and Ego. Only when 
metaphysics, i.e., the truth of beings as a whole, has been founded 
on subjectivity and the Ego do the concepts of "nation" and "people" 
obtain that metaphysical foundation from which they might possibly 
have histoncal relevance. Without Descartes, i.e., without the meta
physical foundation of subjectivity, Herder, i.e., the foundation of the 
concept of a people, cannot be thought. Whether one can retrospec
tively establish historiographical relations between these two is a matter 
of indifference. since historiographical relations are always only the fa
cade, and for the most part the concealing facade. of historical nexuses. 
As long as we know with insufficient clanty the proper essence of sub
jectivity as the modern form of selfhood, we are prey to the error of 
thinking that the elimination of individualism and of the domination 
of the individual is ipso facto an overcoming of subjectivity. In distinc
tion to the "individualism" of the nineteenth century, which protected 
the pluralism and the "value" of the unique and had as its counter
essence the distinctionlessness of the herd, Nietzsche sees the emergence 
of a new form of humanity, characterized by the "typical." 

In a note from the year 1888 (Wille zur Macht, 8 I 9) Nietzsche says· 
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"The feeling for and the pleasure in the nuance (-the proper moder
nity), in what is not general, goes counter to the drive that has its plea
sure and power in the grasp of the typical ... " Nietzsche understands 
by "type" the subjectivity that, on the basis of the will to power, is 
installed in unconditioned domination and is hardened in the sense 
of the "will." The "symptom of the strength" of this subjectivity, i.e., 
the sign of the drive toward the type, is "the preference for questionable 
and frzghtening things " ( W z M., 852). Nietzsche is not "preaching" 
here an unbridled morality or a special "philosophy" for the Germans, 
but instead he is thinking, as the thinker he is, beings in their Being. 
He thinks what is in world history, what, because it already is, is only 
coming.' As soon as we cease to interpret Nietzsche's metaphysics ac
cording to the bourgeois ideas of the end of the nineteenth century, 
and instead conceive it within the historical nexus to which it belongs 
exclusively, i e., on the basis of its relation to the metaphysics of "objec
tive" idealism and to Western metaphysics as a whole, we recognize 
that Nietzsche's concept of the "superman" manifests the counter
essence to the "absolute consciousness" of Hegel's metaphysics. But 
we will understand neither if we have not adequately understood the 
essence of subjectivity. 

The form of the essence of subjectivity includes in itself a mode of 
the selfhood of man. But not every way of being a self is necessarily 
subjectivity.' As long as we fail to see this, then every time a priority 
is accorded to the self we will run the risk of misinterpreting it as "sub
jectivity" or even "subjectivism." The usual presentation of Greek soph
istry and Socratism also fell victim to this superficiality of historiographi
cal comparison and amalgamation. Now. insofar as Plato's thinking, 
as well as Aristotle's metaphysics. already passed through a confronta
tion with sophistry and Socratism. the selfhood of man and conse
quently the ground of man's essence received a peculiar privilege at 
the beginning of metaphysics. This is immediately evident in the way 
beings, as what appears in unconcealedness, are exclusively determined 
in relation to perception (vouc;) and to the rpvxrj, the essence of "life." 
And that leads finally to the proposition asserted by Aristotle in his 
treatise llt:pz' IJlvxrJc; (T 8, 43 I b21): rj rpvxr'J Tel (JVTa nw<; EOTI ... 

"The soul (the essence of 'life') is in a certain way the beings .. :· 
That is, in a certain way the Being of beings, as the perceivedness of 
the perceived, is founded in the "soul.'' This sounds like a statement 
from Kant's Critique of Pure Reason. according to which the conditions 
of the possibility of experience are simultaneously the conditions of 

I Nie1zsche. op d1 XIV, W Z M n 1152 
2 See Sein und Zeit, § 64 
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the possibility of the objects of expenence. But Aristotle's thesis only 
sounds like that. Aristotle is not saying that the Being of beings would 
repose in and consist of representedness by a representing Ego, i.e., 
as subject of consciousne<;s and of its self-certainty. Of course, the Being 
of beings, as the Being of what shows itself and appears, is unconcealed
ness, but unconcealedness still has its essence in physis. 

Admittedly, Aristotle calls genuine being (Met. a I) Tel <!Javt:pwww 
navrwv, that which, of all things, i'> most apparent, in that it has already 
shown itself in advance in all things and everywhere. But Tel 
<fJavt:pWWW nav1WV retains the distinguishing determination Hi Tr} 
¢vat:z <!Javt:p((Jww nav1wv (933b II). that which appears in such a 
way that its appearance is determined on the basis of self-emergence: 
<flume;. 

Accordingly, at the beginning of metaphysics. both are retained: ap
pearance in the sense of emergence and coming forth and also appear
ance in the sense of a self-showing to a perception or to a "soul." Here 
is hidden the reason for the peculiarly unsettling transitional character 
that marks metaphysics at its beginning and lets it become what it is; 
on the one hand, with respect to the beginning, the last light of the 
first beginning, and on the other hand, with respect to its continuation, 
the inception of the oblivion of the beginning and the start of its con
cealment Because the subsequent time interprets Greek thought only 
in terms of later metaphysical positions. i.e .. in the light of a Platonism 
or Anstoteleani<;m, and <;ince it thereby interprets Plato as well as Aris
totle either in a medieval way, or in a Leibnizian-Hegelian modern way, 
or even in a neo-Kantian way, therefore it is now nearly impossible 
to recall the primordial essence of appearance in the sense of emergence. 
i.e., to think the essence of phvsis Accorcingly. the essential relation 
between ¢'!ozc; and aArj1'Jna also remains concealed. To the extent that 
it is ever referred to. it <;eems very strange. But if <flume; signifies a com
ing forth. an emergence. and nothing that one might mean by ratio 
or "nature," and if. then. <flume; is an equiprimordial word for what 
is named by aArj,'Jt:za, why then <;hould not Parmenides' didactic poem 
on aArjtJna bear the title nqJI' <fJuuFwc;. ''On the Coming Forth into 
the Unconcealed"? 

We of today only acknowledge slowly and with difficulty the distort
ing excessiveness of "nature'' as a translation of <flume;. But even if we 
do succeed, we are still far from a transformation of experience and 
of thinking that might once more bring us into the proximity of the 
first beginning, in order to be closer to the beginning of the approaching 
beginning. Without having in view the essence of <flume;, we will not 
see what i'> closest in 6 \r]Ot:za and toward which our thinking is now 
under way. 
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b) The fourth directive: the open as the primordial essence of 
unconcealedness. Reference to Being and Time and Sophocles, Aim; 

V, 646f. Time as letting appear and concealing. Reference to 
Holderlin. Time as "factor" in the modern period. The upsurge of 
the open into unconcealedness. The "identification" of openness 

and freedom. 'AAijiJt:za as the open of the clearing. 

We shall conclude our elucidation of the essence of aAij iJt:za by attempt
ing to follow a fourth directive provided by the translation of aAijiJt:za 
as "unconcealedness." 

Thinking ahead. we can say that the open holds sway in the essence 
of unconcealedness. The word "open" makes us think first of what 
is not closed off, hence is dis-closed. Thought in this way the open 
proves to be a consequence of an opening up and a disclosing. For 
now, let us leave undecided whether or not the open must be the essen
tial ground of disclosedness, providing the possibility of unconcealed
ness in the first place, rather than merely being its result. Prior to all 
that, we need to see that the Greeks did in fact experience within the 
realm of the essence of aAij,'Jna something that made it necessary for 
them to speak in some way of the open. But nowhere among the Greeks 
do we find the essential concept of the open. On the contrary, we en
counter in the essential domain of aAijiJt:za, and of the Greek thinking 
of Being, words and names referring only approximately to what we 
are calling the open. 

A simple dictum from Greek poetry may testify to this. In addition, 
it will again provide us with an opportunity to think in a mystenously 
simple way the essential unity of the fundamental Greek words, a unity 
we have more than once comidered in the course of our meditation. 
The dictum names the relation between concealment and disclosure, 
appearance and emergence Thereby it immediately provides the direc
tive that is to guide our present reflection. The dictum expresses simulta
neously what could be called a foreword to the saying of the essence 
of Being. 

The dictum deals with "time " In Being and Time. time is experienced 
and named as fore-word for the word "of" Being. The Greek dictum 
on time occurs in Sophocles' tragedy Aiac;. (V. 646f.), and is as follows· 

iinav!'J' 6 paxp(J(,' avaph'Jprp oc; ,\p6vo<; 
cf>vEZ 1 • iioqAa xai cpavivw xpvrnnm 

"The broad. incalculable ~weep of time let~ emerge everything that is not 
open as well as concealing (again) in itself what ha~ appeared " 

Let us consider this dictum <;tarting from the end The last word is 
xpvmnaz. KpvmroiJm means to take back into oneself. to hide back 
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and conceal in oneself. This is the way xpovoc;, "time," conceals. "Time" 
is primordially for the Greeks in every case only the "right" or "wrong" 
time, the appropnate or inappropriate time. That means each being 
has its time. "Time" is in every case the "time in which" this or that 
occurs; i.e., it is the "time point," which does not mean the "punctual 
now" but "point" in the sense of the place. the locality, to which an 
appearance in its appearing belongs temporally at any "time." "Time" 
is here not a "series" or "sequence" of indifferent "now-points." In
stead, time is something that in its way bears beings, releasing them 
and taking them back. 

