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Foreword

In my first volume on Heidegger’s later thought, entitled The Witness of
Being: The Unity of Heidegger’s Later Thought, pains were taken to explain
the depth to which Heldegger’ s later thought had become so prevaent not only
in modern philosophy, but throughout both artistic and philosophical cultures
as well. The present, more comprehensive work provides the balance of his
earlier thought, prior to 1933, as well as another look at his later thought in
light of the genesis of his philosophical origins.

The temptation is always gret in such a philosophical account to interject
an excess of “interesting” biographica details in order to keep the story line
“light and lively.” And the question of the relation between Life and Thought
has become especially acute of late in the “case of Heidegger.” But the critical
reader should perhaps not be too quick to judge as philosophicaly irrelevant,
say, the repeated alusions to Heidegger’s difficult writing style which led,
among other things, to his being denied a university appointment and to his
having an article regjected for publication. This biographical infrastructure in
the present volume is in fact fraught with philosophical (or, more precisely

here, “ metaphilosophical”) significance.

Take, for example, the seemingly bland and straightforward statement of
biographical fact when the Japanese visitor remarked, “And so you remained
slent for twelve years,” as they discussed the linguistic problems broached by
Heidegger’ s habilitation work on Duns Scotus (1915) and a subsequent lecture
course, which antedated the publication of his magnum opus in 1927, Being
and Time Well over a three quarters of a century has passed since Heidegger
virtually exploded upon the larger philosophical scene with the publication of
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Being and Time, achieving with it an international acclaim and notoriety which
has not really waned over the intervening years, and certainly has grown since
his death in 1976. The difficulty in comprehending this classic of twentieth-
century philosophy has since become legendary — “like swimming through wet
sand,” remarks one perceptive commentator. That Heidegger published
absolutely nothing in the decade preceding Being and Time compounded the
difficulty immensely, so much so that one was forced to regard this complex
work as something that sprang full- grown, like Athena, from the head of Zeus.
Herbert Spiegelberg’ s description of Being and Time “this astonishing torso,”
which aludes especialy to the absence of its projected Second Half, can be
applied as well to its initial “fore-structure,” the dearth of publications before
1927.

The “And so” of the above quote takes us to the very heart of
Heidegger's philosophy: his naming of a topic for himself which had
traditionally been regarded as “ineffable,” his early struggles to develop a
hermeneutics to express thistopic at first on the basis of the phenomenological
principle of “sdlf-showing” intuition thus his development of the linguistic
strategy of “formal indication” out of the context of the Aristotelian-scholastic
doctrine of the analogy of being and the “logic of philosophy.” What exactly
are the revelatory and intrinsic links between the life and the thought of a
thinker? The question applies especialy to a thinker who prided himself on the
ontic “roots’” (Boden) of his ontology, taking pride in the claim that he was the
first in the history of philosophy to declare openly the inescapable need for
such roots.

Inthe second half of Martin Heidegger’ s philosophical career, he made a
turn toward explaining the metaphysics of language through poetry.
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Heidegger's ontology of language relies largely upon the work of Friedrich
Holderlin, whose poetry Heidegger understands as giving ‘voice' to Beingin a
peculiar proximity. For Heidegger, Holderlin’s articulations are not those of a
subject ‘expressing’ a meaning (according to the classical theory of language
from Aristotle to Husserl), but rather those of a poet whose ‘remembrance
recals a sense of Being metaphysics has forgotten. Heidegger argues that
Holderlin's language is of Being, beyond the sdf as defined by humanist
notions of subjectivity which reduce Being, aong with beings, to the subject’ s
objectifying examination. In “dialogue” with poetic language, Heidegger's
philosophy aims to achieve a genuine thinking of Being, as well as

Gelassenheit, which is the stance of receptivity.

According to Heidegger, only the poetic power of language is ale to
open up an historica world. It does this by awakening a basic mood in the
people and leaving “the unsayable unsaid” in saying. Heidegger takes his
essential concept of language as such from poetic language. Everyday
language, communication, statements are for Heidegger not language in a
primary sense, but poetry as the “originary language of a people’ is, compared
to which language in the conventional sense as understood by theories of
language and in linguistics is only an insipid dilution. (The concept of the
“originary” historical time of the peoples is therefore the time of the poets,
thinkers and creators of states, i.e. of those who properly found and reinforce
the historical existence of a people.)

This invites a number of interesting questions to address within this
study. For example, where does this priority of language come from, even if it
be a priority of poetic language? This question becomes even more urgent
considering the fact that originary poetical language that founds history is
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supposed to primarily awaken a basic mood. Can a basic mood eventuate or be
awakened originarily only in (poetic) language? If the basic mood is supposed
to cal an opening of being and entities in their totality into temporal being,
then, according to Heidegger, only language is able to unlock an historica
world. How s0? Is world only where language is? For Heidegger, language is

and will remain “the house of being.”

Holderlin's philosophical  writings, however, chalenge some of
Heidegger's views both of poetic language and of the self or subject implied
by language. Holderlin offers a critique of Kantian and Fichtean
transcendental idealism and a theory of poetic language as promising a non
transcendental grasp of the ‘ideal,; ‘spirit’ (Geist), or Being. Holderlin's
examination of the ‘poetic I' involves both skepticism and utopianism, in
which a sdf is understood to encounter the world outside the auspices of

possessive, determinative, or objectifying relations.

The aim of this study is to show how the depth of Heldegger’ s continued
commitment throughout the second half of his career to a number of
fundamental assumptions of transcendental philosophy constitutes both a
source of significant insight and deep philosophical confusion for the
completion of his project outlined in his work, Being and Time More
specifically for this study, the subject of the turn toward poetic language is
examined in Heidegger’s writings. The guiding concern of this study is. the
question of finitude as it presents itself inrelation to the self-definition (or self-
affirmation) of Dasein in a project of Being, and more specificdly, in
Heidegger's later thought. This will involve: (1) a purposive introduction to
his writings before the turn; (2) a basic historica and biographical
understanding of what called Heidegger to move beyond hisinitia analysis of

vi
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Being toward language; (3) and finaly, | will show that Holderlin suggests a
model of ‘poetic subjectivity’ which conforms to dimensions of Heidegger’'s
critique of the modern subject, yet which also does not leave behind the self

and the human concerns of that salf.

Zaine Ridling
Kansas City, Missouri 2001
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

| preface my comments by citing a poem by Holderlin, which may have
directly influenced Heidegger, who had been familiar with Holderlin’s poems
since 1908.% It aso explains my thesis in this dissertation in its most succinct
form. The poem is Holderlin’s “Natur and Kunst” [subtitled “Saturn and
Jupiter”]. In the ode, Jupiter, who is identified with art, triumphs over Saturn,

who symbolizes everyday, ontic time and, in the myth, is the “father of Art”:

1 Asearly as 1908, Heidegger had come into contact with the poetry of Holderlin, which, of
course, had great impact on him. Cf. his “ Antrittsrede” (1957), in Gesamtausgabe 1, 1978.
(Frihe Schriften), 56. Thisis the text of an Inaugural Address, given at Heidelberg, which
later served as his preface to the first editions of his Early Writingsin 1972. The trandation
appears in Heidegger, The Man and the Thinker, ed. T. Sheehan (Chicago, Illinois:
Precedent, 1981), 21. With regard to the influence of Hélderlin, Heidegger said in the
Soiegel interview:

My thought stand in an wunavoidable relationship to the poetry of
Holderlin. 1 consider Holderlin not [just] one poet among others whose
work the historians of literature may take as a theme [for study]. For me,
Holderlin is the poet who points into the future, who waits for a god,
and who, consequently, should not remain merely an object of research
according to the canons of literary history.

These lines appear in the trandation of the interview in Heidegger, The Man and the
Thinker, 61-62.
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High up in day you govern, your law prevails,
Y ou hold the judgment scales, O Saturn’s son.
Hand out our lots and well-contented
Rest on the fame of immortal kingship.

Y et, singers know, down the abyss you hurled
The holy father once, your own parent, who
Long now has lain lamenting where the
Wild ones before you more justly languish.

Quite guiltless he, the god of the golden age:
At once effortless and greater than you, though
He uttered no commandment, and no
Mortal on earth ever named his presence.

So down with you! Or cease to be ashamed of your thanks!
And if you stay, defer to the older god
And grant him that above all others.
Gods and great mortals, the singer name him!

For as from clouds your lightning, from him has come
What you call yours. And, look, the commands you speak
To bear him witness, and from Saturn’s
Peace has ever power devel oped.

And once my heart has fdt his life most living,
And things that you shaped grow dim,
And in his cradle changing Time has
Fallen adeep and sweet quiet lulls me —

I’ll know you then, Kronion, and hear you then,
The one wise master who, like ourselves, a son
Of Time, gives laws to us, proclams
That which lies hidden deep in holy twilights.?

Friedrich Holderlin, Poems and Fragments, tr. Michael Hamburger, (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1967), 164-67.
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In the ode, the theme of naming is central, but now it is the hidden
meaning of time that is to be named in the conflict between nature (Saturn) and
art (Jupiter).

Holderlin has identified Saturn with Time (Kronios, Chrones). Kronion
(son of Kronos, i.e., son of Time) is the law-giver who reigns when the “golden
age’ of Saturn’'s hegemony has ended. Jupiter has gone down to the dwelling
place of the mortals, most of whom will be oblivious to the presence of Saturn —

Time— until the son of Time, Kronion, has come to earth.

Jupiter is asked to grant to those “great morals,” the poets, the power to
name time. In Holderlin’s fable titled, “Nature and Art,” Jupiter is the god who
gives shape to, formulates, and arranges things. But the poet does not find time
present in art until Time “has/Fallen adeep” and all of Jupiter’s creation (works
of art) have “grown dim.” Only then does the poet see the laws that govern the
arts.

Though the ode manifestly takes up the themes of the triumph of art over
nature, it is aso concerned with the relation between art and time. The
connection between the themes of this poem and those of the fable lies in the
problem of naming. In “Nature and Art,” it is a question of the possbility of
naming time, and in the fable it is a question of what to name the creation of
Sorrow. The possbility of naming time rests on determining the laws of
creating works of art, while naming the creation of Sorrow, the human being, is
a matter o determining the mutuality of belonging that holds between the
human keing and Sorrow. This mutuality is named in the word homo. The
problematic of what is named by this word must be sought in the meaning of
the word.
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In both the ode and the fable, Jupiter and Saturn represent time as it is
passed on to mortals with the awareness provided by spiritus— ontic time [Zeit].
What appears as Kronion? | would suggest that the Dasein is portrayed as
Kronion in Holderlin's ode. This interpretation may be helpful for a clearer
understanding of (1) the seed of what this current work concerns, and (2) the
relation between the Dasein and its ontological structure, Sorrow. Heidegger's
concept of the Dasein can be fixed in this way as an ontological determination
somewhere between the concept of Gestalten (forms) of the work of art and
Gebild (creation) of Sorrow, mortal Man.

The key to this determination is found in Heidegger’'s concern for art, and
the place of art in humanity’s relation to Being, which, of course, includes
poetry.

An admonition appears near the beginning of Heidegger's essay
“ldentity and Difference” which should give pause to any commentator of

Heidegger's work:

When thinking attempts to pursue something that has claimed
its attention, it may happen that on the way it undergoes a
change. Thusit is advisable in what follows to pay attention to
the path of thought rather than to its content.®

These sentences suggest that we do not begin to read Heidegger until the

surface intelligibility of the language is shaken and we follow not the content,

3 Identity and Difference, tr. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row, 1969), 1. This

edition contains the German text.
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a series of propositions or theses (or even a series of what may seem to be

poetic figures), but the very movement of thought in its becoming-other.

Heidegger suggests to us that the claim upon thought and thought’s
transformation are to be understood in terms of an arrest or capture of thought
by its “thing” or affair @die Sache). This latter, for the earlier Heidegger at
leadt, is the finite transcendence of Dasein — a relation to something other than
what is that makes possible any relation to being in the world (including other
human beings) and any self-relation. It makes possible the very structure of
representation and therefore cannot be posed before us (or-gestellt) in a
theoretical or forma manner — hence Heidegger’s effort to draw us beyond the

conceptual and figurative levels of his discourse.

Of thought’s transformation, we may say that the questioning relation
provoked by the arrest of thought (described most frequently by Heidegger as
an astonishment or perplexity — an uncanny experience of alterity that marks
the presence to us of things in the world) bears not only upon the object of this
guestioning but also upon the act of questioning itself. Thought comes
increasingly into question as it discovers ever more profoundly its initiative to
have been a repetition of a determination to question — and no reflexive act can
define absolutely the measure of its engagement in the history defined by
temporal precedence of the origin or opening of its act. To the extent that a
thing opens to that which claims it and assumes the tempora structure of its
activity — assumes its finitude — it carries itself into a movement that exceeds it

and carries it beyond itself.

This is an unsettling movement. It is unsettling, first, because it refuses
itself to any conceptual definition or mastery and calls into question the

normally secure position of the thinking subject, the position defined by the
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metaphysics of subjectivity in its elaboration of the structure of representation.
Clearly, Heidegger did not find this situation to be an impediment for the task
of thinking and even (initially) for the founding of a science. Near the end of
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, he points explicitly to one consequence

of assuming the finitude of metaphysical questioning:

It remains to be considered that the working out of the
innermost essence of finitude required for the establishment of
metaphysics must itself always be basically finite and can
never become absolute. The only conclusion one can draw
from thisis that reflection on finitude, always to be renewed,
can never succeed, though a mutua playing off, or mediating
equalization of standpointsin order to finally and in spite of
everything to give us an absolute knowledge of finitude, a
knowl %dge that is surreptitioudly posited as being “truein
itself.”

By virtue of its inescapable temporal determination, thought can achieve
no final definition of its own situation and thus cannot transcend the history in
which it finds itself as it turns back upon that which give it its impetus. The
repetitive nature of Heidegger’s course of thinking — his constant return to
what he calls the ”fundamental experience” of Being and Time> throughout his
career — points to his own assumption of this understand of finitude. But
Heldegger suggests that, if thought cannot hold this movement in its grasp, it
might hold itself in this movement in such a way as to find in it a certain
measure. For the movement to which thought opens is understood by

Heidegger to have a gathering and unifying character. Whether we speak in

4 Martin Heidegger, Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, tr. R. Taft (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1997), 245.