"Time" understood in the Greek manner, xpovoc;, corresponds in es
sence to r6noc;, which we erroneously translate as "space." T6noc; is 
place, and specifically that place to which something appertains, e.g., 
fire and flame and air up, water and earth below. Just as r6noc; orders 
the appurtenance of a being to its dwelling place, so xpovoc; regulates 
the appurtenance of the appearing and disappearing to their destined 
"then" and "when." Therefore time is called paxpoc;, "broad," in view 
of its capacity, indeterminable by man and always given the stamp of 
the current time. to release beings into appearance or hold them back. 
Since time has its essence in this letting appear and taking back, number 
has no power in relation to it. That which dispenses to all beings their 
time of appearance and disappearance withdraws essentially from all 
calculation. 

The fact that the Greek god who is older than the highest of the 
Olympic gods. the "ancient father" of Zeus. is called "Chronos," "time," 
can be appreciated by m only if we realize that the Greek divinities 
consist in general in a looking and appearing and that "time" is what 
lets appear and conceals. In the securing essence of the immemorial 
god "Chronos" repose the "ancient friends" from whom "all power 
arises" (Holderlin, "Nature and art, or Saturn and Jupiter," IV, 47).' 
So the pnmordial essence of time is essentially remote from number, 
from calculation, and from all "artifice<;": avapf{)pqwc;. 

Admittedly, already among the Greeks, in Aristotle's Physics, the es
sence of time was understood precisely on the basis of "number" That 
is certainly food for thought, above all because the Aristotelian determi
nation of the essence of Xf)()voc; has dominated the Western understand
ing of time ever since. Not only in the mathematical formulae of modern 
physics but in general in all human comportment towards time, time 
becomes a "factor," i.e. a "worker," that "works" either "against" or 
"for" man, namely "against" or in "favor" of the calculation by means 
of which man makes plans to master beings and secure himself in them. 
In modern terms. time is something man takes into account. and pre-

I Holderlin WW (Hdlingra!h). IV. p 47 
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cisely as the empty frame of the progression of occurrences one after 
the other. Everywhere, not only in physics, time is the "parameter," 
i.e., the coordinates along which runs (napa) all measurement 
(phpov) and calculation. Man uses and consumes time like a "factor." 
As a consequence of this disposition, which consumes and uses up, 
man constantly has less and less time in spite of all his time-saving, 
and that is why the saving and economy of time are necessary in even 
the tiniest procedures of technology. Modern man, the subject to whom 
the "world" has become a uniquely uniform "object," consumes even 
time. Modern man therefore always "has" less and less time, because 
he has taken possession of time in advance only as calculable and has 
made time something of which he is obsessed, though he is presumably 
the ruler whose rule masters time. For primordial Greek thinking, on 
the contrary, time, always as dispensing and dispensed time, takes man 
and all beings essentially into its ordering and in every case orders the 
appearance and disappearance of beings. Time discloses and conceals. 

Thus time can xpvTiu:a{)az, hide back into itself, only what has ap
peared: ¢aviV1a. Beings, coming into presence and becoming con
cealed in absence by the "sweep" of time. are understood here in terms 
of appearance. What appears, however, is what it is only insofar as 
it comes forth and emerges. Something must therefore be present letting 
the appearance emerge. $vmc;, <fJvt:zv (see above Aij{)q-myth) is said 
of the earth, Ij yr] ¢vt:~-the earth lets come forth We often. and even 
correctly. translate <!Jvt:zv as "growing." but in doing so we must not 
forget to think this "becoming" and "growing" in the Greek manner 
as a coming forth, out of concealedness, of the germ and the root from 
the darkness of the earth into the light of the day Even now we still 
say, though to be sure only as a figure of speech. time will bring it 
out into the light of day; everything needs (in order to come forth) 
its time. The <fJvEzv of <flume;, the letting come forth and the emergence, 
lets what emerges appear in the unconcealed. 

Admittedly, Sophocles does not use the word aAijlJt:za-unconceal
edness-in his dictum about time, the time that hides (xpvnrca{)az) 
and lets come forth (<fJrJt:z). Nor does he say that time lets the concealed 
come forth, </JVEI Tel Aa{)6vw, but instead he says </JVEI Hl aoqAa-time 
lets come forth into appearance that which is determined to appear 
but is not yet orjAov: ii-oqAov, the un-open. Corresponding to the un
open, as the concealed, is the un-concealed. the openly revealed, i.e., 
what came forth into the open and appeared in the open. The open 
dwells in unconcealedness. The open is that closest that we co-intend 
in the essence of unconcealedness, though without explicitly heeding 
it or genuinely considering it, let alone grasping its essence in advance 
so that the presence of this open could order and guide all our experi
ence of beings We already know the unconcealed and the disclosing 
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(aAqtJic;) have an eminent relation to {noc;, pvtJoc;, A6yoc;, i.e., to the 
word. Saying and legend are essentially related to ¢azv6pt:vov, to that 
which shows itself in unconcealedness. The disclosive utterance in an 
assertion is therefore still for Aristotle ano<!JafvmtJaz-a bringing into 
appearance. Instead of ano<!Jafvt:atJaz Aristotle often says, as did Plato 
and the earlier philosophers, oqAovv-to place into the open. I In 
speaking ofunconcealedness (aArjtJt:za), <flume; (emergence into the un
concealed), <!JafvcatJaz (appearing and letting appear), xpvnTcatJaz 
(concealing), and AavtJavt:zv (being-hidden), what is always named, 
though for the most part only incidentally, is n:J oz]Aov, that which 
stands out into the open and therefore is the open. 

The essence of unconcealedness provides a directive toward the open 
and openness. But what are these? Here the Greeks are silent. We find 
ourselves without support or assistance when it becomes necessary to 
reflect on the essence of the open pervading aArjtJt:za. This reflection 
will seem strange to the ordinary view, especially because it shows that 
the open is by no means first and only a result or consequence of disclo
sure but is itself the ground and the essential beginning of unconcealed
ness. For, to disclose, i.e., to let appear in the open, can only be accom
plished by what gives in advance this open and thus is in itself 
self-opening and thereby is essentially open, or as we may also say, 
is of itself already "free." The still concealed essence of the open as 
the primordial self-opening is "freedom." 

By identifying openness with freedom we are linking it with some
thing familiar and thus seem to be making the essence of the open 
comprehensible. But in fact this is mere semblance, and is even doubly 
so, insofar as the "identification" of openness and freedom, correctly 
thought of, grounds a still obscure openness in the essence of freedom, 
the origin of which is in turn equally obscure. In all metaphysics, the 
essence of "freedom" is understood in essential relation to the "wilL" 
and the freedom of the will is understood as the distinguishing mark 
of a power of the souL i.e., understood in terms of human comport
ment. But for us now it is a question of thinking the essence of freedom 
in essential unity with the most primordial concept of aArjtJt:za, and 
indeed with a view to elucidating the essence of the open. Thereby 
we might grasp the freedom man must first attain, in accord with his 
essence, if he is to be able to let beings be in the open what they are 
as beings. 

The free is the guarantee, the sheltering place, for the Being of beings. 
The open, as the free, shelters and salvages Being. We ordinarily think 
of the open, the free, and the vast as conditions of scattering, dispersion, 
and distraction. The open and its extension into the vastness of the 

I Cf. Sein und Zeit, §7, which has to be thought in conjunction with §44 
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unlimited and limitless are zones without stopping places, where every 
sojourn loses itself \n instability. The open provides no shelter or secu
nty. The open is rather the place where what is still undetermined and 
unresolved plays out, and therefore it is an occasion for erring and 
going astray. Thus with regard to the open two questions immediately 
arise. In the first place, as originating in primordial freedom, how is 
the open supposed to be the originary essence of unconcealedness? 
Secondly, how can the open be essentially sheltering? 

It cannot be denied that the primordial essence of truth, aArjtJt:za, 
refers to the essence of the open and of openness. Although the Greeks 
did not explicitly think through and name the open as the essence of 
aArjtJt:za, yet they experienced it constantly in one regard, namely in 
the essential form of the lighted and the lighting, and this in turn in 
the shining of the light that provides brightness. We had incidentally 
mentioned the open as the lighted when we characterized the oa{povt:c; 
and the tJt:aovrt:c; as ones who look and appear in the light, and we 
already indicated the connection between clearing and light. The light 
is the determining radiance, the shining and appearing. "The" light in 
the eminent sense shines as the light of the sun. On the basis of Plato's 
"cave allegory" we can immediately gather the connection between 
sun, light, unconcealedness, and unveiling on the one hand, and be
tween darkness, shadow, concealedness, veiling, and cave on the other. 

This reference to the essence of aArj {Jt:za in the sense of the open 
of the cleanng and of the light will serve to conclude our elucidation 
of the Greek experience of the essence of truth. Apparently, then, we 
need only take a few more steps in order to "explain" this essence 
of truth in a way that might satisfy even ordinary, i.e., modern, thinking 
and its demands. 

c) Light and looking. The "natural" explanation of truth as 
lighting in terms of the "visual" Greeks, versus the disclosing 

look. The perceptual look. 'AAijtJt:za: the event in the landscape of 
the evening that conceals the morning. fJEiiv-opav and theory. 