®  Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche I1: The Eternal Recurrence of the Same, , tr. D.F. Krell (New
York: Harper and Row, 1984), 260.
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terms of the temporality of Dasein, the history of Being, or Appropriation
(Ereignig), that which claims thought and sets it on a path that is without any

assignable end also gathers it within what Heidegger terms an intimacy.

Yet there are also elements in Heidegger's thinking that make this
fundamental assertion problematic, just as his consistent refusal of certain
dimensions of the thought of those to whom he turns in his interpretive
encounters (I refer in particular to the encounters with Hoélderlin and
Neitzsche, the former for which this study is centered upon after an thorough
introductory examination of Dasein) takes on a symptomatic character.
Heidegger failed to recognize in his Kantbuch (and, in some ways, throughout
his career) just how unsettling his meditation on the finitude of Being and of
thought might be. He points to this fact himself when he remarks much later
(in 1956) that he has been unable to find a satisfactory answer to the problem
of finitude. What was assumed affirmatively in the Kantbuch is now the
source of a distress. | refer here to the statement in the “Addendum” to “The
Origin of the Work of Art"® in which Heidegger recognizes that his
formulation of the role of man in art as creator and preserver remans
ambiguous in his essay. He notes that, if truth is taken as the subject of the
phrase by which he defines art, namely, “the setting into work of truth,” then

art is conceived in terms of disclosive appropriation.” He adds:

& All references to “The Origin of the Work of Art” will hereafter be referred to as Origin,

unless context demands the full title.
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Being, however, isacal to man and is rot without man.
Accordingly, art is a the same time defined as the setting into
work of truth, where truth now isthe “object,” and art is
human creating and preserving.... In the heading, “the setting-
into-work of truth,” in which it remains undecided, but
decidable, who does the setting or in what way it occurs, there
is concealed the relation of Being and human being
[Menschenwesen], arelation which is unsuitably conceived
even in this verson — adistressing difficulty, which has been
clear to me since Being and Time, and has since been
expressed in a variety of versions. [GA 5 (Holzwege) 74/87]"

This statement does not necessarily contradict the more assumed
statements in the later work concerning the place of mortas in what
Heidegger calls the Foufold. But it is a sign that the relation between Being
and human being is very much open to question in Heidegger's text and,
necessarily with it, Heidegger’'s assertions concerning the gathering nature of
the experience of difference (in thought’'s becoming-other), and thus the
nature of difference itself and with it Being and Ereignis. This statement from
Heidegger’'s “Addendum,” indeed Heidegger’'s own methods of reading and
the entire pedagogical thrust of Heidegger’'s project, invites us to question his
path of thinking, even to repeat it in a more questioning manner. The
remainder of this work represents an initial attempt to question in this way the
relation between Being and human being as it is articulated in Heidegger’'s
work of the period between 1927 and 1947 (that is, between the dates of

publication of Being and Timeand the Letter on Humanism).

Abbreviated references indicate the page number in the German edition, followed,
where available, by the page number in the English trandation. In some cases, | have
modified the translation for the sake of clarity or terminological consistency. | wish to thank
Harper & Row for granting me this privilege in regard to their translations, in this and other
works.
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This questioning does not take the form of a complete exposition of
Heidegger’s thought during this period; it consists (after an extensive review
of Dasein), rather, in a series of individual readings that seek in each case to
enter into the movement of Heidegger's thought as he refers to it in the
passage from which | started. Only a most attentive reading of Heidegger's
texts — one that seeks the place and function of any particular theme, figure, or
statement within a larger textual disposition or configuration — leads to an
experience of the dynamic quality of his thinking and to an apprehension of
the strangeness or perplexity that clams his thought and gives it its
movement. And such a reading is a prerequisite for a more profound textual
reading that moves beyond this still phenomenologically determined
apprehension of the movement of a thought and begins to follow the
movement of the “letter” of the text (though the task of defining the meaning
of this “moving beyond” is still very much before us).

| should at least note that this movement does not lead to the impasse of
restricting thought to an examination of textua phenomena in the restricted
sense. The notion of finitude | attempt to elaborate in this work points to the
necessary “tracing” or “inscription” of thought (just as truth must be “set into”
the work, according to Heidegger’s argument in Origin). But it should become
clear that this does not dictate a kind of formalism. The movement to which |
am referring is perhaps properly named deconstruction, in the sense of this
term developed by Jacques Derrida. Though | have not taken up here
Derida's relation to Heldegger (in order retain my focus on Heidegger’s text,
and because such a question requires an extensive, contextual analysis of
Derrida’ s work), In the latter part of this study, | will be working very much in
view of his thought. But | want to emphasize that this work remains somewhat

ghort of a deconstruction in the Derridean sense (or in the sense developed
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more recently by Paul de Man). If | were to attempt a full deconstruction of
Heidegger’'s text in the terms | have sought to develop in this work, — out of
Heidegger's own thought, therefore — | would begin by trying to fold back
upon the language and structure of the text itself at least the following:
Heidegger's own discussion of a work’s form (in “The Origin of the Work of
Art,” for example), the notion of figurality that | present briefly in later
chapters, an understanding of the performative dimension of his use of
language (which | begin to develop in the second half of this study), and other
clues offered by Heidegger concerning his use of language, including his
reference to a “fugue” articulated around the word “but” that he discovers
Holderlin's poem “Andenken.” | hope that the analyses present in this study
will give some indication of the difficulty of the questions involved here and

explain why | approach them with a certain prudence.

The unity of the examined readings that follow derives from the fact
that, in seeking the dynamic element in the writings by Heidegger under
consideration, | have been led to focus on the “circling” in Heidegger's
thinking, whose necessity Heidegger has described as the hermeneutic circle. |
analyze this movement first in Being and Time and attempt to describe how
the circle in which Heidegger situates the questioning of Dasein in a project of
Being is to be thought not in a circular fashion but rather in terms of a double
movement like that which Heidegger describes elsewhere as a play of
presence and absence, distance and proximity. In subsequent chapters |
describe this paradoxical movement in terms of an experience of
“disappropriation” that accompanies man’'s effort at appropriation
(indissociably of history and of self). Before World War 11, Heidegger names
the poles of human experience, but by 1940, Heidegger no longer speaks in
terms of Selbstbehauptung [self-affirmation], but the effort to articulate a less

10
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willful mode of creative existence in a concept such as Gelassenheit

(releasement or letting be) still obeys the structure to which | refer.

The hermeneutic situation described in Being and Time as “a remarkable
‘relatedness backward or forward’ of what we are asking about (Being) to the
inquire itself as a mode of being of being” BT, 8/28), structures Heidegger’'s
interpretation of both Nietzsche and Holderlin. In my reading of Heidegger's
Nietzsche, | attempt to demonstrate that, if Heidegger's encounter with
Nietzsche is understood in the light of this hermeneutic situation (and it is
described quite explicitly in the first volume of Nietzsche), then a richer
interpretation emerges than the one commonly attributed to Heidegger, which
consists merely in a violent resituation of Nietzsche within the history of
metaphysics. | approach Heidegger’ s reading of Holderlin in a similar manner,
though | do so in the light of readings of An Introduction to Metaphysics and
“The Origin of the Work of Art.” The meditations on techn¢ and art in these
latter texts, and on what we might call the finitude of Being, lead me to a
somewhat more precise formulation of the double movement of appropriation
and disappropriation; thus | come to describe a creative project of Being as the
tracing of the limits of Dasein whereby these limits are brought forth as limits
and thus as the mark of arelation to an alterity. | consider Heidegger’s reading
of Holderlin, then, in relation to this description of a creative project, and by
contrasting Holderlin’s understanding of the nature of the experience of
difference with Heidegger's interpretation of it. | bring into question
Heldegger’s assertions concerning the gathering and founding character of a
poetic project. In light of the claims Heidegger makes for poetry (Dichtung)
and the role he assigns to Hdlderlin, this questioning should give some
suggestion of what Heidegger finds so distressing in the question of the

relation between Being and human being.
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Within the hermeneutic situation | have described, | will address the
problem of the constitution of identity. This problem arises first in relation to
the question of Mitsein in Being and Time One of Heidegger's fundamental
theses in this volume concerns the individuating aspect of Dasein’s solitary
assumption of its mortality. But the reading of Being and Timethat | offer will
suggest that Dasein is not aone in being-toward-death. In his description of
the originary experience to which resoluteness of being-towards-death opens,
Heldegger points furtively but consistently to an uncanny experience of the
other Dasein. We might conclude from Being and Time that the call of Being
(which takes form in Being and Time as the call of conscience) first comes by
way of another — strictly speaking, by way of another’s presentation of the
finitude of their being.

In light of this perspective on Mitsein, the nature of Heidegger's
interpretive stance in relation to figures such as Nietzsche and Holderlin calls
for particular attention. In each case we may observe something like a
fascination on Heidegger's part (and here | mean to refer beyond the
psychological category, for fascination belongs to Dasein’'s originary
experience of difference as it is described by Heidegger) and a corresponding
violence in hs interpretation. | have recourse in this context to René Girard's
very rich notion of mimetic rivalry,® though | seek a philosophical
understanding of the grounds of this relation — an experience of the other that
is more unsettling than Heidegger wishes to acknowledge. Nietzsche and
Holderlin both claim Heidegger's attention, over and above the reason he
offers for given them privileged placed in the history of Being, because their

self-presentation entails something other than the withdrawal (or the reserve)

8 See René Girard, To Double Business Bound, (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University

Press, 1988).
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that belongs to an assumption of finitude.® The identity posited by them
(hence, their “address’) is marked by a certain instability or ambiguity, and
both invite us to ask whether any measure offers itself in the assumption of
finitude as Heidegger describes it. Their testimony brings into question
Heidegger’s assertions concerning the gathering nature of the relation between
Being and human being and thus the possibility of anything like a “dwelling”
as Heidegger definesiit in his readings of Holderlin.

Thus | might say that | am seeking to pose in this examination the
guestion of man — a question that might seem of preliminary and even
secondary importance in relation to the thing or affair of Heidegger’'s thought
as it takes shape along his path of thinking. For the pertinence of this question,
according to most commentaries on the “turn” (Kehre),'° would appear to be
limited to the first steps of Heidegger’s path: specifically to the foundational
thinking that precedes the Kehre and thus, for example, to the final pages of
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, where it is said that the repetition of the
Kantian effort to found metaphysics must be rooted in the question of the
Dasein in man. The effort to go beyond the metaphysics of subjectivity and to
elaborate a thought of difference would appear to require an abandonment of
an essential reference to man.

®  In 1936 he began his lectures on Nietzsche, which continued into the early 1940s and were
published in 1961. Heidegger’s friends claim that these lectures contained covert criticism
of Nazism and tried to rescue Nietzsche from the use made of him to support racist
doctrines and practices.

19 Heidegger used the word ‘turn’ (ehre) to refer to two things: the shift of perspective
involved in the transition from Divisions | and Il of Being and Time, the analytic of Dasein,
to Division Ill, on being and time; and the change from forgetfulness of being to the
remembrance of it that he hoped would come. Often ‘theturn’ is used to refer to the change
in Heidegger's own thought after 1930, beginning with the essay, “The Origin of the Work
of Art.”
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But to this possible objection, | would offer this initial response: The
overcoming of the metaphysics of subjectivity and the anthropocentrism of
modern thought — in short, the overcoming of humanism — in no way implies
that the question of man should lose its gravity. On the contrary, when man
can no longer be taken as the ground for truth, then the question of man should
grow weightier for thought as a question.** In addition, a rigorous examination
of the problematic of Dasein will reveal why it must unsettle any foundational
project and ultimately any project of appropriation of man's essence (any
project that does not simultaneously account for the impossibility of its full
accomplishment and thus open to a history that it cannot master), even if this
appropriation is thought as a gathering of self in the intimacy of a response to
Being.

The question of man does of course lead beyond itself. | try to show, for
example, that it must be posed in relation to Heldegger’s interpretation of the
Greek notion of thesis (and his argument concerning the nature of any positing
in general) as it is proposed in Origin — an argument that leads into the
questions of language, Technik, et cetera. But if | persist in holding to the
guestion of man as the crucial point of access to the “thing” of Heidegger's
thought, it is because it poses itself the question of access. A later chapter will
adumbrate how Heidegger arrived at this question to the end of Being and

Time “Dasein” names man’s situation in relation to Being, and no thought of

1 The assertion of Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe and Jean-Luc Nancy that the question of man is

not a question among others in philosophy but involves its very essence and possibility has
played asignificant rolein orienting the focus of this study.
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the history or topology of Being can proceed without situating itself in relation

to this topos.*?

| affirm this while recognizing, again, that Heidegger rethinks this topos
in his later work in relation to the problem of language. We are dealing here
with another version of the hermeneutic circle. One cannot, finally, think the
situation of Dasein without coming to grips with the problem of language, a
point that can already be drawn from Heidegger's remarks on language in
Being and Time and from his very definition of hermeneutic investigation. But
we cannot approach this problem in a rigorous manner without a critical
examination of the earlier problematic of human finitude. The question of man
must not be forgotten at any point. | might also add here for the sake of clarity
that | do not mean to assert that the question of man alone is ever the sole way
of access to the question d Being, for the question of man, as Heidegger
thinks it, cannot be posed alone. It can be posed only in relation to, in the
context of, and as the question of man’s relation to Being, which implies the
guestion of Being. Likewise, as Heidegger states most explicitly in What is
Called Thinking? alecture course of 1951-52 (thus well after any dating of the
Kehre), the question of Being cannot be posed except in relation to the
guestion of man.

Likewise, no reading of Heidegger's text, if it seeks to become a
repetition, or Auseinandersetzung, can neglect this question of access — a
guestion that becomes in repetition both the question of Heidegger’s access to
the thing of his thought and the question of our access to that which claims our

12 My attention to the finitude of Daseinis meant to answer to this hermeneutic situation. But

the notion of finitude, as | will attempt to demonstrate, points to the “positive necessity”
(BT, 310/358) that constrained Heidegger to take as his starting point an “existential
analytic.”
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interpretive attention in this relation. If we follow Heidegger in an effort to
articulate something like a thought of difference, we must be wary of
reassuming the all- too-comfortable place of the meditating subject of theory, a
place of supposed neutrality. A thought of difference becomes no more than a
repetition of the same if it repeats the ahistorical or nonsituated thinking
whose place is defined by the metaphysics of subjectivity.

But in neglecting the question of man in areading of Heidegger, there is
more than the danger of failing to situate the act of questioning. Heidegger’'s
self-criticism regarding the echoes of the metaphysics of subjectivity in his
early writings, together with the evident movement in his thinking away from
the existential analytic — toward a description of the epochal history of Being
and finaly toward a topological understanding of Being — might well lead us
to conclude that the progress of Heidegger’'s thought as it moves at the limits
of metaphysics and toward a nonmetaphysical thought of difference entails a
resolution of the questionable element in the problematic of Dasein, or entails
a kind of shift in perspective the reveals the problematic character of this
guestion to have been merely a specter of metaphysics. Thus Reiner
Schirmann’'s study of Heidegger, Heidegger on Being and Acting: From
Principles to Anarchy®® — to take a challenging example — argues that we
should read Heidegger’s text from end to beginning in order to distinguish in
his thought the emerging strains of the effort that moves it through its entire
trgjectory and emerges fully in the latest texts: the effort to “grasp presence as
pregnant with a force of plurafication and dissolution.” ** Schiirmann argues
that Heidegger’s path of thought leads him away from any reference to man as

13 Reiner Schirmann, Heidegger on Being and Acting: From Principles to Anarchy

(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990).
14 Le principe Dasein’ anarchie: Heidegger et la question de I’agir (Paris: Editions du Seuil,
1982), 22.

16



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

origin (“The ‘origin’ henceforth, is no longer simple’)'® and finaly to the
effort to think without reference to man except as a component in the play of
the Foufold. But just as Schirmann must overstate the “antihumanism” of
Heidegger’'s later work in his effort to distinguish Dasein and thought, he must
pass over the complexity of Heidegger's early meditation on man and fail to
recognize that Dasein does not prove “simple’ for Heidegger, even if he seeks
in it a ground. The danger of reading in reverse order to bring forth the
essentia thought of difference in Heidegger is that we may lose sight of the
most unsettling dimensions of his experience of difference. By crediting
Heidegger's own reading of his path of thought, we might we follow him in
avoiding what is “distressing” in the question of man. And by losing sight of
the question of man, we may well lose the possbility of thinking the
constitutive role of Dasein (what Schirmann designates as the “practical a
priori”) in the event of Appropriation —and thus the possibility of thinking the
political import of Heidegger’ s thought.

In presenting as | have the thematic unity of this examination to follow,
| may give the suggestion that it takes the structure of an argument; in fact, it
proceeds in a less continuous fashion (and not aways chronologicaly) —
following the related topics of the question of man through language and the
structure of a project of Being as a kind of fil conducteur (to borrow
Mallarmé's phrase)*® in a series of largely immanent readings of Heidegger's
texts. The assertion | made above concerning the contextual nature of these
analyses might bear some elaboration in that it marks the point at which this
analysis diverges most significantly, in my opinion, from most other readings

5 pid., 67.

16| would translate this phrase as “ guiding element.” See Mallarmé's preface to “Un copu de

dés,” in Oeuvres completes (Paris. Editions Gallimard, 1945), 455.
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of Heidegger. | do not want to claim of course that | attend to the thematic
level of Heidegger’'s texts (I used the phrase only for heuristic purposes — the
thetic content of Heidegger’s writings cannot be divorced from its place in a
textual configuration) in a way that differs significantly from that of other
studies. 1 am convinced that an approach to Heidegger that confronts the
theoretical ambiguities of the work before the Letter on Humanism (including
the questions posed by its political dmensions) will ultimately offer a far
richer reading of the entirety of his path of thinking — richer for our
understanding of Heidegger and, more important, richer for the ongoing task
of elaborating a thought of difference — than one that reads Heidegger for
“results,” as | might put it, and interprets his texts in the light of his most
developed later thought, screening out the more troublesome elements in the
path of his thinking. This reading necessarily takes a more critical approach to
the work preceding the Letter on Humanism than that which characterizes
most efforts to proceed from the existential foundation of Heidegger’s thought
(Gadamer’s, for example) and also points to the fact that a modern thought of
difference cannot assume too easily Heidegger’s later thought; the notions of
the Foufold, of es gibt, and so forth must be situated in their history for their

force to emerge.

But beyond these theoretical arguments, | consider my approach to
Heidegger’'s text to be the most distinctive aspect of this interpretation. Like
any text, Heidegger's body of writing is a construct that has won its apparent
unity and coherence of meaning through a conflictua process of
differentiation and exclusion — a process that always leaves its marks in the
form of gaps, inconsistencies, aporias, et cetera. Like a dream, as Freud
describes it, it is woven around an umbilicus that its self-reflection cannot

account for. Heidegger’s own description of a work, as | try to demonstrate,
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points to the way in which it manifests the precariousness of its limits and thus
points beyond itself. | would like to suggest that Heidegger’ s text must be read

in the light of such a concept.

Thus | have sought the openings in Heidegger’s in readings that do not
draw their primary interpretive leverage from other theoretical domains (e.g.,
psychoanalysis, et cetera.) or from other perspectives on the history of thought
and culture; critiques that proceed on this basis without submitting their own
presuppositions to a Heideggerian form of questioning must of necessity close
upon the question of Being | advance and can never come to grips with
Heidegger's text. | consider my reading to be fully “Heideggerian” in this
sense, but also very “suspicious’ of Heidegger’s text — unwilling to take it at
face value, so to speak, or to be limited to what it purports to say (however
obscure or difficult its meaning might seem and however important the task of
explication might be). They seek instead those points where the text marks its
relation to something that exceeds it and that provokes its movement. They
seek to define, in other words, what gives the text its fundamentaly historical
character.’” Needless to say, these readings can only begin such a task.

One can undertake such areading only on the basis of an interpretation
of the text's argument, of course; though | do not carry out the kind of
exposition of Heidegger’'s thought that characterizes most presentations of his
work and though | provide relatively few evaluations of existing studies, |
instead direct my energies to the limits of thinking and language during his
later thought. This analysisis not an introduction to Heidegger, except perhaps
in the sense defined by Heidegger at the beginning of An Introduction to

17" For a development of this concept of the historicity of thought, see Derrida’s admirable

essay “Violence and Metaphysics,” in Writing and Difference, tr. Alan Bass (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1978), 79-153.
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Metaphysics, when he argues that the only possible introduction to his
thinking is one that provokes a subsequent questioning. By seeking the
historicity of the text of the thinker who has posed more powerfully than any
other in the 20" century the question of temporality, | seek the conditions of
renewed questioning. An analysis of the enabling historical background of
Heldegger’'s thinking, a careful conceptual articulation of Heidegger’s terms,
and an evaluation of the philosophical merits of his arguments are all essential
and important. But an Auseinandersetzung (argument, confrontation) with
Heidegger — a confrontation that is also the elaboration of another historical
position of questioning — also requires something more, as Heidegger himself
would insist. Even if the history of metaphysics comes to an end in
Heidegger’s thought, as he suggests and as commentators such as Schirmann
and Marx are willing to assume, the historical character of this thought still
demands attention: the most fundamental claim of Heidegger's text concerns
its own historicity. The questioning in which a response might take form must
be willing to submit this claim to the same interpretive treatment that
Heidegger reserves to those who claim his own thinking. His thinking, in other
words, must be situated in a movement that exceeds it, and a new
understanding of this movement must be articulated. The chapters that follow
only begin to meet this exigency, but it defines the measure for an evaluation

of their success.

20



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

Chapter 2

THE ORIGINS OF HEIDEGGER’'S THOUGHT

Born in 1889 in Messkirch, Germany, Heidegger's grammar and
secondary school days were spent at Catholic boarding schools in preparation
for a career in the clergy. In 1909, he began he studies at the University of
Freiburg, first in theology and, after he gave up his plans to enter the
priesthood in 1911, then in mathematics, the natural sciences, and philosophy.
Hence, two main strands of influence in his early studies were Neo-
Scholasticism, as represented by his teacher Carl Braig and his dissertation
director Artur Schneider, and Neo-Kantianism, as represented by Rickert, who
was the director of his qualifying work for a professorship (Habilitation), and
Rickert's student Lask. To this constellation soon come the influence,
mediated originally through Lask, of Husserl’ s phenomenology, which proved
to be a decisive influence on the young Heidegger. However, Heidegger did
not meet Husserl until Husserl was appointed as Rickert’s successor in 1916.
Heidegger'sfirst two larger studies reflect these influences. His dissertation on
The Doctrine of Judgment in Psychologism (1913), brings together Neo-
Kantianism and phenomenology. In his habilitation thesis, entitted The
Doctrine of Categories and Meaning in Duns Scotus (1916), all three interests
come together: the theme of judgment and categories (Neo-Kantianism), his
work on the transition from the medieval philosophy and theology (Neo-
Scholasticism), and its phenomenologica method and terminology. In both
works, there is strong emphasis upon the notions of judgment and validity as

entities that transcend space and time; this far removed from the work that
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followed more than a decade later and established Heidegger’'s reputation as a
major new force in philosophy — namely, his monumental and yet fragmentary
Being and Time

During that decade, Heidegger did not publish any major books or
essays. This period spans his personal acquaintance with Husserl, a brief
military service, three years of teaching as a Privatdozent in Freiburg, and an
appointment as a professor without a chair in Marburg. Until the publication
of the early Freiburg and Marburg lectures in the Gesamtausgabe (complete
edition) of hisworks in the 1980s and 1990s, scholars had to rely on anecdotal
evidence and Heidegger's own often unreliable accounts of the development
of his thinking and the influences upon him. What is clear, however, is that
during this decade he turned away from Neo-Kantianism and Neo-
Scholasticism and that his interpretation of phenomenology became the
project of explicating life as it presents itself to us in concrete, individual,
historical existence. Under the influence of the philosophy of life, above all as
presented by Dilthey, phenomenology in Heldegger's eyes takes a
hermeneutical turn to a self-interpretation of life, and the technical term for
this factical life becomes “Dasein.” Also apparent are the influences of Karl
Jaspers, of existentialist readings of Christian authors such as Kierkegaard,
Meister Eckhart, Martin Luther, and Saint Paul (replacing Scholastic and Neo-
Scholastic Christianity for him), which became decisive influences on the
second part of Being and Time of the renewed preoccupation with the Greeks,
especialy Aristotle; and finaly of a new look at Kant freed of Neo-Kantian
presuppositions.

Being and Time as published presents only two of the three proposed

divisions of the first part of what was supposed to have become a two-part
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work directed toward an explication of what Heidegger calls the “question
concerning Being [Seinfrage].” Yet it changed the philosophical landscape of
the twentieth century and had a decisive influence in the shift of philosophical
emphasis away from Cartesian subjectivity to more dynamic models of human
life, away from theoretica cognition of reality in favor of practical
understanding of possibilities (i.e., from knowledge-that, to knowing- how-to),
from scientific knowledge to everyday familiarity, from spatial location to
tempora emergence as the mark of genuine existence, from truth as
correspondence to truth as an event of things becoming manifest, and from an
emphasis upon unchanging and universal structures to historica and
contextual situatedness. At this stage of Heidegger's development, he
distanced himself from Descartes philosophy, hoping instead to turn to
Aristotle, appropriately purged of Scholastic overtones, as an authoritative
predecessor and model of Greek philosophizing. Heidegger is aso convinced
that the misleading presuppositions of the philosophical tradition are reflected
in ard reinforced by the philosophical terms that shape our thinking, so he
attempts to follow what he takes to be the example of the Greeks and to invent
a new philosophical terminology based on terms taken from everyday (in this

case German) language.

In the introduction to Being and Time, Heidegger describes the work as
a step along the way to a “fundamental ontology” that would address not just
the question of the basic structure of this or that kind of being (“regional
ontology”) but the meaning of being in general. The intent is to proceed
through an analysis of the basic constitution of Dasein in order to show that
temporality is the horizon against which the being of any being as such is
understood. The methodology is phenomenological in that it appeals to and

attempts to articulate experiences with which we are all already supposed to be
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at least vaguely and implicitly familiar. Its primary mode of access to all kinds
of beings is through an anaysis of Dasein, since Dasein has the unique
distinction of existing in and through an “understanding of being” as such —
even though this understanding is for the most part inarticulate, implicit, and

vague.

The task of fundamental ontology is thus to explicate this nonthematic
understanding that we aready possess. Since this takes places as an
explication of the structures of this understanding, which is itself an activity or
way of being, fundamental ontology is as the same time a phenomenol ogical
hermeneutics, the explication by Dasein of its own, usualy inarticulate and
implicit, self-understanding that also guides its understanding of everything
else it encounters within the world. In Heidegger’ s hands, the term “existence”
also become a technical term referring to the ecstatic (that is, extended) being
of Dasein. This extension first suggests an extension outside the enclosed
sphere of mental representation into a direct involvement with the things that
present themselves to usin our daily affairs (thus, akind of intentionality) and
then later is show to kst upon the extension of Dasein across a temporal
horizon, so that one's present existence is never realy just a matter of the
immediate present, but also involves being caught up with the future and the

past as constitutive dimensions of any present moment as well.

The structures or invariant features of such existence are the focus of
Heldegger’'s attention in Being and Time They are caled “existentidles’ to
distinguish them from *“categories,” which identify the structure of entities
other than Dasein. The task is to show how various existentiales all have a
fundamentally temporal dimension. In the same way, the “Da-" (German for

“there’” or “here’” or “present” depending on the context) of Dasein is now
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terminologically connected to the “ex-" or “out of” in “existence” as the other
name for the being of Dasein in asimilar way. The “Da” or “there” of Dasein
signifies that it is not an enclosed but an open realm, something “ex" or
outside of itself, so that “Dasein” and “existence” point to the same
phenomenon. Dasein is the site where beings are encountered. It also signifies
Dasein’s “being-there” for itsdf in its self-awareness. However, this self-
awareness is not a reflective self-representation of mental life at a moment
aong Cartesian lines bur rather the temporally extended practical and
emotional awareness of onesalf in terms of one’'s own possibilities, options,
and impossibilities, projects and fears, circumstances, choices, past, and
limitations; all these forms of awareness are inconceivable apart from the
temporal character of Dasein. The “ex-" of Dasein’s existence then refers not
just to its being outside of its own “menta space” but also to its tempora
extension, its constant and pervasive involvement not just in what is but in

what has been and is about to be. Heldegger sums it up best:

Dasein is an entity for which, in its Being, that Being is an
issue. (BT, 191).