The light, understood as brightness, first bestows the possibility of the 
look and therewith the possibility of the encountering look as well as 
the grasping look. Looking is an act of seeing. Seeing is a power of 
the eye. Herewith we seem to reach a point that could entirely explain 
aAijtJt:za as the essence of truth for the Greeks, i.e., lighting and the 
open as the essence of truth. The Greeks were, as we say, "visual." 
They grasped the world primarily by the eye, and therefore they "natu
rally" paid attention to looking and the look. So they had to consider 
light and brightness. From the lighting and brightness and transparency 
( ozmpavic;) of the light there is only a small step to the lighted and 
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the cleanng, i.e., preci<;ely to the open and then to the unconcealed 
as the essential. If we remember the Greeks were visuaL and if we 
think of unconcealedness as openness and clearing, then the essential 
priority of aArjiJt:za becomes understandable at one stroke. This refer
ence to the basic characteristic of the open in the essence of aArj{)t:za 
puts us on the path of the "most natural" explanation of aArj1'Jt:za. 

The Greek essence of truth, unconcealedness, the open, the lighted, 
the clear, is thus explained by the fact that the Greeks were "visual." 
With this "explanation" we could conclude our discussion of the es
sence of aArj,'h:za as experienced by the Greeks. Nevertheless, in order 
to conclude a little more tidily, we must eliminate a minor disturbing 
moment. It is said that the Greeks were visuaL and therefore their inter
pretation of the world was focused on seeing, on the countenance, and 
on the light. But why were the Greeks visual? Are not all people visual? 
Certainly they are, insofar as they have eyes and see. But the familiar 
characterization of the Greeks is supposed to indicate that for them 
the eye played a special role. Again we come back to the question, 
why? One might answer: because there in Greece the light is particu
larly impressive. But then it would not be the eye as eye but the light 
that predominates and determines the priority of lighting. Besides, the 
power of the light is no less dominating in the land of the Egyptians 
and to a certain degree in the land of the Romans. And there we do 
not find anything resembling the e<;sence of truth in the sense of aArj
{)t'za. But precisely this, one could counter. demonstrates that the Greeks 
were visual to a special degree. It is simply a given fact. It is something 
"ultimate" and. as it were. the "substance" of this humanity. Now, it 
is not at all our intention to deny the "fact" that the Greeks were visual 
or that in their world the light and seeing played a preeminent role. 
Yet the question remains, and in spite of all the "facts" is once more 
to be raised, whether the reference to the<;e facts in the least "explains" 
the essence of aArj {)na and whether such an essence at all allows of 
being "explained" by "facts" or anything derived from "facts." We might 
even question still further whether "explaining," with regard to what 
is essentiaL brings us at aiL and ever could, into a relation with what 
is essential in the essence. We are hereby approaching the question 
of the character and the very <;ense of the meditation we have been 
pursuing on the essence of aArj,'Jna. 

That the Greeks were visuaL that they were "eye-people," what does 
this contnbute to an elucidation of the essence of truth as unconcealed
ness, openness, and clearing? It does not contnbute anything, because 
it cannot have the least significance. That fact can not mean anything, 
because the factual functioning of the eyes does not give any informa
tion, and cannot give any information, about the relation of man to 
beings. What is just an "eye" without the ability to see? We do not 
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see because we have eyes, but we have eyes because we can "see." 
But what does it mean to "see"? We understand it, in a very broad 
sense, as the foundation for all physical, physiological, and aesthetic 
"optics": namely, it is what allows for an immediate encounter with 
beings, things, animals, and other people, in the light. Of what help, 
however, would any light be, no matter how luminous, and what could 
any optical instrument do, no matter how refined and accommodating, 
if the power to see did not itself in advance get a being in sight by 
means of the visual sense and the medium of the light? Just as the 
eye without the ability to see is nothing, so the ability to see, for its 
part, remains an "inability" if it does not come into play in an already 
established relation of man to visible beings. And how could beings 
be supposed to appear to man, if man did not already relate in his 
essence to beings as beings? And how could such a relation of man 
to beings as such hold sway if man did not stand in a relation to Being? 
If man did not already have Being in view, then he could not even 
think the nothing, let alone experience beings. And how is man sup
posed to stand in this relation to Being if Being itself does not address 
man and claim his essence for the relation to Being? But what else 
is this relation of Being to the essence of man than the clearing and 
the open which has lighted itself for the unconcealed? If such clearing 
did not come into play as the open of Being itself, then a human eye 
could never become and be what it is, namely the way man looks at 
the demeanor of the encountering being, the demeanor as a look in 
which the being is revealed. Since the primordial essence of truth is 
"unconcealedness" (a-ArjtJt:za), and since aArjl'h:za is already in the con
cealed the open and the self-luminous, therefore the clearing and its 
transparency can altogether appear in the form of the lighting of bright
ness and of its transparency. Only because the essence of Being is aArj
tJt:za can the light of the lighting achieve a priority That is why the 
emergence into the open has the character of shining and appearing. 
And that is why the perception of what emerges and is unconcealed 
is a perception of something shining in the light, i.e., it is seeing and 
looking. Only because looking i'> claimed in this way can the "eye" 
receive a priority. It is not because the eye is "sun-like," but it is because 
the sun as what is radiant itself is of the light and is of the essence 
of aArjtJna, that the eye of man can "look" and can become a sign 
for the relation of man to the unconcealed in general. Because the es
sence of truth and of Being is aArj,'Jt:za, the open, the Greeks could 
use the eye to characterize the essential relation of man to beings (i.e., 
rpvxrj, the soul) and could speak of the oppa uj'; rpvxijc;, the "eye 
of the soul." 

The Greeks also <;peak of a conversation of "the soul" with itself 
(A6yoc;), and the essence of man would consist in the A6}'ov E:yczv. If, 
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consequently, the essence of the "soul" is determined by A6yoc;, and 
indeed in a way that is no less essential than the determination by 
the perceptual look, and if the latter occurs in the lighting of aArjtJna, 
then the Aiyt·zv of the human soul must also be founded by the A6yo<; 
which in its essence is nothing else than aArjtJt:za.' 

The primordial essence of truth is aArjtJt:za not because the Greeks 
were visual, but instead the Greeks could only be visual because it is 
aArjt'Jt:za that determines the relation of their humanity to Being. This 
and only this, namely that the essence of truth originates as aArjtJt:za, 
but precisely in such a way as to conceal itself forthwith, is the event 
of the history of the Occident. 

According to this essential origination of aArjt'Jna, the Occident 
[Abendland] is the not yet decided or delimited landscape of the earth 
upon which an evening [Abend] is descending, which as evening essen
tially takes its beginning from the dawn and therefore harbors in itself 
the morning of this landscape. Because the essence of truth holds sway 
as aAr]t'Jna, the open and lighted determines what appears therein and 
makes it comply with the essential form of the look that looks into 
the light. In correspondence to thb appearing look, the disclosing per
ception and grasp of beings. i.e., knowledge, is conceived as a looking 
and a seeing. 

The look of Being, which looks into beings, is in Greek t'Ji:a. The 
grasping look in the sense of <;eeing i'> in Greek 6paw. To see the encoun
tenng look, in Greek t'Jt:iiv-()pav, is iJmpaw-t'Jt:wpt:f\', tJt:wpia. The 
word "theory" means, conceived simply, the perceptual relation of man 
to Being, a relation man does not produce, but rather a relation into 
which Being itself first posits man. 

To be sure, when later ages and we of today say "theory" and "theo
reticaL" everything primordial has been forgotten. The "theoretical" is 
a product of the human representational subject. The "theoretical" is 
the "merely" theoretical. The "theoretical" must, in order to justify its 
"truth claims" first prove itself by "praxis." Without such proof a rela
tion to "reality" is denied it. Even where, within certain limits, a signifi
cance proper to the theoretical is acknowledged, one is calculating that 
a day will arrive in which it could be applied "practically," a view of 
its usefulnes<; that subsequently justifies the pnor "merely" theoretical 
comportment as unavoidable. But it is the practical, i.e., success and 
performance, that is the standard and the justification of the theoretical. 
Already four decades ago the Americans established this doctrine as 
the philosophy of "pragmati<;m." By this "philosophy" the Occident 
will neither be redeemed nor saved. The Greeks, however, who alone 

I On the Logos of Heracliws. see Gesamtausgabe Rd 55. pp 185-402, as well as 
the epilogue of the editor, 11. p 405 
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are the custodians of the beginning of the Occident, experienced imme
diately in {)t:wpfa an essential relation to the iJt:aovrt:c;, to the {)Efov, 
and to the oazp6vzov. Therefore the Greeks do not first need to impute 
to {)t:wpfa a practical "value" in order to justify its "truth claims" or 
in order to justify it over and against the suspicion that it is something 
"merely" theoreticaL devalued as something "merely" abstract running 
about like some horror. With such a removal of the "theoretical," as 
the "abstract," from {Jia, from the look of Being, can we then be sur
prised at "atheism," which circulates not only among "freethinkers" 
and within the "atheistic movement"? 

That the basic Greek experience of Being is {)t:wp{a does not testify 
first and foremost to the priority of seeing and looking but testifies above 
all to the primordial holding sway of the essence of aArj1'Jt:za, in which 
there dwells something like the clearing, the lighted, and the open. 
Insofar as we follow this directive from the essence of unconcealedness 
and think the open, our meditation on the essence of aArj{)t:za is indeed 
not at its end but is only now first brought to its beginning. 

d) The open at the beginning of the meditation on the word 
aArj{)t:za. Essential thinking: the leap into Being. Unconcealed 

beings in the security of the groundlessness of the open (the free) 
of Being. The concealment of the decision of the bestowal on man 
of unconcealedness in the securing open. The entitlement, through 
the bestowal of Being, to see the open: a historical beginning. The 

alienation of man from the open. 

The beginning requires of us, whose history has proceeded from the 
beginning, a reflection on the es-;ence of the "open." In naming "the 
open" and using the word "openness," we seem to be representing 
something known and understandable. But, on the contrary, everything 
is blurred in the indeterminate-that is, unless we now take the word 
"open" senously and think it exclusively within the essential nexus 
our meditation on the essence of aAr]{)t:za has brought closer to us. 
We shall thus use the locution "the open" only in its indissoluble essen
tial unity with aAr]1'Jt:za and with the es~ence of aArj1'Jt:za as primordially 
experienced 

In this context, the open i'> the light of the self-luminous. We name 
it "the free" and its essence "freedom." "Freedom" has a primordial 
sense here, alien to metaphysical thinking. We might be inclined to 
elucidate the essence of freedom, thought here as the essence of the 
open, on the basis of the traditional delimitation of the various concepts 
of freedom. For we would be tempted to draw closer to the essence 
of what we are calling "the open" by approaching it gradually through 
our ordinary representations. 
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A way that is open we call free. Entrance and passage are granted. 
These show themselves as spaciousness. What can be traversed is 
known to us as the spaciousness of spaces, as their dimensional essence, 
an essence we also ascribe to time-by speaking of a "span of time" 
for instance. This represents what we presumably first encounter in 
naming the "open": an unclo<;ed and unoccupied extension prepared 
for the reception and distribution of objects. 

Yet the open in the sense of the essence of aArj,'h:za does not mean 
either space or time as usually intended, nor their unity, space-time, 
because all that already had to borrow its openness from the openness 
holding sway in the essence of disclosedness. Similarly, everywhere that 
something is "free of ... " in the sense of "exempt from ... ," or is 
"free for ... " in the sense of "ready to ... ," a freedom already comes 
to presence out of the freedom that first releases even space-time as 
an "open," traversable, extemion and spread. The "free of" and the 
"free for" already require a clearing in which a detachment and a dona
tion constitute a more original freedom that cannot be grounded on 
the freedom of human comportment. 

Hence we will never arrive at the open, as the essence of aletheia, 
simply by stretching the open in the sense of the "extended" or in the 
sense of the "free" as commonly understood, stretching it into a gigantic 
container encompassing everything. Strictly speaking, the essence of 
the open reveals itself only to a thinking that attempts to think Being 
itself in the way that it is presaged to our destiny in the history of 
the West as what is to be thought in the name and essence of aArj {)Eza. 

Every person in history knows Being immediately, though without ac
knowledging it as such. But as undeniable as is the immediacy of this 
knowledge of Being, that is also how rarely the thinking of Being suc
ceeds or even commences. It is not that this thinking is difficult and 
would require special arrangements in order to be carried out. If we 
may speak of a difficulty here, it consists in the fact that to think Being 
is very simple, but that the simple is for us the most arduous. 

To think Being does not require a solemn approach and the preten
sion of arcane erudition, nor the display of rare and exceptional states 
as in mystical raptures, reveries, and swoonings. All that is needed is 
simple wakefulness in the proximity of any random unobtrusive being, 
an awakening that all of a ~udden sees that the being "is." 

The awakening for this "it i<;" of a being, and above all the remaining 
awake for the "it is," and the watching over the clearing of beings-that 
constitutes the essence of es<;ential thinking. The "it is" of beings, Being, 
shows itself, if it does show itself, in each case only "suddenly"-in 
Greek i~az'¢vqc;, i.e., i~a<!Javr]c;, the way that something irrupts into 
appearance, from non-appearance. To this essentially unmediated and 
immediate irruption of Being into beings, which in turn only then ap-
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pear as beings, there corresponds on the part of man a comportment 
that no longer adverts to beings but suddenly thinks Being. To think 
Being requires in each instance a leap, a leap into the groundless from 
the habitual ground upon which for us beings always rest. It is as the 
groundless that the free comes to light. and that is how we name it. 
provided we think nothing more of a being than its "it is." 

This genuine thinking occurs "by leaps," for it ignores the bridges 
and railings and ladders of explanation, which always only derives be
ings from beings, since it remains on the "soil" of "facts." This ground 
is full of cracks. It never bears. For every being to which we adhere 
to the exclusion of all else bears only as a consequence of an oblivion 
of Being, wherein nevertheless the being is present. Being, however, 
is not a ground but is the groundless. It is called such because it is 
primordially detached from a "soil" and "ground" and does not require 
them. Being, the "it is" of a being, is never autochthonous in beings, 
as if Being could be extracted from beings and then stood upon them 
as on its ground. It is only beings in relation to beings that are autoch
thonous. Being, the never autochthonous, is the groundless. This seems 
to be a lack, though only if calculated in terms of beings, and it appears 
as an abyss in which we founder without support in our relentless pur
suit of beings. In fact we surely fall into the abyss, we find no ground, 
as long as we know and seek a ground only in the form of a being 
and hence never carry out the leap into Being or leave the familiar 
landscape of the oblivion of Being. This leap requires no digressions 
or formalities. For everywhere and always and in the closest proximity 
to the most inconspicuom beings there already dwells the openness 
of the possibility of explicitly thinking the "it is" of beings as the free, 
in the clearing of which beings appear as unconcealed. The open, to 
which every being is liberated as if to its freedom, is Being itself. Every
thing unconcealed is as such secured in the open of Being, i.e., in the 
groundless. 

The groundless, originally freed from every ground and its cracks, 
is what secures primordially, though to be sure it does not secure in 
the sense of a sanctuary man might hunt out somewhere within beings 
and arrange for himself. The security of the open does not provide a 
place of refuge through which man could acquit himself of his essence. 
The open itself secures the essential abode of man, provided man and 
only he is that being to whom Being illuminates itself. Being, as the 
open, secures in itself every kind of unconcealedness of beings. Hence, 
in securing, the secure open also conceals the primordial decision by 
which Being bestows on man unconcealedness, i.e., the truth of beings 
as a whole. The character of thi'> bestowal hides and secures the way 
historical man belongs within the bestowal of Being, i.e., the way this 
order entitles him to acknowledge Being and to be the only being 
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among all beings to see the open. A decision on this entitlement is 
rarely made. It is made every time the essence of truth, the openness 
of the open, is determined primordially. And that is a beginning of 
history. Indeed, histoncal man, insofar as he is, always belongs within 
the bestowal of Being. Man, and only he, constantly sees into the open, 
in the sense of the free, by which the "it is" liberates each being to 
itself and on the basis of this liberation looks at man in his guardianship 
of the open. Although man and only he constantly sees into the open, 
i.e., encounters beings in the free of Being, in order to be struck by 
them, yet he is not thereby already entitled to bring Being itself explicitly 
into its ownmost, i.e., to bring it into the open (the free), i.e., to poetize 
Being, to think it, and to say it. Because only unconcealed beings can 
appear and do appear in the open of Being, man adheres, at first unwit
tingly and then constantly, to these beings. He forgets Being and in 
such forgetting learns nothing more than the overlooking of Being and 
alienation from the open. 

e) The open in the form of the unrestrained progression of beings. 
The open: the free of the clearing. The "open" of the "creature" in 

Rilk.e's eighth Duino Elegy. Reference to Schopenhauer and 
Nietzsche. The exclusion of the animal from the strife between 

unconcealedness and concealedness. 
The excitability of what is alive. 

Being, from whose bestowal man cannot withdraw, even in the most 
extreme oblivion of Being, does, however, flow away from man into 
the indeterminate totality of beings as a consequence of his alienation 
from aArjtJt:za. In this way Being is identified without distinction with 
beings or else is cast aside as an empty concept. The distinction of all 
distinctions and the beginning of all distinguishing, i.e., the distinction 
between Being and beings, is then completely effaced and with human 
assistance is rejected without misgivings into heedlessness through a 
disregard for what is properly to be thought, rejected in the uncanny 
manner of oblivion and thoughtlessness. But Being remains-in the 
hardly considered manner of beings as a whole-and obtains its sense 
from an interpretation based in every case, though in vanous ways, 
on the privileged domain of beings. "Being" becomes a mere word
sound concealing what has withdrawn and been closed off, whereas 
it is precisely the opening open. 

Beings proceed from and into beings. Only this progression "is," but 
it "is" only with the oblivion of the "is" itself and its essence. This 
unlimited progression of beings, one after the other and one into the 
other, counts as "Being." This unlimited progression of beings into be
ings refers then to the "open," in the sense in which we speak of "open 
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water" when we are on the high seas and all borders of land disappear. 
This is how Rilke, in the eighth Duino elegy, understands "the open." 