The essence of Dasain lies in its existence. Accordingly those
characteristics which can be exhibited in this entity are not
‘properties present-at-hand of some entity which ‘looks so
and so and isitself present-at-hand; they are in each case
possible ways for it to be, and no more than that. ...So when
we designate this entity with the term ‘Dasain’, we are
expressing not its ‘what’ (asif it were atable, house, or tree)
but its Being. (BT, 42).

The tempora character of Dasein also explains much of Heidegger's
methodology. If historical situatedness is an essential feature of Dasein’s
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factical existence, then phenomenological analysis of what presents itself must
also involve implicit reflection upon the history of how things came to present
themselves the way they do. It is not enough for phenomenology simply to
reflect on how things present themselves to us in immediate experience, since
it turns out that experience itself is never anything ssimply immediate but is
itself rather the result of a long history, the influence of which does not
disappear merely because we might not be aware of it. Indeed, the opposite is
the case: This history will be all the more pervasive and will limit what we can
see al the more strongly if we do not actively make the effort to reconstruct
this history, to make it explicit and become aware of how it has come to
influence us the way it does. Hence, the concrete analysis of phenomena also
involves an active encounter, a “destruction” or, to borrow from the French
trandation of the term, the “deconstruction” of the tradition that provides the

background for the place where we find ourselves today.

Dasein’s being is intimately bound up with temporality. Being and Time
was originally to have a third section, which was to consider the question
independence of Dasein. This section has never appeared, but the preface to
the seventh edition of Being and Time (1953) refers us to his Introduction to
Metaphysics (1952, but based on lectures from 1935), in which he considers
the contrasts between being, on the one hand, and, on the other, becoming,
appearance, thinking, and ought. Throughout Being and Time, Heidegger
actively seeks points of comparison with the philosophical tradition that
preceded him, and in fact the unpublished second part of Being and Time was
to have consisted of a study of Kant, Descartes, medieval ontology, and
Aristotle. (In a margina note to his copy of Being and Time he refersto The
Basic Problems of Phenomenology (1927, 1975), as a substitute for the
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missing third section. This work is itself incomplete, dealing with little over a
half of its promised contents.)®

The first divison of Part One (1) proceeds first through an anaysis of
the entities we encounter in our everyday dealings in the world. Heidegger
contrasts two basic kinds of entities. first, objects thought of in terms of
physical location, extension, and other “objective” properties such as those
described in the natural sciences. Heidegger's calls these “simply present”
objects vorhanden (usually trandated as present-at-hand). Their opposites are
the things we encounter in our daly affairs and that we understard
immediately in terms of their functions. As soon as we enter a room, we
recognize this thing as a chair (something to sit on), that one as a toy
(something to play with), this thing as useful, that as useless. Heidegger
describes these kind of entities as zuhanden (ready-to-hand); it is important to
note that even descriptions of things that do not fit easily into this framework
also point to this kind of being since terms such as “useless’ or “unsuitable”

make sense only for someone who already understands use and suitability.

The important point about ready-to-hand objects is that they reveal the
context dependency of the objects we encounter in our daily lives. Objectsin
our daily world are what they are because of the way that they fit into a
specific context. Only in the context of certain human needs or desires do
terms like “chair,” “table” or “toy” make sense. Moreover, when we

understand an object as ready-to-hand, we demonstrate not only an

18 Being and Time was also intended to have a second part, itself consisting of three sections,

which were to deal respectively with Kant, Descartes, and Aristotle. Note that Heidegger
liked to do his philosophy backwards: a philosopher is unmasked to reveal the face of a
predecessor on whom he covertly depends, a face which is in turn exposed as a mask....
This part, too, did not appear, but his other works and lectures give a better picture of its
intended contents than we have of the missing section of the first part.
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understanding of it but also and above all of the context or “world” that gives
it relevance (or lack thereof). “World” in this technical sense, then, is an
interrelated set of actual or possible concerns of Dasein: things that can or
cannot, should or should not be done. Thus, to understand an object is to
understand how it fits into a set of concerns that people might or do have and
hence necessarily also presupposes an understanding of such possible
concerns as such as well as some sort of stance toward them. We are not
neutral toward such possibilities but rather positively or negatively disposed to
them, often very intensely. The fundamenta character of “worldhood” is then
“significance” (Behdeutsamkeit), in terms of which objects within the world
have their “relevance” (Bewandtnis). Moreover, Heidegger asserts, such
ready-to-hand objects are a better starting point as models for an ontological
analysis because they illustrate most clearly the context dependency of al
objects. In fact, Heidegger shows that even being-present at hand is really just
an abstraction from (or a deficient mode of) being-ready to hand. For him the
most basic kinds of things are not the present-at-hand objects and their so-
called objective properties, since the very idea of such things arises only
through an abstraction from the use-objects and their functional predicates that
are the immediate objects of our attention in our daily lives. Hence, an
understanding of the being of such ready-to-hand or merely present-at-hand
beings is grounded in an understanding of a context that hes significance for
Dasein. Since this context or “world” consists above al is a set of ways that
Dasein can conduct itself (even passively in the sense of having something
happen to it), then it is Dasein's own self-understanding — that is, its
understarding of its own being in terms of its possibilities and limitations —

that grounds the understanding of the being of other beings within the world.
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The most important form of Dasein’s understanding of being is its
understanding of the possibilities for existence that it itself envisages or
projects. Such understanding is at the same time factical: it understands itself
whether it chooses to or not and finds itself in circumstances not of its own
choosing. Nor is there understanding merely an intellectual matter; it dwaysis
attuned this or that way (even “lack of a mood” is a kind of temperament),
with this or that interest, this or that emotional relationship to what lies ahead.
Understanding and factical attunement (Gestimmheit) are thus two of the three
most fundamental traits of Dasein's self-awareness, its Erschlossenheit
(disclosedness to itself), as opposed to the “discoveredness’ of objects within
the world. Human existence thus exhibits the structure of throwness, facticity,
or emotional attunedness as well as that of envisaging, projecting, or

understanding its own possibilities (that is, its world).

To these conditions comes a third: namely, the fallenness that sets the
bounds of the thrown projection. Heidegger notes that our attention is
normally object directed and not directed toward the context that provides the
background for grasping objects. For a context to function effectively as a
context for action, we have to operate within it without thinking about it, so
we necessarily lose sight of the world in favor of objects within it. We thereby
also lose sight of ourselves as the source of significance or meaning and tend
to see significance itself as a kind of brute object. Thus, it is aso common for
us smply to adopt the socialy established practices, values, and beliefs that
form the background for acting and knowing. We forget that such values,
practices, and beliefs exist only because individual s establish, accept, and pass
them on. For Heidegger, this is no accident but an essential feature of human
existence that he calls “fallenness.” Along with attunement and understanding,

this is the third primordial aspect of human existence as an implicit and
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prepredicative self-disclosedness. Together, these three existentiales make up
the way thet Dasein is “da” or there for itself. Taken together, they constitute
the being of Dasein as “care.” Whereas understanding is connected with the
active moment of the “-wefen” or “throwing” (iactare in Latin, still echoed in
the trandation of the German “entwerfen” as “projecting”), the passive
moment of “being thrown” in the German “Geworfenheit” stresses the fact
that any projections, any kind of activity of Dasein, always take place against
the horizon that one did not actively choose but has aready discovered as the

starting point or backdrop for those projects.

Heidegger shows us that philosophers errors derive from this essential
feature of Dasein itself, fallenness. To do this, he argues that everyday Dasein,
exemplified by the craftsman engrossed in his work, is prone to the same
failings as the philosopher, that the mistakes made by philosophers are only
refined, conceptual versions of the everyday misunderstandings. Heldegger
regarded Aristotle’ s account of time, time as an endless sequence of “nows’ or
instants, not only as the general Greek view of time, but as the “vulgar” or

“ordinary” concept or understanding of time:

This ordinary way of understanding [time] has become explicit
in an interpretation precipitated in the traditional concept of
time, which has persisted from Aristotle to Bergson and even
later.” (BT, 17f.)

Why should we agree that the philosopher’s concept of time or of, say,
the sdlf is already implicit in everyday Dasein’s preconceptual understanding of
these matters? An unphilosophical craftsman clearly does not think, in
conceptua terms, that he is a thing on a par with other things or that time is a

sequence of nows. These ideas have never occurred to him and it is not likely
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that he would assent to them immediately even if they were presented to him.
Why should we say that he implicitly understands himself as a thing and time as
a sequence of nows? At one level everyday Dasein’s understanding of being
must, Heidegger believes, correspond closely to Heidegger's conceptua
account of it. The craftsman would not be able to do his job properly and find
his way around in the world, if he understood himself exclusively as a sequence
of nows, rather than as, say, time to do things. If that were so, everyday Dasein
would be wholly deluded, offering no clues to the meaning of being or, at least,

no more clues than the texts of Aristotle and Descartes.

But how could that be so? It would defy belief for Heidegger to suggest
that he aone of al human beings can get being straight when everyone else is
wholly deluded about it. Heidegger is himself Dasein, as were Aristotle and
Descartes. He needs some clue to guide him to a conceptual account of being,
and if it is not to be just his own peculiar private concept of it, it must be an
understanding which he shares, in large measure, with others. Everyday Dasein
cannot then be wholly deluded in its understanding of being. But can its
understanding of being be, at the preconceptua level, impeccably correct? If it
were s0, how could we explain the fact that philosophers, when they attempt to
conceptualize this understanding, so often get it wrong? If philosophers get
things wrong, then at some level everyday Dasein must get them wrong. To
suggest otherwise is to make philosophers a breed apart, their theories unrelated
to everyday Dasein’s (and their own) preconceptua understanding of being,
though with some affinity to the gossip of non-philosophical chatterers. So al
of us, he argues, are fallen. Otherwise, the mistakes made by philosophers

would be inexplicable.
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This aso leads to a reassessment of the concept of truth. One of
Heidegger's most striking doctrines is his rejection of his view of truth. Truth,
he claims, is unconcealment or uncovering. Dasein itself is the primary locus of
truth: “there is truth only in so far as Dasein is and as long as Dasein is” (BT,
227). He does not of course condemn or forgo the making of assertions; they
are an essentia part of the philosopher’s repertoire. An assertion such as ‘The
hammer is too heavy’ involves three aspects (BT, 154ff.). First, it points out
something, the hammer. It points it out as a hammer and is thus related to the
‘as of interpretation. But the hammer is now a present-at-hand thing, detached
from it involvements with its environment. Second, it predicates something,

heaviness, of the hammer. Third, it communicates this to another.

Since any assertion about the truth or falsehood of any statement about an
object (that is, a judgment) depends upon our familiarity with the object (ontic
truth as discoveredness of objects) and since Heldegger has shown that this
depends upon Dasein’ sown self-awareness or disclosedness, he claims that the
most origina truth — namely, ontological truth — is Dasein’s disclosedness to
itself. Heidegger follows Husserl’s lead in the Logical Investigationsin defining
truth as an event in which the subject and object, knower and known come
together, but he goes beyond Husserl in locating the ultimate condition for this
coming together, the most originary truth, in a structure of Dasein. Moreover,
since one reason for caling it “truth” isthat it is the condition for the possibility
of what we usudly cal truth — namely, the truth of judgments — it could aso be
caled “untruth,” since it is the condition for the possbility of an untrue
judgment as well. More important, Heidegger’s views about fallenness as an
essentia feature of human existence, Dasein is dways in another sense unaware
of itsdlf; it is never completely self-transparent, so that even in the ontological

sense Dasein may be said to be “in the untruth” as much as “in the truth” about
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itsef. Thus, one finds in Being and Time and in later essays such paradoxical

formulations as “the essence of truth consists in untruth.”

Why then are assertions not the primary locus of truth? An assertion is
true, it is suggested, if, and only if, it corresponds to a fact. This gives
Heidegger two reasons for disputing the correspondence theory of truth. For if
the theory is correct, there must first be an assertion to correspond to a fact and
secondly afact for it to correspond to. But neither of these items can fill the role
assigned to it by the theory. What, first, is an assertion? A string of words
perhaps. Or a series of ideas in the mind of the speaker that is then conveyed to
the hearer. Or an idedl, logica entity — word-sounds, ideas, and propositions —
are artificia constructs imposed on the primitive speech situation by a
specialized way of looking at the assertion as itself something present-at-hand;
none of them naturally present themselves to the normal speaker and hearer. |
do not assert something of the idea of a hammer nor does my hearer take the
assertion to be about an idea. | am generaly not aware of the precise words |
utter, let aone the sounds | make. Nor does my hearer hear words as such; he
turns to the hammer and its heaviness, and may have some difficulty in
recaling my exact words. In any case words aready have meanings and thus
implicitly involve the entities to which they allegedly correspond. If assertions
are to be genuinely independent of the facts and capable of either corresponding
to them or failing to do so, we should regard them perhaps ssimply as sounds.

But we do not, Heidegger says, hear pure sounds:
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What we first hear is never noises or complexes of sounds, but
the creaking wagon, the motorcycle. We hear the column on
the march, the north wind, the woodpecker tapping, the fire
crackling. It requires avery artificial and complicated frame of
mind to hear a pure roise.... Likewise, when we are explicitly
hearing the discourse of another, we proximally understand
what is said, or —to put it more exactly —we are aready with
him, in advance, alongside the entity which the discourseis
about.... Even in cases where the speech isindistinct or in a
foreign language, what we proximally hear is unintelligible
words, and not a multiplicity of tone-data. (BT, 163f.)