The "open" is for him the constant progression by bt>ings themselves, 
from beings to beings within beings. The open as the unlimited progres
sion of beings remains bound to this and so is chained to the ground. 
The open of the unrestrained progression of beings never arrives at 
the free of Being, and it is precisely this free that the "creature" never 
sees; for the capacity to see it constitutes what is essentially distinct 
about man and consequently forms the unsurmountable essential 
boundary between animal and man. "The open" in the sense of the 
unceasing progression of beings into beings and "the open" in the sense 
of the free of the clearing of Being in distinction from all beings are 
verbally the same, but in what the words name they are so different 
that no oppositional formulation could suffice to indicate the gap be
tween them. For oppositions, even the most extreme, still require one 
same domain in which to be posed against each other. Precisely this 
is missing here. The metaphy'>ics lying at the foundation of the biolo
gism of the nineteenth century and of psychoanalysis, namely the meta
physics of the complete oblivion of Being, is the source of an ignorance 
of all laws of Being, the ultimate consequence of which is an uncanny 
hominization of the "creature," i.e., the animaL and a corresponding 
animalization of man. This is an assertion about the metaphysical foun
dation of a poetizing, an assertion carried out from the standpoint of 
thinking. 

It could then be objected that this is to hale poetry in an unauthorized 
way before the court of philosophy. If philosophy and poetry were sim
ply two different human occupations, existing each in itself and distinct 
by their very essence, then what we have been saying could be con
demned as nonsense. But what if the essence of thinking and the es
sence of poetizing were to receive again their originary entitlements! 
And what if this could only occur insofar as the binding character of 
the word and of speech had to be decided primordially and had to 
be taken into human care? Here our concern is only to block the danger 
of a thoughtles<; confusion of similar verbal sounds. The following re
marks on Rilke's poetry must be understood within the limits of this 
intention. 

What Rilke, especially in the eighth of hb Duino elegies, calls "the 
open" has only the sound and the vocalization in common with what 
the thinking of the essence of aArjtJt:za conceives in the word "open." 
A brief elucidation of what Rilke says about the "open" can help us 
consider more steadfastly the "open" as thought within the essential 
domain of aArj1'Jt:ta, by decisively setting it off against the words of 
Rilke. It will also serve to make our meditation on aArjiJt:ca more pre
cise. 
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Rilke speaks of the "open" especially in the eighth of his Duino ele
gies, dedicated, significantly, to Rudolf Kassner. It is not our intention 
to present a comprehensive interpretation of this elegy, for that is not 
necessary. What is necessary is only an unequivocal indication of how 
Rilke's word about the "open" is distinct in all respects from the "open" 
as essentially connected to aArj 8t:za and to thoughtful questioning. The 
eighth Duino elegy begins: 

With all eyes the creature see~ 
the open. Only our eyes are 
reversed and placed wholly around creatures 
as traps, around their free exit 
What is outside we know from the animal's 
visage alone 

The first verses of the elegy immediately say to whom it is given 
to see "the open" and to whom it is not. The eyes of the "creature" 
and "our" eyes, i.e., human eyes, are opposed in this respect. What 
then does "creature" mean here? Creatura, from creare, means "what 
is made." Creator is the maker. Creatio, creation, is a biblical-Christian 
fundamental determination of beings. Omne ens est qua ens creatum,' 
with the exception of the uncreated creator himself, the summum ens. 
Creatura in the seme of ens creatum therefore includes man. According 
to the biblical narrative of creation, man is the creatura formed last. 
Thus creatura means "creation," i.e., the created world as a whole, in 
which man is included as the "crown of creation." It is in this sense 
that the word creatura occurs in the famous medieval sequentia, Dies 
irae, dies ilia, a poem written by Thomas of Celano in the first half 
of the thirteenth century He is the one who also wrote the celebrated 
biography of St. Francis of Assisi. 

The fourth strophe of the Dies irae, which perhaps some of you have 
heard in Verdi's compo<;ition, i'> as follows· 

Mors stupebit et natura 
cum resurget creatura 
Iudicanti responsura 

Death benumbs all that emerges 
when creatures rise 
to answer to their judge 

Now if Rilke places "creatures" in opposition to man, and this opposi
tion is the exclmive theme of the eighth elegy, then the word "crea
tures" cannot mean creatura in the sense of the whole of creation. The 

1 "Every being, a~ a being, is some1hing made "-Tr 
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unambiguous delimitation of this word in Rilke's language demands 
an interpretation of the "Duino elegies" as unitary, and specifically in 
their connection with the "Sonnets to Orpheus," which often are still 
farther reaching. But now is not the occasion to attempt it, and, in 
addition, the "hermeneutic presuppositions" are still lacking, and they 
must be drawn from Rilke's poetry itself. 

The word "creatures" in Rilke's poetry refers to creatures in the 
stricter sense, i.e., "living beings," excluding man. This use of the word 
"creature" and "created being" does not refer to the creation of the 
creator, in the manner of Christian faith, but instead "creature" and 
"created being" are names for the living beings that, in distinction from 
the living being endowed with reason, man, are peculiarly "helpless" 
and "wretched." The "creature" is above all the "animal."' Once more 
it should be emphasized that "creature" is not being distinguished here 
from the creator and therefore is not put into relation to God by means 
of such a distinction. Instead, the creature is the a-rational living being 
in distinction from the rational. But Rilke does not take the "a-rational 
creature" according to the usual view, as lower, i.e., less potent, com
pared to the higher, more potent, human being. Rilke inverts the rela
tion of the power of man and of "creatures" (i.e., animals and plants). 
This inversion is what is poetically expressed by the elegy. The inversion 
of the relation in rank of man and animal is carried out with regard 
to that which both these "living beings" are respectively capable of 
in terms of the "open." The "open" is accordingly that which pervades 
both and all beings. Is it therefore Being itself? To be sure. So everything 
hinges on this, that we reflect on the "sense" in which the Being of 
beings is expenenced and spoken of here. The "open" is not without 
relation to aArjtJt:za, if this is the still hidden essence of Being. How 
could it be otherwise? Yet the "open" according to the word of Rilke 
and the "open" thought as the essence and truth of aArjtJt:za are distinct 
in the extreme, as far apart as the beginning of Western thought and 
the completion of Western metaphysics-and nevertheless they pre
cisely belong together-the same. 

I See the "little" creature. the bug, and the "great" bird, the bat See letter to L. 
Salome I Ill, 1912, from Duinu "animal" and "angel" (R M Rilke. Bnefe aus den Jahren 
1907 zu 1914 Ed Ruth Sieber-Rilke and Carl Sieber, Leipzig 1933 Letter to Lou Andreas 
Salome from Duino on March I, 1912, p 221ff, especially p 212) 

For Rtlke, human "consciousness," reason, Aoya<;, is precisely the lirrutation that makes 
man less potent than the animal Are we then supposed to turn into "animals"? See 
letter from Muzot on August 11, 1924, p 282· "Coumerweights" See The Naming of 
the Birds, the Child, the Beloved (Rainer Mana Rilke, Briefe aus Muzot Ed. Ruth Sieber
Rilke and Carl Sieber Leipzig 1935 Leuer from Muzot to Nora Punscher-Wydenbruk 
on August 1 1, 1924, p 277ff) 
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With all eyes the creature sees 
the open. Only our eyes 
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do not see the open, not immediately. Man sees the open so little that 
he is in need of the animal in order to see it. The fifth and sixth verses 
say clearly: 

What is outside we know from the animal's 
visage alone .. 

What Rilke means by the open cannot be understood or even prop
erly questioned unless we see clearly that the poet is making a distinc
tion between the animal or a-rational living being on the one side and 
man on the other. Guardini, on the contrary, interprets this elegy as 
if. on the basis of the relation of the "creature"-we should say ens 
creatum-to the "open," the poem is a sort of proof for the existence 
of a creating God. 

The opposition of aruma! and man, a-rational and rational living 
being, is a distinction whose primordial form is to be sought among 
the Greeks. We are already familiar with this distinction from our previ
ous remarks. Man is accordingly ro (fjjov A6yov txov, that which 
emerges out of itself and in this emerging, and for its relation to the 
emerged, "has the word." The "animaL" on the contrary, is that self
emergent to which the word is denied-(fjjov a-Aoyov. The essence 
of speech, however, is for the Greeks and still for Plato and Aristotle 
n:J ano¢aivt:a8a1-the letting appear of the unconcealed as such, which 
both philosophers express as n:J oqAovv, the revealing of the open. Be
cause he has the word, man, and he alone, is the being that looks 
into the open and sees the open in the sense of the aAqtJic;. The animaL 
on the contrary, does not see the open, never does, not with a single 
one of all its eyes. Now the start of Rilke's eighth elegy says exactly 
the opposite. Does Rilke thereby bring about a reversal of the Western 
metaphysical determination of man and animal in their relation to the 
open? 