Might words have meanings independent of the things they apply to or
refer to, so that we say that what corresponds to a fact is a meaningful sentence
or a proposition? No. A word such as ‘hammer’ or ‘culture does not have a
single determinate meaning or connotation; its meaning depends on, and varies
with, the world in which it is used, thus we have argot. He expresses this

dramatically in his Nietzsche lectures:

The life of actual language consists in multiplicity of meaning.
To relegate the animated, vigorous word to the immobility of a
univocal, mechanically programmed sequence of signs would
mean the death of language and the petrifaction and
devastation of Dasein.*®

There is not pre-packaged portion of meaning sufficiently independent of the
world and of entities within it to correspond, or fail to correspond, to the world.
Words and their meanings are already world-laden.

If we turn in the other direction and look for chunks of the world to

which assertions might correspond, such as the heavy hammer, again we fail to

19 Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche 11: The Will To Power as Art, tr. D.F. Krell (New York:

Harper and Row, 1979), 144; cf. 280f.
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find them. The hammer is entwined in involvements with other entities and has
its place in aworld. All thisisimplicitly known to the maker of an assertion and
his hearer; otherwise they could not assert, hear or understand. This world is not
disclosed primarily by assertions, but by Dasein’s moods and understanding.

Dasein then isthe primary locus of truth.

Heidegger makes assertions. He asserts, for example, that assertion is not
the primary locus of truth. Is that assertion, and the others he makes, true? Is the
theory that he rgects, and others like it, false? If so, in what sense are
Heidegger’s assertions true and those of his opponents false? Falsity is not for
Heidegger co-ordinate with truth, as it is for those who locate both primarily in
assertions. If | assert, “The hammer is too heavy”, and you say, “No, the
hammer is not heavy”’, one of us is perhaps asserting a falsehood. But for thisto
be possible both of us must agree that there is a hammer there and, more
generdly, inhabit the same world. Falsehood is only possible against a
background of truth and of agreement about the truth. Nevertheless, there are
falsehoods. But Heidegger does not see them as consisting in the failure of a
sentence to correspond to reality. It is more a matter of covering things up, of
distorting them, and this may be done in other ways than by making false
assertions, by omission or by nonverbal actions.*

Truth by contrast consists in uncovering things. It consists in illuminating
things or shedding light on them. It is a matter of degree, more or less, rather
than of either-or. [llumination is never complete, nor ever wholly absent.?! Thus

Heidegger rarely speaks of his own views as true and those of his opponents, by

20 AsMacaulay said: “A history in which every particular incident may be true may be on the

wholefase.”

2L Cf. xxvi. 95 “every philosophy, as a human thing, intrinsically fails; and God needs no

philosophy”.
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contragt, as false. The light he casts reaches only so far, and his opponents are
never, and never leave us, wholly in the dark. More dten he describes his
opponents’ views as insufficiently “origina” or “primordia” (urspringlich), in
the sense that they do not get close enough to the “source” (Ursprung) or to the
bottom of things. Such light as they shed does not reach far enough into the
water. They may, of course, aso cover things up, not only by showing thingsin

afalse light, but also by casting light in the wrong direction.

Heidegger refrains from condemning his opponents’ views as false for
another reason. Dasein is in (the) truth. Otherwise it could not be in the world.
But it is aso in untruth. Not only because beings have to be uncovered or
illuminated by Dasein and are only ever imperfectly so, but because Dasein has
an essentia propensity to misinterpret both itself and other beings. A
philosopher is dso Dasein and is thus prone to the same misinterpretations.
Philosophical mistakes are not sheer mistakes; philosophers go wrong because
Dasein goes wrong. Philosophers mistakes disclose a fundamental feature of

Dasan.

As Heidegger’' s thought progressed, he built upon this analysis and added
a verba sense to the notion of Wesen (essence) as well. It, like truth, will be
conceived dynamically, as the emerging of something into presence or truth.
Sincein Being and Time self-concealment is necessarily also a part of Dasein
(and in later worksiit is part of the emergence of Being itself), Heidegger makes
similar statements about the “norntessencing of truth” — that is, the failure or
limitation of truth to emerge completely — such as at the end of his essay

“Concerning the Essence of Truth.”

In the second divison of Being and Time, Heidegger shows how the
analyses of the first section reveal originary temporality to be the ultimate
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ground of Dasein and thus for posing the question concerning the meaning of
being in general. He aso tries to show how the issues of truth and untruth of
Dasein are tied to the phenomenon of death and questions of resoluteness and
authenticity. For the most part, as fallenness shows and the history of
philosophy demonstrates, Dasein fails to take on the responshbility of
recognizing itself as the ultimate ground of significance and simply adopts
whatever frameworks have been historically passed aong and generally
accepted. One flees the burden of creating or being the source of significance.
We suppress the anxiety of not having anything else to rely on to provide
significance for ourselves. Death, as Heidegger describes it, is the name for the
nothingness of existence, not just in the fact that some day we will no longer be
on this planet but that as long as we live we are confronted with the burden of
constituting meaning and thus making the most fundamental decision about our
lives. We are faced with this decision whether we want to be or not, and it aso
always presents itself to us from a certain starting point that we do not choose.
Since we cannot rely on anyone or anything else to provide us with an ultimate
grounding for the decision, we find ourselves confronted with nothingness
when we seek afirm ground for establishing basic significance.

Facing up to this certitude that we are the ultimate source of significance
(conscience) — that we are the groundless ground — is equivaent to embracing
death. Facing this resolutely constitutes authertic existence — that is, one that
accepts the fallenness and finitude of human life, recognizes that there is
nothing outside of oneself to provide an ultimate meaning or sense to life, and
takes on the responsibility of making these choices as such. The @nnection
between these themes and temporadlity lies is the concept of “original
temporality,” which sees time not just as a flow of moments that life traverses

but as points of decision. Each moment is an intersection of what has been with
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what isto be. The way this intersection occurs is determined through the way in
which | set my priorities and live out my existence right now. Thus, origind
temporality encompasses the threefold dimensions (ekstasies) of my own self-
congtitution at any moment if | face up to it, and these are the dimensions that
are said to underlie the threefold structure of Dasein laid out in the first division
of Being and Time seen dtrictly as dimensions of time viewed as series of
pointlike instances, they correspond to past (facticity), future (projection), and
present (fallenness).

The middle and later works of Heidegger build upon and expand on these
themes with two fundamental adjustments. First, history comes to be seen not
primarily as a human occurrence but as a set of shifts in the way that being
shows itself; history thus ceases to be seen as a matter of authentic choosing by
individuals. Instead, it is seen as “epochal,” as determined primarily through
shifts that predominate for al members of a culture in a particular age. Thus,
Heidegger becomes interested in the shifts from the way that being (or thingsin
general) showed up for the Greeks, as opposed to the medievals, or for modern
Western thinkers. As he began to look more closely at the question of why the
world shows itself the way it does, Heidegger <till maintained that beings within
the world could not themselves constitute the context out of which they have
the being they do. He aso continued to believe that differences in the way the
world shows itself constitue the most important elements in the ways that we
view our lives and the things around us. But increasingly, he came to the view
that the way that the world receives the particular essence that it has in a
particular age is not due to any decison of Dasein, either individualy or
collectively. If the way that the world along with the things within it shows up
for us is not within our power, then that means that the world or being itsdlf is
the true agent in history, and not human beings. It is being itsdlf in its history
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that sets out the important shifts in the way we think about ourselves, other
persons, nonhuman things in the world, the earth itself, and the very possibility
of the divine.

Being and Time concentrates upon two forms in which the world presents
itself to us: the world of the ready-to-hand and the present-at-hand. This led
some commentator and critics to the mistaken view that Heidegger set this forth
(along with the analysis of Dasein) as an exhaustive ontology. Y et even there he
had noted that “nature” in the sense of “mother nature,” as a sphere that can
inspire the poets, cannot be reduced to either of those kinds of being. As
Heidegger began to take up the ream of art and poetry, it became clear that
they, too, do not fit into either of those worlds, not does the realm of the divine.
The earlier work had pointed out that the modern scientific orientation on the
present-at-hand had threatened not only to overlook or dismiss the ready-to-
hand, even though the former is merely an abstraction from the latter, but aso
to cause us to migudge and omit what we also know about ourselves as very

different from ordinary objects within the world.

As Heidegger began to look at the epochs in the history of being, he came
to see this reductionist endency as part of the larger development he cals
essencing, or emergence, of technology. For him, technology is not a set of
human practices or even a basic worldview; rather it isaform of being itself. It
does indeed issue in mentalities such as instrumental reason and practices such
as those of modern industria/internet society, but for Heidegger the underlying
phenomenon behind such mentalities and practices is to be found in the very
structure of being itself. For Heidegger, technology is that form of Being in

which everything shows up simply as a resource for human disposal, as raw

39



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

material (actually possessing the brute characteristics described in modern

physical science) that can be manipulated to whatever ends humans choose.

What exist are materia things that are there for human manipulation and
subject to the human will. Ultimately, technology leads to the view that even
humans are mere resources, raw materia for manipulation, possessing no
inherent dignity or specia place. Nor is there room for art or God in technology.
If all there isis being as raw materia, then there is no being itself. The era of
being as technology is the erain which being shows itself in such away that the
very question of being is occluded. Being has withdrawn tself, so that the first
step on the way to overcoming technology is to reopen the question of being, to
make this withdrawal itself a subject of inquiry. However, if being itself is now
seen as the primary agent in history, then humans do no decide smply to make
being different but must adopt an attitude of listening or responding to what
shows itsdlf in such a way that the space for something new might arise. This
attitude of listening and being ready to respond is Gelasseheit (releasement), in
which one would let being be as such and thus prepare the way for overcoming

technology.

Along with this comes a new understanding of language, in which we no
longer are seen as making language but as responding as one way in which
being shows itself. Poetic language, as a language in which one is particularly
attentive to language as such and thus to the way that being shows itself, takes
on a prominent role from this perspective. Heidegger draws specia inspiration
here from Friedrich Holderlin, who lamented his times and the absence of the
holy as he incanted the hope for a new arrival of the gods and a renewed sense
of the earth and the heavens.
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In his own efforts to evoke another sense of being, Heidegger became
wary of philosophers abilities to capture being in concepts. Faced with the
awareness of the elusiveness of the phenomenon he attempts to point to,
Heidegger turned to interpretations of words such as physis and logos employed
by the Greeks in what he takes to have been their own efforts to find names for
it. He also searches for other names such as Es gibt (There is, or it gives) and
Ereignis (the event of appropriation) that, first, evoke a transpersona sense of
the emergence of being as the epochal framework that provides the space for
anything to emerge or be prevented from an emerging in a certain age, and that
also envisage an dternative to technology. For in an age mindful of being as
such, there would be room for an aternative to technology, which sees humans
as only dictating what things are and can be used as resources. In this alternative
way or stance, each thing could emerge in its ownness (Eigenheit), and humans
would be mindful of their limitations. It isin preparation for such aturn that the

later Heldegger pursued his project of the thinking of being in his later works.

Heidegger exerted a powerful influence from the start. Even before Being
and Time, his Marburg lectures made a deep impression upon the theologian
Rudolf Bultmann, the young Hans-Georg Gadamer, and Hannah Arendt. Early
readers of Being and Time were drawn by the emotive language and the
powerful account of such phenomena as anxiety, death, and authenticity that
provided the spark for much of early French existentialism, especiadly for
Sartre's Being and Nothingness. Through the French existentialist readings,
Heidegger was introduced to a large number of American readers, who saw his
work primarily in terms of existentialist concerns with authentic existence and
rgjection of modern mass society. Heidegger’'s presence played a large role in
the final demise of Neo-Kantianism as a powerful movement in Germany and

shifted the emphasis in phenomenology away from Husserl and toward his own
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work and the issues raised there. Taken together with work by Jaspers,
Heidegger’swork helped established new movements in existential psychology,
best known through Binswanger. Through Gadamer, Heidegger influenced
hermeneutics, now an international philosophical movement. In the last decade
of the 20" century in America, the links between the early Heidegger and
pragmatism have been recognized by a range of scholars, and the relevance of
Heidegger's work for cognitive science has been pointed out above al by
Hubert Dreyfus.

The later Heidegger's epochal thinking has been decisive for a range of
French thinkers such as Michel Foucalt, Emmanud Levinas, and Jacques
Derrida. For many in Italy, France, and America, Heidegger's attempt to
overcome the traditional methods and concepts of philosophy inspired them to
seek a new way to philosophize, much more akin to literature and mythic forms
of expression — so much so that much of what is currently called “Continental
Philosophy” in North America refers not just to figures and themes but to a
style of philosophizing modeled after Heldegger’s later essays. Most recently,
Heidegger’s critique of technology has served as a source for some of the most
sweeping and profound efforts in environmental philosophy and policy,
providing a secular framework for thinking about environmental issues. Finally,
within philosophical scholarship itself, Heidegger’s readings of the Greeks,
medieva philosophy, Kant and the German idedlists, and Nietzsche till give
rise to numerous important and origina attempts to read these traditiond
figures in new ways. All of these developments continue in spite of renewed
discussion about the significance of Heidegger's persona involvement with
National Socialism during his tenure from 1933 to 1945 as the first rector of the
University of Freiburg under the Nazi regime, which has raised questions about
the relationships among Heidegger's political views, his character, and his
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philosophy. Nevertheless, with the ongoing appearance and reception of a
substantial body of new work (including this study) by Heidegger in the
Gesamtausgabe, his influence will continue to increase during the coming
decades.

Heidegger was among those for whom the untimely death of Max Scheler
in 1928 brought an experience of utter and profound loss. In a memoria
address, delivered two days after Scheler’s death, Heidegger paid tribute to
Scheler as having been the strongest philosophical force in al of Europe and
expressed deep sorrow over the fact that Scheler had died tragically in the very
midst of is work, or, rather, at atime of new beginnings from which a genuine
fulfillment of hiswork could have come. Heidegger concluded the address with

these words:

Max Scheler has died. Before his destiny we bow our heads;
again a path of philosophy fades away, back into the
darkness.?