The problem is that, as a fundamental condition of the essence of 
a reversal ("revolution"), whatever it is with respect to which the rever
sal takes place must remain the same and must be held fast as the 
same. And in the present case this condition does not obtain. For the 
open meant by Rilke is not the open in the sense of the unconcealed. 
Rilke knows and suspects nothing of aArjtJt:za, no more than Nietzsche 
does. Accordingly, Rilke is bound within the linuts of the traditional 
metaphysical deternunation of man and animal. Specifically, Rilke takes 
over the form of this determination that arose in the modern age and 
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was solidified in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries: from the Greek 
(cf>ov A6yov fxov to the animal rationale. This essential determination 
of man as the "rational living being" is just as distant from the Greek 
one as veritas and certitudo are from aArjtJt:za. As animal rationale, man 
is the "animal" that calculates, plans, turns to beings as objects, repre
sents what is objective and orders it. Man comports himself everywhere 
to objects, i.e., to what stands over and against him. This implies man 
himself is the "subject," the being that, positing itself on itself, disposes 
of its objects and in that way secures them for itself. Rilke always thinks 
of man in this modern metaphysical sense. That current metaphysical 
conception of man is the presupposition for Rilke's poetic attempt to 
interpret the essence of man in the sense of modern biological meta
physics. Man is the living being that, by way of representation, fastens 
upon objects and thus looks upon what is objective, and, in looking, 
orders objects, and in this ordering posits back upon himself the ordered 
as something mastered, as his possession. 

The concluding part of the elegy expresses all this unequivocally, and 
thereby attests that the distinction between man and animaL or more 
precisely the interpretation of the human being on the basis of the ani
maL is the all-encompassing theme of the poem: 

And we· spectators always and everywhere, 
to whom all is turned and never out there! 
We are flooded with it. We order it. It breaks down 
We order it again and we break down ourselves. 

The decisive words of these verses resound: " ... and never out there!" 
-i.e., never into the "open" the "creatures" "see with all their eyes," 
for we can know about the "out there" and about what is "outside" 
"from the animal's visage alone." What does Rilke then mean by the 
"open"? According to the obvious meaning, when we think of the 
"open," we think of something opened versus something closed. And 
what is open and opened is "a space." The open refers to the essential 
domain of space even if we think of it as what has been brought into 
the light, in the sense of the disclosed and unconcealed. On the path 
of the thinking that thinks aArjtJt:za in its essence we will arrive at 
the point at which we will have to ask about the relation between 
the unconcealed and space. Must we think the unconcealed on the 
basis of the essence of what is spatiaL or is what is spatial and all space 
founded in the essence of aArjtJt:za as primordially expenenced? In any 
case, the open refers to what is spatial. Rilke's talk about the "never 
out there" and the "what is outside" also refers to this domain. More
over, the elegy says: 
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We never have, not even for one single day, 
the pure space before us in which the flowers 
infinitely emerge 
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"Infinitely" here means "endlessly," "without stopping at a limit." 
and also means "as a whole." "Emerge," of course, does not refer here 
to what the Greeks think by <flvt"zv but means the "mergence" through 
which, for example by dissolving sugar in water, the emergent is merged 
and assumed up into the whole of the air and all cosmic relations 
This e-merging is possible because there is nothing standing over and 
against the "living being" (plant or animal) as object, turning the living 
being back on itself and forcing it into re-flection. The all-determining 
and all-encompassing basic meaning of the word "open" for Rilke is 
the limitless, the infinite, wherein living beings breathe and unrestrain
edly dissolve into the irresistible causal nexuses of nature, in order to 
float in this infinity In accordance with that limitless realm, Rilke names 
the animal "the free animal." To what extent Rilke can say: "With all 
eyes the creature sees the open.'' and to what extent "the open" is 
"so deep in the face of the animaL" that is what the poet must justify 
poetically. 

We need to clarify first of all the meaning of "seeing" here. Rilke 
says of "our eyes" that they would be "reversed." They do not go away 
into the objectless domain, but instead, in the very representing of the 
object. they are doubled back by that object onto themselves in the 
opposite direction. If our eyes therefore look at a creature, it is caught 
as an object by our representing; the "free exit" of the look of the crea
ture into the open is suspended and distorted by our objectification. 
Our eyes are "traps" for the look of the animaL traps which catch its 
look and hold it fast. These traps close, occlude, and debar the open, 
the meaning of which is expressed most readily in the term "open 
water." This is reached when all borders of land have disappeared. The 
open is the absence of borders and limits, the objectless, not thought 
as lack but as onginal whole of reality, in which the creature is immedi
ately admitted and let free. 

Man, on the contrary, is forced into a relation to objects, with himself 
as the subject. a relation that posits the whole of what Rilke calls the 
open and at the same time occludes it whenever this relation anses. 
According to Rilke the aruma! sees more than man does, for the animal's 
gaze is not trammeled by any objects but can go on infinitely. in some 
unknown way, into the objectless. The animal "has before itself" the 
limitless. It never encounters a limit on its path, hence not even death. 
The animal is "free from death" as it goes on into the limitless; its 
advance is never doubled back. as is the case with human representing, 
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and it never sees what is behind itself. The limitless as a whole can 
also be called "God" in a loose way of speaking. So in this elegy Rilke 
says: 

the free animal 
has its perishmg constantly behind itself, 
and in front of itself God, and when it moves it moves 
m eterruty, just as wells do. 

This all sounds very strange and yet is only a poetic form of the 
popular biological metaphysics of the end of the nineteenth century. 
There, and in fact ever since Descartes, man's representing is called 
a consciousness of objects, one that is conscious of itself and is reflected 
onto itself. And so the comportment of the animal is unselfconscious 
and in that sense is an unconscious pressing and driving of the instincts 
out into a direction not "objectively" determined. 

The priority of the unconscious over consciousness corresponds to 
the priority of the free animal over the imprisoned essence of man. 
The spirit of Schopenhauer's philosophy, mediated by Nietzsche and 
the doctrines of psychoanalysis, looms behind this poetry. Although 
Nietzsche's metaphysics with regard to the doctrine of the will to power 
remains outside the compass of Rilke's poetry, there still holds sway 
the one decisive common element: the essence of man as conceived 
on the basis of the essence of the animal. Here it is poetized, there 
thought. From a purely metaphysical viewpoint, i.e., with regard to 
the interpretation of beings as rational or irrationaL the domain of 
Rilke's basic poetic expenence is not at all distinct from the basic posi
tion of Nietzsche's thinking. Both are as remote as possible from the 
essence of truth as aArjtJt:za, just as was the metaphysics of the modern 
and medieval periods. Yet modern metaphysics, in unity with medieval
Christian metaphysics, reposes on the same ground, namely the Roman 
transformation of the metaphysics of Plato and Aristotle, and so it is 
easy to see in Rilke's poetry the last offshoot of modern metaphysics, 
in the sense of a secularized Christianity, and to show that the secula
rized is precisely only an epiphenomenon of the original Christian phe
nomenon. Such an interpretation makes Rilke's poetry appear to be 
some sort of derailed Christianity, badly in need of succor, and such 
apologetics risks flying in the face of the expressed word and will of 
the poet. 

Now, we could reply that we are not interested in a Christian apolo
getic exploitation of the poetry of Rilke. We also reject any attempt 
to apply to poetry the measuring rod of a "philosophy." We adhere 
only to the poetical-artistic word. This is certainly an authentic attitude 
and one that does justice to the poet. But it leaves one question unasked, 
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namely, to what does the poetical word properly oblige us? This ques
tion has its ground in a still more essential question: which truth is 
proper to poetry as poetry? The mere appeal to personal lived experi
ences and impressions, which is implied in the appeal to the poet him
self as the ultimate support of the validity of his word, is here too little, 
i.e., it is nothing at all in an age in which not only the being or non
being of a people is to be decided, but where, prior to that, the essence 
and the truth of being and nonbeing themselves, and nothing less, are 
at stake. In this way it could be more important, i.e., more objective, 
to insert Rilke's poetry into the tradition of Christian consciousness 
rather than deliver it over to the subjective "experiences" of a perplexed 
individual. 

Our thinking would be too narrow and too oblique if we were to 
defend the view that by referring to the "open" in Rilke we are measur
ing his poetry against the yardstick of philosophical concepts, in order 
to judge it or even condemn it according to that measure. To be sure, 
Rilke's word about the "open" would then be brought into relation 
with the essential sphere of aArjtJt:za. The question is whether this is 
only a so-called philosophical concept or whether in the course of our 
reflection it has become clear that aArjtJt:za names an event in whose 
compass even Rilke's word about the "open" belongs, just as does every 
occidental word that speaks of Being and truth, a speaking that may 
still experience and know this event or long since have forgotten its 
last tremors. 

There is, of course, a gaping abyss between what Rilke names the 
open and "the open" in the sense of the unconcealedness of beings. 
The "open" that dwells in aArjtJt:za first lets beings emerge and come 
to presence as beings. Man alone sees this open. More specifically, man 
gets a glimpse of this open while comporting himself. as he always 
does, to beings, whether these beings are understood in the Greek sense 
as what emerges and comes to presence, or in the Christian sense as 
ens creatum, or in the modern sense as objects. In his comportment 
to beings, man in advance sees the open by dwelling within the opening 
and opened project of Being. Without the open, which is how Being 
itself comes to presence, beings could be neither unconcealed nor con
cealed. Man and he alone sees into the open-though without behold
ing it. Only the essential sight of authentic thinking beholds Being itself. 
But even there the thinker can behold Being only because he as man 
has already glimpsed it. 