Heidegger’'s death, however, seems different. It came not in the midst of
his career but only after that career had of itself come to its conclusion. His last
years were devoted to planning the complete edition of his writings, and he
lived see the two first volumes of this edition appear. The reception of his work
seems likewise to have run its course, from violent criticism and

misunderstanding to an appreciative assimilation of his work. Today

22 Memorial lecture presented at the University of Toronto on 21 October 1976 and at

Grinnell College on 12 November 1977. Published in Research in Phenomenology:
Heidegger Memorial Issue, vol. 7. Ed. J. Salis (Boston, MA: Brill Academic Publishers,
1977).
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Heidegger’'s thought is acknowledged as having been a major intellectual force
throughout most of this century — a force that has drastically altered the
philosophical shape of things and given radically new impetus and direction to
fields as diverse as psychology, theology, and literary criticism. But now, it
seems, that impact is played out. Heidegger’ s thought, now assimilated, is being
enshrined in the history of philosophy. It is as though a well-ripened fruit had
finaly dropped gently to the ground.

Perhaps, however, the desath of a great thinker is never totally lacking in
tragedy. For even if hislife is lived out to its conclusion, as was Heidegger’s,
hiswork is never finally rounded out. The case of Socrates is paradigmatic: the
philosopher engaged in questioning even throughout his final hours, exposing
himself to the weight of the questions asked by his friends, and, most
significantly, letting his postive thought, his “position,” be decisively
fragmented by a great myth just asit is about to be sealed forever. The work of
a genuine thinker never escapes the fragmentation, the negativity, to which
radica questioning exposes him; and death, when it comes, seds the
fragmentation of his work. Desth fixes forever the lack, the negativity, and
testifies thus to the inevitable loss by casting that loss utterly beyond hope.
Death brings philosophy to an end without being its end, its fulfilling
completion. Death stands as atragic symbol.

The response to Heidegger’ s death can be thoughtful — rather than merely
biographical — only if one reenacts, as it were, a strand of this tragedy. This
requires that one release Heidegger's work from that seal of fragmentation
brought by his death; that is, one needs to let that fragmentation assume the
positive aspect which it has in living thought. What is this positive aspect? It is
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that aspect which Heidegger designated by referring to his thought as under

way.

If one would reenact such thought, it isimperative to understand what set
it on its way — that in response one might set out correspondingly. It is
imperative aso to understand what sustained it on that way, what shaped the
way itself — in order aso to keep to that way. One needs, in other words, to
understand the origins of Heidegger’ s thought.

In this chapter, my primary question is. what are the origins of
Heidegger’' s thought? | shall deal with this question at three progressively more
fundamental levels. These three levels correspond to three distinct concepts of
origin. Initidly, 1 shal take origin to mean historical origin and thus shal
pursue the question of origins by asking about those earlier thinkers whose
work was decisive for Heidegger’s development. Secondly, | shall consider
origin in the sense of origina or basic issue, and accordingly shall attempt to
delimit this issue and to indicate how it serves as origin. Finally, | shall
understand origin in its most radical sense at that which grants philosophical
which, despite al differences, could match that which it had among the Greeks.

A. The Historical Origins of Heidegger’s Thought

Taking origin, firgt, in the serse of historica origin, consider: who are
those things whose work served to set Heidegger’'s thought on its way? If, in
posing this question, one lets the concept of origins expand into that of mere
influences, then the question proves right away to be unmanageable. With the
exception of Hegel, no other magjor philosopher has so persistently exposed
himself to dialogue with the tradition. An if one began to count up influences,

45



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

even excluding al lesser ones, one would have to name Dilthey, Nietzsche,
Kierkegaard, German Idedism, Kant, Leibniz, Descartes, Medieval
Scholasticism, and Greek philosophy, that is, virtually the entire philosophical
tradition — to say nothing of Heidegger's contemporaries or of such poets as
Pindar, Sophocles, Holderlin, Rilke, ad Trakl, al of whom were profound
influences on Heidegger. Clearly such reckoning of influences comes to nothing
unless one first grasps the basic engagement of Heidegger's though — that
engagement on the basis of which he is then led to engage in his extended
dialogue with nearly every segment of the tradition. Let me, then, pose the
guestion in a more precise and restricted way: what are the historical origins of
the basic engagement of Heidegger's thought? But the question is still
inadequate. Engagemert of philosophical thought involves two moments: it is
an engagement with some issue, and it is an engagement with it in some definite
way. In other words, engagement involves both issue and method, and it is of
these that one needs to consider the historical origins. The question is. what are
the historica origins from which Heidegger took over the issue and the method
of histhought?

The method is that of phenomenology, which Heidegger took over from
his teacher Edmund Husserl. It was for this reason thet Heidegger dedicated
Being and Time to Husserl and therein expressed publicly his gratitude for the
“incisve personal guidance” that Husserl had given him. In various later
autobiographical statements, Heidegger speaks of the fascination that Husserl’s
Logical Investigations had for him during his formative years and of the
importance that his personal contact with Husserl had for his early
development. In Being and Time phenomenology is explicitly identified as the

method of the investigation; and in the recently published Marburg lectures of
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1927, Heidegger works through amost the entire problematic of Being and

Time under the title “Basic Problems of Phenomenology.”

But what exactly did Heidegger take over from Husserl? What in this
regard is to be understood by phenomenology? It is, in the first instance, the
methodologica demand that one attend constantly and solely to the things
themsealves. It is the demand that philosophical thought proceed by attending to
things as they themselves show themselves rather than being determined by
presupposed opinions, theories, and conceptual formulations. And so, in Being
and Time one finds analyses such as that which Heidegger gives of tools. A
tool, for instance, a hammer, normally shows itself within a certain ontext,
namely, as belonging with other tools all suited to certain tasks to be done; only
through a sever narrowing of perspective can one come to regard the hammer as
amere thing. Or, take the care of hearing; and consider: what sort of things does
one usudly hear? One hears an automobile passing, a bird singing, a fire
crackling — whereas, as Heidegger says, “it requires a very artificia and
complicated frame of mind to ‘hear’ a pure noise”? Yet, as a method,
phenomenology extends beyond the sphere of things even in this enriched
sense: whatever the matter Sache) to be investigated, the phenomenological
method prescribes that it be investigated through an attending to it as it shows
itself. Thus, Being and Time, dedicated primarily to the investigation of that
being which we ourselves, are proceeds by attending to the way in which that
being, Dasein, shows itself. What complicated the methodologica structure of
Heidegger's work is the fact that Dasein is dso the investigator so that it
becomes a matter of Dasein’s showing itself to itself. Nevertheless, this

complexity does not render the investigation any less phenomenological.

2 BT, 164.
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On the contrary, in that project to which his investigation of Dasein
belongs, Heidegger seeks to be more phenomenological even than Husserl
himself. He seeks to radicalize phenomenology by adhering even more radically
to the phenomenological demand to attend to the things themselves. As he
expresses it in a later sdf-interpretation, he sought “to ask what remains
unthought in the appeal ‘to the things themselves.’” 2* This dimension, tacitly
presupposed in the phenomenological appea to the things themselves, this
dimenson to which Heidegger's radical phenomenology would penetrate,

constitutes the basic issue of Heidegger’ s thought.

What is this issue? What is fundamentally at issue in Heidegger's
thought? One name for this issue — perhaps not the best — is Being. This name
betrays immediately the historical origin from which Heidegger took the issue,
namely, Greek philosophy, especially Plato and Aristotle. For it was in Greek
philosophy that Being was most explicitly and most profoundly put at issue, in
works such as Plato’ s Sophist and Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Heidegger considers
al subsequent reflections on Being, all later ontology, as a decline from the
level attained by the great Greek philosophers. gradually Being ceased to be
held genuinely at issue, and what Plato and Aristotle had accomplished, what
they had wrested from the phenomena, was uprooted from the questioning to
which it belonged, became rigid and progressively emptier. Being and Timeis
thus cast explicitly as an attempt to raise again the question of Being. It is cast
as arenewal, arecapturing, of the questioning stance of Greek philosophy. This
is why it begins as it does. the very first sentence of Being and Time literally
beginsin the middle of a Platonic dialogue.

24 On Timeand Being, tr. Joan Stambaugh (New Y ork: Harper & Row 1972), 71.
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Yet, on the other hand, Being and Time is no mere repetition of Greek
philosophy. Heidegger does not seek to reinstate the work of Plato and
Aristotle, as though historicity could just be set out of action in this exceptional
case; nor does he propose merely to revive the questioning in which their work
was sustained. In his lectures of 1935, later published as Introduction to
Metaphysics, his intent is clear:

To ask “How does it stand with Being?’ means nothing less
than to recapture [wieder-holen] the beginning of our
historical-spiritual Dasain, in order to transform it into a new
beginning.... But we do not recapture a beginning by reducing
it to something past and now known, which need merely be
imitated; rather, the beginning must be begun again, more
originally, with al the strangeness, darkness, insecurity that
attend a true beginning. 2°

Heidegger would take up more originally the beginning offered by Greek
philosophy; take it up by taking it back to its sustaining origin, make of that
beginning a new beginning.

The higtorica origins of Heldegger's thought, in the restricted sense
specified, are thus congtituted by Husserlian phenomenology and Greek
ontology. From the former Heidegger's method is taken; from the latter it
receives its fundamental issue. However, method and issue are not smply
unrelated. Rather, as aready noted, Heidegger’' s penetration to what become the
fundamental issue for his thought is, by his own testimony, an attempt to
radicalize phenomenology, “to ask what remains unthought in the appeal ‘to the

things themselves’” How is it that Being is what remains unthought in the

% Martin Heidegger, Introduction to Metaphysics, tr. R. Manheim (New Haven, CT: Yale

University Press, 1959), 29f.
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appeal to the things themselves? How is it that radical phenomenology must
become ontology?

Consider again the approach prescribed by the injunction of
phenomenology, “to the things themselves” What remains unthought here?
What does the approach fail to take into account? The injunction prescribes that
things are to be regarded as they show themselves. In thus attending to their
showing themselves, one easily passes over that which makes such showing
possible, which makes it possible in the sense of being necessarily aways
aready in play in the mmmencement of every such showing. Consider again
the example of atool. What is required in order for a hammer to show itsalf in
its specific character as a hammer? It is required that it be linked with a certain
context of other tools, al oriented toward certain kinds of work to be done —
especidly if, as Heidegger insists, the hammer most genuinely shows itself as a
hammer, not when one merely observes it disinterestedly, but rather at the
moment when one takes it up and uses it for such work as it is suited. For the
hammer to show itself (when one takes it up and uses it), there must be aready
congtituted a context from out of which it shows itself — that is, a system of
involvements or references by which various tools and related items belong
together in their orientation, their assignment, to certain kinds of work to be
done. Such a system of concrete references is an example of what Heidegger

means by world.

Still, however, it is not clear why radical phenomenology must become
ontology. How isit that the investigation of such fundamental disclosure comes
to coincide with a renewal of questioning about Being? This connection can be
seen only if one considers with more precision just how Being is put at issuein
Being and Time What is asked about inthe questioning of Being and Time? It
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is the meaning of Being that is asked about. But what is asked about in the
asking of meaning? What is meaning? According to the analyses of Being and
Time in which the concept of meaning is worked out, meaning is that from
which (on the basis of which) something becomes understandable. To ask about
the meaning of Being is thus to ask about how Being becomes understandable;
it isto ask about Dasein’s understanding of Being. Y et, understanding of Being
is, in generd, that which makes possible the apprehension of beings as such.
Hence, to question about the meaning of Being, about Dasein’s understanding
of Being, isto ask about that understanding which makes it possible for Dasein
to apprehend beings. It is to ask about that understanding which makes it
possible for being to show themselves to Dasein — that is, about that
understanding which constitutes the ground of the possibility of things showing
themselves. It is to ask about the opening up of the open space for such
showing, about the disclosure of world, about disclosedness. To ask about the
meaning of Being is to ask about Dasein’s disclosedness.

It is clear, therefore, how ontological questioning and radica
phenomenology converge in the basic problem of disclosedness. This matter of
disclosedness is the fundamental issue. In it the issue and method that
Heidegger takes over from his historica origins are brought together and
radicalized. It is this issue, disclosedness, which can thus more properly be
called the origin of Heidegger’ s thought.

B. The Origina Issue of Heidegger’s Thought

As aresult of thinking through the way in which Heidegger takes over his

historical origins, there has emerged a second, more fundamental sense of
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origin, namely, origin in the sense of origina issue, the issue from which
originate Heidegger’ s approach to other issues and his extended dialogue with
the tradition. Thisissue is disclosedness.

In the various existential analyses of Being and Time, it is readily evident
that disclosedness is the original issue. For example, Heidegger's analysis of
moods aims at exhibiting moods as belonging to Dasein in a way utterly
different from the way which so-called inner states such as feelings have
usualy been taken to belong to man. He seeks to exhibit moods in their
disclosive power, to exhibit them as belonging to Dasein’'s fundamental
disclosedness. His analysis seeks to show that, among other functions, moods
serve to attune one to the world, to open one to it in such a sway that things
encountered within that world can matter in some definite way or other — in

such fashion that, for instance, they can be encountered as threatening.

Heidegger's analysis of understanding is smilarly oriented.
Understanding is regarded not as some purely immanent capacity or activity
within a subject but rather as a moment belonging to Dasein’'s disclosedness.
Understanding is away in which Dasein is disclosive. In understanding, Dasein
projects upon certain possibilities; comports itself toward them, seizes upon
them as possibilities, and from such possibilities Dasein is, in turn, disclosed to
itself, given back, mirrored back, to itself. Dasein is given to understand itself
through and from these possibilities. In addition, the possibilities on which it
projects are disclosive in the direction of world, most evidently in the sense that
they prescribe or bring to light certain contextual connections pertaining to the
realization of the possibilities. When, for example, one projects upon the

possibility of constructing a wooden cabinet, not only does one understand
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onesdf as a craftsman, but aso this possibility lights up and orients the context

within the workshop.