The animaL on the contrary, does not glimpse or see into, and cer
tainly does not behold, the open in the sense of the unconcealedness 
of the unconcealed. Therefore neither can an animal relate to the closed 
as such, no more than it can comport itself to the concealed. The animal 
is excluded from the essential domain of the strife between uncon-
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cealednes~ and concealedness. The sign of this e<;<;ential exclusion is 
that no animal or plant "has the word." 

This reference to the exclusion of the animal from the essential do
main of unconcealedness introduces us to the enigmatic character of 
all living beings. For the animal is related to his circle of food, prey, 
and sex in a way e~sentially different from the way the stone is related 
to the earth upon which it lies In those living things characterized 
as plant or animal we find the peculiar arousal of excitability, by which 
the living being is "excited," i e., stirred to an emerging into a circle 
of stimulatability on the basis of which it draws other living things 
into the circle of its activity. No excitability or stimulatability of plants 
and animals ever brings them into the free in such a way that what 
is excited could ever let the exciting "be" what it is even merely as 
exciting, not to mention what it is before the excitation and without 
it. Plant and animal are <;U~pended in <;omething outside of them<;elve<; 
without ever being able to "see" either the outside or the inside, i.e., 
to have it stand as an aspect unconcealed in the free of Being. And 
never would it be possible for a <;tone, no more than for an airplane, 
to elevate itself toward the sun in jubilation and to move like a lark, 
which nevertheles~ does not see the open. What the lark "sees," and 
how it sees, and what it is we here call "seeing" on the basis of our 
observation that the lark has eyes, these questions remain to be asked. 
In fact, an original poetizing capacity would be needed to surmise what 
is concealed to the living being, a poetic capacity to which more and 
higher things are charged, and more essential things (since they are 
genuinely e<;sential), versus a mere hominization of plant<; and animals 
But in metaphysics man too is experienced as a living thing and as 
an "animal" in a larger sense, on the basi~ of reasons referring back 
to the way Being it~elf primordially reveals ihelf. 

Since, in metaphy~ic~. man is experienced and thought of as the ra
tional animaL animality i~ then interpreted, against the measuring rod 
of rationality, as what is irrational and without reason, i.e , interpreted 
against human intellectuality as what is instinctual. In this way, in meta
physics and in its scientific repercussions, the mystery of the living being 
goes unheeded, for living being~ are either exposed to the assault of 
chemistry or are transferred to the field of "p~ychology." Both presume 
to seek the riddle of life They will never find it; not only because every 
science adhere~ only to the penultimate and must pre~uppose the ulti
mate as the lir~t, but also because the riddle of life will never be found 
where the mystery of the living being ha<; already been abandoned. 

Since Rilke'<; poetry, too, neither experiences nor re~pect<; the essential 
limits between the my~tery of the living being (plant or animal) and 
the mystery of the historical being, i.e., man, hi~ poetical words never 
attain the mountain height of a hi~torically foundational deci~ion It 
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is almost as if in this poetry there is operative an unlimited and ground
less homini7ation of the animaL by which the animal, with respect 
to the original experience of beings as a whole, i'> even raised above 
man and become~ in a certain way a "super-man": 

What is out~idc we know from the animal\ 
visage alone . 

Who are they who ~peak here in the "we"? The "we" arc moderns 
of modern metaphy<;ics, a humanity that, a~ regards an essential experi
ence of Being, has erred into the dead end of the oblivion of Being. 

Rilke's poetry often relates to contemporary man with much serious
ness and care, though with no le<;s an amount of confmion, thoughtless
ness, and flight. Rilke relishes word-forms but does not consider the 
word. He talks thoughtles'>IY about the "open" and does not question 
what the ~ignificance might be of the openne<;s of the open, whether 
it only refers to an endles~ progression of unlimited objects or whether 
in the word of the "open" unconcealedness is thought, the uncon
cealedncss that first relea'il''> object~ into an objectivity as the free, with
out which not even the nothing could ri~e up in its excessiveness and 
brandish its menace. 

"What is outside" and what "is" at alL he it "ouhidc" or "inside," 
or in no "space," we only know on the ba~i'> of a knowledge of Being, 
which itself come<; to presence as the free, and in it~ clearing beings 
find an access to unconcealednc~~ and thereby an elevation to appear
ance, and thereby the order of prc~cncing. 

§9 Bt:6-'AArj,'Jt:za. The looking of Being into the open lighted by it. 
The directive within the reference to the word of Parmenides: the 
thinker's journey to the home of aArj1'Jt:za and his thinking out to

ward the beginning. The saying of the beginning in the language of 
the Occident. 

We might now pcrhap~ he able to ~ce ~ome things more clearly. The 
open holding sway in the c~sencc of (i.hj,'hw is difficult to behold not 
only becau<;e it b the closest but became it illuminate~ and thereby 
first be~tows the clo<;e<;t, all that is close, and the far a<; well. 

But this difficulty in beholding the open i~ only a sign that what 
could come within our cs~cntial regard might al~o he deprived by m 
of ih arrivaL due to our lacking the entitlement lor that which ha~ 
already bc~towcd itself on us a~ Being it~elf but which thereby al~o 
withdraws ever anew, without our surmi~ing that event. 
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Neverthele~s. we can now perhaps think and retain this one simple 
thing, namely: aArj1'Jna is the looking of Being into the open that is 
lighted by it itself as it itself, the open for the unconcealedness of all 
appearance Could what has such an essence be a mere "concept"? 
The endeavor of our entire foregoing reflection has been nothing else 
than to bring m to a thoughtful experience of this astonishing question. 

'AArjlJEZa is lJni, goddess-but indeed only for the Greeks and even 
then only for a few of their thinkers. The truth a goddess for the Greeks 
in the Greek sense. Indeed 

But what is the essence of truth for us? We do not know, because 
we neither comprehend the e<;<;ence of truth nor do we comprehend 
ourselves, and we do not know who we our<;elve<; arc. Perhaps this 
double ignorance about the truth and about ourselves is itself one and 
the same. But it is already good to know this ignorance, and precisely 
for the sake of Being, to which the reverence of thinking belongs. Think
ing i'> not kn(lwing, but perhap<; it i~ more essential than knowing, 
because it is closer to Being in that closeness which is concealed from 
afar. We do not know the essence of truth. Therefore it i'> necessary 
for us to a<;k about it and to be pre<;sed toward thb question so as 
to experience the minimal condition that mmt be fulfilled if we set 
out to dignify the essence of truth with a question. This condition i'> 
that we take up thinking. 

Our attempted reflection has been accompanied by one insight. It is 
this· we may think the essence of truth only if we tread upon the most 
extreme edges of being~ a<; a whole. We thereby acknowledge that a 
moment of history is approaching, whose uniqueness i~ by no meam 
determined ~imply, or at aiL on the basi~ of the current ~ituation of 
the world and of our own hi<;tory in it. What is at stake is not ~imply 
the being and non-being of our historical people, nor the being and 
not-being of a "European culture," for in the~e imtances what is at 
stake is only beings. In advance of all that, a primordial decision must 
be made concerning Being and not-being themselves, Being and not
being in their es~ence, in the truth of their essence. How are beings 
supposed to be saved and secured in the free of their essence, if the 
essence of Being is undecided, unquestioned, and even forgotten? 

Without the truth of Being, beings are never steadfast; without the 
truth of Being and without the Being and es~ence of truth the very 
decision about the Being and non-being of a being remains without 
the opennes<; of freedom, from which all hi~tory begim 

The question returns: what is the essence of truth for us? Our lectures 
were only supposed to refer to the region out of which the word of 
Parmenides speaks. 

The directive within this reference pointed to the destination toward 
which the primordial thinker i~ under way, namely the home of the 
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goddes~ 'AAij1'Jna. Thi~ home also direct~ the cour<;e of the thinker's 
genuine experience The home of the godde~<; i~ the first place of arrival 
on the journey of thinking and it is aho the point of departure for 
the course of thinking that bears out all relatiom to beings. The essence 
of thi~ home is wholly determined by the godde~~ Her dwelling there 
first make~ the home the home it is. And in dwelling the "essence" 
of the goddess i~ fulfilled She is the self-presenting and hence indwell
ing look of the light into the darkness. 'AArj,';lna i~ the disdosedness 
that in ihelf shelters all emergence and all appearance and disappear
ance. 'k\Ij ,';lt:za i~ the es~ence of the true: the truth Truth dwells in 
everything that comes to pre<;ence; it is the essence of all e~sence. essen
tiality [Diese west in allem Wesenden und ist das Wesen alles "Wesens" die 
Wesenheit]. 