Heidegger's analysis of death also remains within the compass of the
issue of disclosedness, and indeed this is why it is so revolutionary. According
to this anaysis, death is Dasein’s ownmost and unsurpassable possibility; it is
that possibility which is most Dasein’s own in the sense that each must die his
own death, and it is unsurpassable in the sense that Dasein cannot get beyond
its actualization to still other possibilities; it is the possibility in which what is at
issue isthe loss of al possibilities. Heidegger’ s analysis focuses specifically on
Dasain’s comportment to this possibility, its projection on it, its Being-toward-
death. Such projection is an instance of understanding, that is, it is a mode of
disclosedness. In Being-toward-death, Dasein is, in a unique way, disclosed to
itself, given back to itself from this its ownmost possibility. Precisely because it
is a mode of disclosedness, Dasein’s Being-toward-its-end is utterly different,

for instance, than that of aripening fruit.

Thus, disclosedness is the original issue in Heidegger's analyses of
Dasein. Through these analyses Heidegger seeks to display the basic ways in
which Dasein is disclosve and to show how these various ways of being
disclosive are interconnected. Indeed, not every basic moment displayed in the
anadyses of Dasein is smply a way of being disclosve. Yet even those
structural moments that fall outside of disclosedness proper are still related to it
in an essential way. More precisaly, such moments are related to disclosedness
in such away that their basic character is determined by this relation.

Consider that moment which Heidegger cals “falling.” This is the
moment which he seeks to display through his well-known descriptions of the

anonymous mass (das Man) — his descriptions of how it ensnares the individua
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by its standard ways of regarding things and speaking about them; how it
entices the individual into a conformity in which everything genuinely origina
gets leveled down and passed off as something aready familiar to everyone;
how, it holds Dasein from the outset in a condition of self-dispersal and
opagueness to itself. What does this moment, this falling toward the rule of the
anonymous mass, have to do with disclosedness? It has everything to do with it,
because it is nothing less than a kind of counter-movement to disclosedness. It
is a propensity toward covering up, toward concealment. This counter-
movement toward concealment is essentially connected to Dasein's
disclosedness. The connection is best attested by the issue of authenticity:
Dasain’'s own genuine self-disclosure, the opening of space for its sdf-
understanding, takes the form of arecovery of self from that dispersal in which
the self and its possibilities are concealed beneath that public self that is no one
and those possibilities that are indifferently open to everyone. Dasein must

wrest itsalf from conceal ment.

Thus, Dasain’s disclosedness is no mere unopposed opening of arealmin
which things can show themselves. On the contrary, there belong to that
disclosedness an intrinsic opposition; there belongs to it a contention, a strife,

between opening up and closing off, between disclosing and concealing.

Disclosedness, thus understood, is the origina issue not only in the
Dasein-analytic of Being and Time but also in Heidegger’s later work. To grasp
this continuity, it is necessary to consider a basic development that Heidegger's
own work undergoes after Being and Time Note, first, that aready in the earlier
work Heidegger brings the Dasein-analytic explicitly into relation with the
problem of truth. He identifies the concept of disclosedness with that of truth in

its most primordial sense; he present disclosedness or origina truth as
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congtituting the ground of the possibility of truth in that ordinary sense related
to propositions and the things referred to in propositions. Hence, the strife
intrinsic to disclosedness may also be termed the strife of truth and untruth. For
truth in this original sense, as that opening which provides the basis on which
there can be true or false propositions regarding things that show themselves in

that opening, Heidegger appropriates the Greek word for clearing.

In his later work Heidegger speaks of the original issue primarily in these
terms, in terms of origina truth or clearing instead of disclosedness. And,
though the issue remains the same, there is, nevertheless, behind this shift in
terminology a fundamenta development. That development may be regarded as
a progressive separation of two phenomena that, in Being and Time, tended to
codesce. Specificaly, Heldegger comes in the later work to dissociate truth
from Dasein's self-understanding — that is, he dissociates the contentious
opening of arealm in which things can show themselves (in other words, truth)
from the movement of self-recovery by which Dasein is given to itself. The
happening of truth is set more decisively at a distance not only from German
Idealism and the tradition that led to it but also from that idealistic path which

Husserl followed in his later work.

Granted this development, the original issue of Heidegger's thought
remains in the later work what it was from the beginning, namely, the opening
up of adomain where things can show themselves — that is the issue of origina
truth. Consider, for example, Heidegger’'s essay on the work of art. In this essay
Heidegger opposes the modern tendency, stemming from Kant, to refer art to
human capacities such as fedling that could be taken as having no connection
with truth; contrary to such an approach, Heidegger seeks to show that origina

truth is precisely what is at issue in art. According to his analysis, awork of art
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makes manifest the strife of truth. It composes and thus gathers into view truth
in its tension of untruth. A work of art presents the strife between world, in
other words, the open realm in which things can show themselves, and earth,

the dimension of closure and concealment.

Heidegger's analysis of technology in his later works is similarly oriented.
This analysis, which is something quite different from a sociological, political,
or ethicd reflection on technology, is directed, drictly spesking, not at
technology as such but rather at what Heidegger calls the essence of
technology. This essence is simply a mode of origina truth, the opening of a
relm in which things come to show themselves in a certain way. It is,
specificaly, that opening in the wake of which nature comes to appear as a
store of energy subject to human domination. It is that opening in which natural
things show themselves as merely things to be provoked to supply energy that
can be accumulated, transformed, distributed, and in which human things show
themsalves as subject to planning and regulation. What is at issue in
Heldegger's analysis of technology is that same origina issue to which his
thought is aready addressed from the beginning. It is that issue in which
converge his efforts to radicalize Husserlian phenomenology and to renew

Greek ontology, the issue of disclosedness, or origina truth.

C. The Radical Origin of Philosophical Thought

There is still athird sense of origin that needs, finaly, to be brought into
play. Thisthird senseis not such asto revoke what has been said regarding truth

as the origin of Heidegger's thought. It is not a matter of discovering some
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origin other than truth but rather of deepening, indeed radicalizing, the concept
of origin. It is amatter of grasping truth asradica origin.

In order to see how this final sense of origin emerges, it is necessary to
grasp more thoroughly the methodological character of the analyses of Dasein
in Being and Time Contrary to what might seem prescribed by the
phenomenological appeal to the things themselves, Heidegger's anayses are
not smply straightforward descriptions of Dasein as it shows itself. Why not?
Because ordinarily Dasein does not simply show itself. Rather, there belongs to
Dasein a tendency toward self-concealment of the sort that Heidegger
discusses, for example, in hisanaysis of faling. What this entails regarding the
method required of a philosophical investigation of Dasein isthat Dasein must
be wrested from its self-concealment.

But how, then, one must ask, is the investigation to be freed of the charge
of doing violence to the phenomena? How can it justify the claim of proceeding
soldy in accord with the manner in which the things themselves show
themselves? There is only one way. The violence that is done must be that
which Dasein does to itsaf rather than violence perpetrated by the
philosophical investigation. The wresting of ordinary Dasein from its
concealment must be the work, not of a philosophical analysis that would
inevitably distort it and impose on it something foreign, but of a latent
disclosive power within Dasein itself. Heidegger is explicit about the matter:
the philosophica analysis must “listen in” on Dasein’s self-disclosure; it must
let Dasein disclose itsdlf, as, for example, in anxiety. Attaching itself to such
disclosure, the philosophical anadysis must do no more than merely raise to a

conceptua level the phenomenal content that is thereby disclosed.
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This peculiar methodological structure is what determines the final sense
of origin. It does so by virtue of the fact that it smply traces the connection of
thought to it sustaining origin. More specificaly, this structure prescribes that
Dasein's self-disclosure is precisely what gives philosophical thought its
content, what grants it, yields it up to thought. Dasein’s self-disclosure, that
self-disclosure on which philosophical thought “listens in,” is thus the origin of
that thought — not just in the sense of being the centra theme for that thought,
but rather in the sense of first granting to such thought that content which it isto
think. Yet, Dasein’s self- disclosure is smply amode of Dasein’s disclosedness
assuch — that is, a mode of origina truth. Truth is what grants to thought that

content which it isto think. The origin of thought is origina truth.

The genuine radicalizing of the concept of origins comes, however, only
in the wake of the development that takes place in Heidegger's later work.
Within the framework of Being and Time there is no exceptiona difficulty
involved in understanding how philosophical thought can attach itself to its
origin, because that origin belongs latently to everyone, including whoever
would philosophize. One is aways dready attached to original truth. The
problem arises when, through the experience of the history of metaphysics,
Heidegger comes in his later work to dissociate from sdlf-understanding. For
this amounts to placing origina truth at a distance from Dasein — thet is, a a
distance from that thought whose origin that truth would be. Thus as we will see
in subsequent chapters, Heidegger’ s later work has to contend with a separation
between origind truth and that thought to which it would grant what is to be
thought. As a result, the granting becomes a problem. Truth, the origin or
thought, essentialy withdraws from thought, holds itself aloof. Truth is the self-
withdrawing origin of thought. And thought, resolutely open to the radical
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concealment of its origin, letsitself be drawn along in the withdrawal. Here one

arrives at the most radical sense of origin.

Heidegger’ s efforts to radicalize Husserlian phenomenology and to renew
Greek ontology converge on truth, first, as the original issue or basic problem,
and then, finally, as the origin that grants philosophical thought as such. What is
most decisive in this most radical concept of original truth is that truth so
conceived withdraws from that very thought which it grants and engages. It

withholds itself from thought.

What is remarkable is that the same be said of degth. It, too, withholds
itself from thought, withdraws from eerie attempt to make it something familiar.
In distinction from all other possibilities, death alone offers nothing to actualize
in imagination. It offers no basis for picturing to oneself the actuality that would
correspond to it. It is sheer possbility, detached from everything actud,
detached from Dasein, self-withdrawing — yet constantly, secretly engaging.

Death withdraws as does original truth — withdraws while yet engaging.
Death has the power to signify origina truth. Yet, the task of philosophy, the
task to which Heidegger finally came, is to develop thought’s engagement in
such truth. And so, death, signifying origina truth, signifies the end to which
philosophy is directed. At this level death can become a positive symbol for
philosophy.

Perhaps it is more fitting memoriad to Heidegger if, instead of merely
dwelling on his death, one seeks to restore to death its power to signify the end,
provide meaning and context to life, and thus the task of philosophy.
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Chapter 3

THE QUESTION

Celebration... is salf-restraint, is attentiveness, is questioning,
is meditating, is awaiting, is the step over into the more
wakeful glimpse of the wonder — the wonder that aworld is
worlding around us all, that there are beings rather than
nothing, that things are and we ourselves are in their midst,
that we ourselves are and yet barely know who we are, and
barely know that we do not know all this.?®

Why is there something rather than nothing? Strange as this question is, it
seems oddly familiar. Puzzling though it is, it has a certain unique smplicity.

This is not to say that it can be answered in the way we might answer the
guestion, “Why do birds mgrate to the same place every winter?’ or “Why is
there more crime in the United States than in Japan?’ These questions stand a
chance of being resolved by scientific research. But no scientific investigation
can tell us why there is something rather than nothing. Science described the
things we find around us, from the smallest theoretical particle to the universe,
and it explains how some of these are caused by other things, but it cannot say
why the whole exists. The bubble theory of the universe may be correct — but it
does not answer why there are bubbles rather than nothing. We might say that
God made the bubbles. But then, why is there God? Perhaps God exists by
necessity. However, few thinkers these days accept the idea of a necessary

% Holderlins Hymne “ Andenken”, GA 52, &. “GA” in notes will refer to Heidegger's
Gesamtausgabe, or collected edition (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1976 —).
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being whose existence we can know and prove. Most would agree that
whatever we may propose as the cause of everything is itself something whose
existence stands in need of explanation. It looks very much as if our question,
“Why is there something rather than nothing?’ reaches beyond the power of
human reason. A quip answer might be, “There is something because we are
something. Without us, there is nothing.” It is beginning to seem that our

guestion smply cannot be answered at al.

Does this imply that it is meaningless? Some philosophers think so. We
can construct arguments to show that the question never signified anything to
begin with. We can argue that the word “nothing” in our question means
precisely that — it means nothing at all. But when the arguments are dore, the
question snesks back and seem dignificant after al. As physicist Stephen
Hawking writes, once science has described how everything works, we will still
want to ask: “What is it that breathes fire into the equations and makes the
universe for them  describe... Why does the universe go to al the bother of

existing?’ '

For Heidegger, our question is deeply meaningful. He ends his 1929 essay
“What is Metaphysics?” with it, and it opens his lecture course An Introduction
to Metaphysics (1935). More precisely, Heidegger asks, “Why are there beings
at al, and not rather nothing?’

Theterm “beings’ trandates to das Seiende, more literaly “that which is’.
“Beings’, and its synonym “entities’, refer to anything at al that has existence
of some sort. Clearly atoms and molecules are beings. Humans and cats are

beings, as are their properties and activities. Mathematical objects — hexagons,

27 stephen Hawking, A Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang to Black Holes (New Y ork:

Bantam, 1988), 174.
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numbers, equations — are beings of some kind, although philosophers disagree
on whether these beings exist apart from human thought or behavior. Even
dragons are connected to beings — they themselves do not exist, but we can talk
about dragons only because myths, images, and concepts of dragons do exist, as
do dragonlike animals, such as lizards. In fact, it seems that anything we can

think about, speak about, or deal with involves beings in some way.

But if the question of why there are beings rather than nothing cannot be
answered by pointing to any particular being as a cause, then how can it have
any meaning? Maybe its meaning comes from the specia character of its
“why”. Maybe the “why” in this question is not a search for a cause, but an act
of celebration. When we ask the question, we celebrate the fact that anything
exists at all. We notice this amazing fact. Normally the existence of thingsis so
familiar to us that we take it for granted. But at certain moments, this most
familiar of facts can become surprising. Ludwig Wittgenstein describes the

experience this way:

| wonder at the existence of the world. And | am then inclined

to use such phrases as ‘ how extraordinary that anything shz%uld

exist’ or ‘how extraordinary that the world should exist’.

Once we have noticed and celebrated the fact that beings are, we can take

a step further — and everything depends on this step. We can ask: what does this
“are” mean? What isit to be? Now we are asking what makes a being count as a
being, instead of as nothing: on what basis do we understand beings as beings?

Now we are asking not about beings, but about Being.