To experience this i'> the de<;tiny of the primordial thinker His think
ing knows in e<;<;entiality the e<;<;ence of truth (not just the essence of 
the true) as the truth of the e<;<;ence 

As the essence of emergence (</Jvmc;), aAij,'Jt:za is the beginning ihelf 
The journey to the home of the godde'>'> i'> a thinking out toward the 
beginning The thinker think<; the beginning insofar as he think~ fi lrj
{)Ela. Such recollection is thinking's single thought. Thi<; thought, as 
the dictum of the thinker, enters into the word and language of the 
Occident 

This language expre~~e~ the essence of history, and history, became 
it i'> the ..;ending of Being and because Being only come<; to light unex
pectedly, is appropriated always in the unexpectedness of the primordi
ality of the beginning The hi~tory attuned to the primordial e<;<;ence 
of the dearing of Being destines beings ever again to the de<;tiny of 
decline in long-enduring concealments. According to this destiny, de
dine now holds sway, the evening of what emerged primordially. 

The land drawn into its space-time from this hi•aory and sheltered 
therein is the Occident [Abend-land, literally, "evening-land"] according 
to the primordial (i.e., in term~ of the history of Being) meaning of 
this word. 

The language of the Occident expre<;<;e<; the beginning, i e., the still 
concealed essence of the truth of Being. The word of the language of 
the Occident preserve<; the appurtenance of Occidental humanity to the 
home region of the goddess fi.\rj,';lEZa. 



ADDENDUM 

[Heidegger prepared the following draft of a recapitulation of pages 77-79 
but did not include it in his lectures -Ed j 

Modern man has a "lived experience" of the world and thinks the 
world in those terms, i.e., in terms of himself as the being that, as 
ground, lies at the foundation of all explanation and ordering of beings 
as a whole. In the language of metaphysics what lies at the foundation 
is subjectum. Modern man is by essence the "subject." Only because 
he is the "subject" can his I or his Ego become essential. And the fact 
that a Thou is set in opposition to the L thereby relegating the I to 
its limits and raising the !-Thou relation to prominence, and the fact 
that the place of the individual is then taken by the community, the 
nation, the people, the continent, and the planet, these in no way, meta
physically speaking, cancel out the subjectivity of modern man, but 
in fact for the first time lead it into its unconditioned state. "Anthropol
ogy," the Anglo-American form of which is "sociology," is supplanting 
essential thought. Only when man becomes the subject do non-human 
beings become objects. Only within the domain of subjectivity can a 
dispute arise over objectivity, over its validity, its profit and its loss, 
and over its advantages and disadvantages in any particular case. 

Since the essence of man, for the Greeks, is not determined as subject, 
a knowledge of the histoncal beginning of the Occident is difficult and 
unsettling for modern "thought," assuming that modern "lived ex pen
ence" is not simply interpreted back into the Greek world, as if modern 
man enjoyed a relation of personal intimacy with Hellenism for the 
simple reason that he organizes "Olympic games" penodically in the 
main cities of the planet For here only the facade of the borrowed 
word is Greek. This is not in any way meant to be derogatory toward 
the Olympics themselves; it is only censorious of the mistaken opinion 
that they bear any relation to the Greek essence. And we must come 
to know this latter if we wish to learn the quite different essence of 
modern history, i.e., if we wish to experience our own destiny in its 
essential determination. This task, however, is too awesome and too 
serious for thoughtless opinion and chatter to be accorded even the 
slightest consideration. Whoever is receiving these lectures simply for 
what they pretend to be, namely a thoughtful word of attention and 
incipient heedfulness, will also in time learn to set aside the all too 
quickly advancing sentimental lamentations of a thoughtless and garru-
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lous "position taking." Whoever is sitting here merely to snap up mate
rial for his political or anti-politicaL religious or anti-religious, scientific 
or anti-scientific sentiments is wrong and is substituting what just hap
pens to come to his mind on a particular afternoon for what has been 
the task of thinking in the Occident for the last two and a half millennia, 
ever since its historical beginning. To be sure, the stupidity in circulation 
will not, for thoughtful ones, be a reason to abrogate the task of focusing 
on the essential. The empty chatter cannot be stopped. But by the same 
token the consideration of the level of ones who are too lazy to think 
endangers essential thought. 

Our discussions about "the Roman" are being interpreted as stem
ming from an anti-Christian hostility. Let us leave it for theology to 
decide whether the meditation on the essence of truth we have at
tempted here could not, taken in context, be more fruitful for the preser
vation of Christianity than the aberrant desire to construct new "scien
tifically" founded proofs for the existence of God and for the freedom 
of the will on the basis of modern atomic physics. 

Primordially, the emergent essence of Being disposes and determines 
the mode of the sheltering of the unconcealed as the word. The essence 
of the word disposes and first determines the essence of the humanity 
corresponding to it and thereby relegates this essence into history, i.e., 
into the essential beginning and the transformation of the essence of 
the truth of beings. But nowhere does there exist a humanity that forms 
for itself a view of Being and then sets itself up with that view as if 
Being and the view of it were like the horns that form on an ox, with 
which it then vegetates. Only because Being and the truth of Being 
are essentially beyond all men and humanities, can, and therefore must, 
the "Being" or "non-being" of man be at stake where man as historical 
is determined to the preservation of the truth of Being. A decline is 
never overcome by simply being stopped or reined in or led in progress 
to better times. All progress might be a mere stepping away from-from 
the essential domain of the beginning. Only in view of the beginning 
can a decline be thought and experienced. The decline can only be 
surmounted when the beginning is saved, but then it is already sur
mounted. And the beginning can only be saved when it is allowed 
to be the beginning it is. The beginning is primordial only when think
ing is primordial and when man in his essence thinks primordially. 
This does not refer to the impossible task of repeating the first beginning 
in the sense of a renewal of the Greek world and its transformation 
into the here and now. On the contrary, it means to enter, by way 
of primordial thought, into a confrontation and dialogue with the begin
ning in order to perceive the voice of the disposition and determination 
of the future. This voice is only to be heard where experience is. And 
experience is in essence the suffering in which the essential otherness 
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of beings reveals itself in opposition to the tried and usual. The highest 
form of suffering is dying one's death as a sacrifice for the preservation 
of the truth of Being. This sacrifice is the purest experience of the voice 
of Being. What if German humanity is that historical humanity which, 
like the Greek, is called upon to poetize and think, and what if this 
German humanity must first perceive the voice of Being! Then must 
not the sacrifices be as many as the causes immediately eliciting them, 
since the sacrifice has in itself an essence all its own and does not require 
goals and uses! Thus what if the voice of the beginning should an
nounce itself in our historical destiny? 

But what if the beginning has fallen into oblivion? Would we not 
then need to experience first of all that this oblivion is not mere negli
gence or dereliction on the part of man but is an event pertaining to 
the very essence of Being itself, i.e, to unconcealedness? 

What if man had not only forgotten the essence of Being but if Being 
itself had forgotten man and had abandoned him to self-forgetfulness? 
Are we speaking of Ai]tJq here only to appear erudite? 

The Greeks are largely silent over Ai]tJq. At times, however, they do 
speak of it. Hesiod mentions Ai] tJq together with Azpoc;, the absence 
of food, as one of the daughters of the veiling night. Pindar also speaks 
of it and indicates the direction we need to follow in order to glimpse 
its hidden essence. 



EDITOR'S AFTERWORD 

The present volume 54 of Heidegger's Gesamtausgabe comprises the pre
viously unpublished text of an hourly lecture course the philosopher 
conducted during the winter term 1942-43 at the University of Freiburg. 
The course was called "Parmenides and Heraclitus," but in view of the 
nearly exclusive occupation with Parmenides we have modified the 
title. The book is the eighteenth to appear in this series. 

The editor had at his disposal author's manuscripts amounting to 
eighty-four numbered pages of lectures and thirty-four pages of recapit
ulations. Heidegger did not prepare a recapitulation for every lecture. 
The author himself indicated the pages where the recapitulations were 
to be inserted, but the choice of the exact place within those pages 
devolved upon the editor. 

The manuscripts are in the folio format, and the writing is crosswise. 
The right halves of the pages contain numerous interpolations, enclosed 
within one another; Heidegger indicated their point of contact with 
the text in each case. 

The "addendum" included herein is the text of a recapitulation refer
ring to pages 77-79. It was not presented in the lectures and was 
described by Heidegger as a "mere draft." 

The editor also had at his disposal typewritten copies of all the manu
scnpts mentioned above. They were checked twice against the originals. 
Some passages in the manuscripts, missing in the transcnptions, were 
inserted by the author himself at the proper place. Heidegger completely 
reviewed this transcript while he was preparing his lectures on the 
Logos of Heraclitus (cf. Gesamtausgabe, vol. 55). He supplemented the 
transcript on numerous occasions with some smaller and some larger 
interpolations. The editor deciphered these and without exception al
lowed for them in the present text. 

The division into numbered paragraphs, the subdivisions, and the 
formulation of all the headings are the work of the editor. The latter 
adhere closely to the text of the lectures. In accord with Heidegger's 
wishes, an extensive table of contents precedes the work and this, to
gether with the segmentation of the text, should make the overall struc
ture of the lectures clearly visible. 

In connection with the present volume, the reader is also referred 
to Heidegger's essay "Moira (Parmenides Fragment VIII, 34-41 )"which 
appeared in his Vortriige und Auftatze, first published in 1954. 
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he received in his work from H. Heidegger, from H. Tietjen and W. 
Deyhle, who reviewed the typescript, and from E-W. von Herrmann, 
who responded to questions concerning the deciphering of the interpo
lations. Likewise, thanks are due to Francis B. Vawter for technical help. 
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