8 «A Lecture on Ethics’ (1929), in Philosophical Occasions, 1912-1951 (Indianapolis,
Indiana: Hackett, 1993), 41. For Wittgenstein, these phrases are, strictly speaking,
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“Being” B our counterpart to the German expression das Sein, literaly
“the to-be”. In English the word being can refer either to something that is (an
entity) or to the to-be (what it means for an entity to exist). So, like many
trandators of Heidegger, in this study | will capitalize “Being” in order to
distinguish Being clearly from a being. (Thisis not Heidegger’'s practice, for in
German, al nouns are capitalized — and one should beware of confusing Being

with the concept of the supreme being, God.)

Being is not being at al; it is what marks beings out as beings rather than
nonbeings — what makes the difference, so to speak, between something and
nothing. Another, smilar phrase may serve just as well: Being is the difference
it makes that there is something rather than nothing. Even if we cannot find a
cause for the totdity of beings, we can investigate the meaning of Being, for it
does make a difference that there are beings rather than nothing. We can pay
attention to this difference and describe it.

However, this question of the meaning of Being looks deceptively simple:
to say that something “is’ just seems to mean that it is there, given, on hand. In
short, it is present instead of absent. Being is simply presence. Presence appears
to be a very straightforward fact, so it may seem that the Being of a thing has

next to no content, and is quite uninteresting.

But is the difference between presence and absence so trivial? If my house
burns down, its absence is overwhelming. At the death of those we love, their
absence attacks and gnaws at us. Are these just “subjective” responses that have

nothing to do with the “objective’ question of Being — or are they moments in

nonsense; but they reflect “atendency in the human mind which | personally cannot help
respecting deeply” (44).
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which we redlize that there are, in fact, crucial and rich distinctions between

something and nothing?

We can also ask whether al the sorts of beings we have mentioned exist
in the same way. Is a cat present in the same way as the cat’s act of leaping is
present? Is a myth present just as an atom is present, or a number is present?
The particular difference it makes that there is a being rather than nothing may
depend on what sort of being is in question. Presence begins to look complex,

and puzzling.

Perhaps some beings are not present at al. For instance, we constantly
related to possibilities — whenever we think of what we might do, consider what
may happen to us or see where we can go. A possibility is something in the
future, something that is not yet present and may never be present. However, we
would hardly want to say that a possbility is nothing, since surely we are
considering something when we consider possibilities. Similarly, we remember
and investigate the past. The past is not present either. But if it were nothing
whatsoever, it would make no sense for us to describe it, argue abolt it, regject it,

or long for it.

It turns out, then, that the meaning of Being is unclear, and it is very hard
to define the boundary between beings and nothing. It also seems that in order
to think about Being, we will have to think about temporality — for beings make
a difference to us not only when they are present in the present, but also when
they are in the past and future dimensions of the simply mysterious
phenomenon we call time.

Our initial question — why is there something rather than nothing? — has

taken us to a second question: what does it mean to be? Now we can ask a third
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question: what is it about our condition that lets Being have a meaning for us?
In other words, why does it make a difference to us that there is something
rather than nothing? This is a crucia question about ourselves — for if we were
indifferent to the difference between something and nothing, we would be sunk
into oblivion. We congtantly distinguish between something and nothing, by
recognizing countless things as actual while rejecting falsehoods and illusions.
The processis at work not only in philosophy, but also in the Simplest everyday
tasks: | recognize a cup as a being smply by reaching for its handle. It is clear
that without our sensitivity to Being, we would not be human at all. Even for
the most apathetic or shell-shocked individual, Being means something —

athough it is hard to put this meaning into words.

How exactly does Heidegger answer the question of Being, then? What is
his philosophy? He replies, “I have no philosophy at al.”?° But he is a
philosopher nonetheless — because philosophy, for him, is not something one
has, but something one does. It is not a theory or a set of principles, but the
relentless and passionate devotion to a question. In a Heldeggerian formula:
“questioning is the piety of thought.”*° For Heidegger, providing an answer to
the question of Being is less important than awakening us to it, and using it to
bring us face to face with the riddles of our own history: “My essential intention
is to first pose the problem and work it out in such a way that the essentials of

the entire Western tradition will be concentrated in the simplicity of a basic

2 History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, tr. T. Kisiel (Bloomington: Indiana

University Press, 1985), 301-02.

30 “The Question Concerning Technology”, in Basic Writings D.F. Krell (ed.), 2 edition
(San Francisco, California: HarperSanFrancisco, 1993), 341.
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problem.®! Heidegger is remarkable not for his consistent answers, but for his

persistent inquiry.

Having said this, we must add that he does try to respond to the question
of Being in a particular direction. His thought develops throughout his life, but
early in his philosophical career he seizes on some enduring guidelines, only to

reconfirm themin more mature ways later in this thinking.

First, as we implied above, Heidegger holds that presence is a rich and
complex phenomenon — and even so, the meaning of Being is not exhausted by
presence, or at least by any traditional understanding of preserce. Roughly
speaking, for ancient medieval philosophy, to be is to be an enduringly present
substance, or one that the attributes of such a substance. The most rea being in
the history of philosophy is an eternal substance — God. For much of modern
philosophy, to beisto be either an object present in space and time as measured
by quantum mechanics, or a subject, a mind, that is capable of sdf-
consciousness, or self-presence. According to Heidegger, these traditional
approaches may be appropriate to some beings, but they misinterpret others. In
particular, they fail to describe our own Being. We are neither present
substances, nor present objects, not present subjects. we are beings whose past
and future collaborate to let us deal with all the other beings we encounter
around us throughout life. (Critical readers of Heidegger have come to use the
expression “metaphysics of presence” to describe a philosophical tradition that

Heidegger is criticizing.)

But if Being is not presence, what is it? Being and Time, which was

supposed to answer this question, found that its own questions led to a different

31 Martin Heidegger, The Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, tr. M. Heim (Bloomington:

Indiana University Press, 1984); [GA 26], 132.
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path, and was left partly unfinished. Later, Heidegger increasingly stressed that
the meaning of Being evolves in the course of history. Furthermore, Being is
intrinsically mysterious and self-concealing. For these reasons, he does not
provide us with a straightforward answer to the question of the meaning of
Being.

He does, however, believe that we must call into question the metaphysics
of presence — for this tradition has pernicious consequences. It dulls us to the
depth of experience and restricts us to impoverished ways of thinking and
acting. In particular, if we identify Being with presence, we can become
obsessed with getting beings to present themselves to us perfectly and in a
definitive way — with representing beings accurately and effectively. We try, by
means of philosophy, science and technology, to achieve complete insight into
the things and thereby gain complete control over them. According to
Heidegger, this idea is incompatible with the nature of understanding;
understanding is always a finite, historically situated interpretation. Heidegger
does affirm that there is truth, and he does hold that some interpretations
(including his own) are better than others — but no interpretation is final.

Heidegger is arelentless enemy of ahistorical, absolutist concepts of truth.

This brings us to his most important guideline of al: it is our own
temporality that makes us senditive to Being. “Temporal” in Heidegger does not
mean “temporary.” He is not interested in the fact that we are impermanent so
much as in the fact that we are historical : we are rooted in a past and thrust into
a future. We inherit a past tradition that we share with others, and we pursue
future possibilities that define us as individuals. As we do so, the world opens

up for us, and beings get understood; it makes a difference to us that there is
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something rather than nothing. Our historicity, then, does not cut us off from

reality — to the contrary, it opens us up to the meaning of Being.

But according to Heidegger, many of the philosophical errors he combats
are rooted in tendency we have to ignore our historicity. It can be difficult and
disturbing to face our own temporality and to experience the mystery of Being.
It is easier to dip back into an everyday state of complacency and routine.
Rather than wrestling with who we are and what it means to be, we would
prefer to concentrate on manipulating and measuring present beings. In
philosophy, this self-deceptive absorption in the present leads to a metaphysics
of presence, which only encourages the self-deception. Heidegger consistently
points to the difference between this everyday state of oblivion and a state in
which we genuinely face up to our condition. In Being and Time, he calls this

the difference between inauthenticity and authenticity.

We have now touched again upon Heidegger's basic question, the
guestion of Being, and on some of the enduring guiddines that orient his
response to that question. But no less distinctive than his questions and answers

is his style of philosophizing.

Heidegger is steeped in the Western philosophical tradition and is capable
of erudite textual and conceptua analysis. But he also recognizes that red life
may elude traditional concepts. Like Pascal, Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, or
Unamuno, Heidegger senses that the philosophical tradition is out of touch with
life as it is lived®* These other thinkers, however, have tended to make
wholesale attacks on the tradition without descending to a detailed and thorough

32 For representative statements from these thinkers, see Blaise Pascal, Pensées Saren

Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript; Friedrich Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols
Miguel de Unamuno, The Tragic Sense of Life. Severa trandations of each text are
available.
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critique of it. They have been deliberately unsystematic, in an attempt to break
free of the dead weight of traditional concepts. Heidegger shares these thinkers
desire to capture the concrete textures and tensions of experience — but he also
respects the tradition with which he is struggling. He is willing and able to carry
out painstaking, close readings of Aristotle or Kant, for example. In Being and
Time he weaves an intricate conceptual web to address what may be the oldest
philosophical topic of all — Being. Heidegger is convinced that matters of vital
importance are a stake in the tradition. If we think tenacioudly until we uncover
the roots of traditional problems and concepts, we can bring philosophy back to

the basic and urgent readlities of our human condition.

In this way, Heidegger unites historical research with origina thinking. In
English-speaking countries, doing “history of philosophy” is often distinguished
from working on “problems.” The first involves reconstructing the arguments
that philosophers have made in the past; the second involves developing one's
own arguments and responding to the arguments of one's contemporaries.

Heidegger undercuts this opposition in two ways.

First, ke ingsts that to understand the history of philosophy properly, we
have to philosophize. For instance, when interpreting a Platonic dialogue, he
explains that his goa is to “see the content that is genuinely and ultimately at
issue, so that from it as from a unitary source the understanding of every single
sentence is nourished.”* Understanding what a text is about requires us to think
for ourselves about the topic under discussion. In fact, it may mean that we have

think further than the original author did. Heidegger's god is to discover what

33 Martin Heidegger, Plato’s Sophist, tr. R. Rojcewicz & A. Schuwer (Bloomington: Indiana

University Press, 1997), 160 (transl ation modified).
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lies “unsaid” and “unthought” in the background of what an author says and
thinks.

Conversdly, he holds that to philosophize properly, we have to understand
the history of philosophy. Otherwise, we will just reproduce hackneyed,
traditiona patterns of thought. In philosophy, it is especialy true that to be
ignorant of history is to be condemned to repeat it. When we return to the
historical sources of our concepts and our concerns, we become aware of the
motivations behind these concepts and the alternatives to them. We become
more, not less, capable of origina thinking.

Heidegger titles one collection of his essays Holzwege (Woodpaths). In
German, to be on a Holzweg is to be on a dead-end trail. But dead ends are not
worthless. If we follow a path to its end and are forced to return, we are
different, even wiser, than we were before we took the path. We have come to
know the lay of the land and our own capacities. We know much more about

the woods, even if we have never gotten out of them.

One may disagree with every claim found in Heidegger’s writings. They
may all be dead ends. But they are till worth reading, because they have the
potential to reveal a host of fundamental, interconnected problems. As
Heidegger likes to put it, the task of a philosopher is to dert us to what is
worthy of questioning. That he certainly does.

70



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

Chapter 4

FUNDAMENTAL ONTOLOGY IN BEING AND TIME

Being and Time (1927) remains Heidegger's best-known and most
influential work. Despite its heavy Teutonic tone and tortuous style (especialy
in the English trandation), it can seem to bring a breath of fresh air to traditiona
philosophical puzzles. Heidegger’'s insight there is that many of the knots in
thinking that characterize philosophy are due to a particular way of
understanding the nature of reality, outlook that arose at the dawn of Western
history and dominates our thought to this day. This outlook is what | will later
label the “substance ontology”: the view that what is ultimately real is that
which underlies properties — what “stands under” ub-stantia) and remains
continuously present throughout al change. Because of its emphasis on
enduring presence, this traditional ontology is aso called the “metaphysics of
presence.” It is found, for example, in Plato’'s notion of Forms, Aristotle’s
primary substances, the Creator of Christian belief, Descartes's res extensa and
res cogitans, Kant's noumena, and the physical stuff presupposed by scientific
naturalism. Ever since Descartes, this substance ontology has bred a covey of
either/ors that generate the so-called problems of philosophy: either there is
mind or everything is just matter; either our ideas do represent objects or
nothing exists outside the mind; either something in me remains constant
through change or there is no personal identity; either values have objective
existence or everything is permitted. These either/ors lay out a grid of possible
moves and countermoves in a philosophical game that eventually can begin to
feel as predictable and tiresome as tic-tac-toe.
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Heidegger's god is to undercut the entire game by challenging the idea
that reality must be thought of in terms of the idea of substance at all. His clam
is not that mind and matter do not exist, but that they are derivative, regiond
ways of being for things, the detritus of some fairly high-level theorizing that is
remote from concrete, lived existence. Heidegger in 1919 aready regarded the
objectifying outlook as originating not so much from natural scierce as from the
theoretical attitude itself: It is not just naturalism, as [Husserl] thought, ... but
the genera domination of the theoretical that is messng up the red
problematic” (Gesamtausgabe, 56/57, 87). It is therefore possible to see the
history of philosophy from Plato to contemporary naturalism — and including
Husserlian phenomenology itself — as one extended misinterpretation of the
nature of reality. This misinterpretation is inevitable once one adopts the
detached standpoint of theoretical reflection, for when we step back and try to
get an impartial, objective view of things, the world, so to speak, goes dead for
us — things lose the meaningfulness definitive of their being in the everyday
life-world.®* Following the lead of the influential turn-of-the-20™-century
movement called “life philosophy” (then seen as including Nietzsche, Bergson,
and Dilthey), Heidegger hoped to recover a more origina sense of things by
setting aside the view of redlity we get from theorizing and focusing instead on

the way things show up in the flux of our everyday, prereflective activities.

To pave the way to a new understanding of ourselves and the world,
Being and Time begins by asking the question posed by traditional ontology:
What is the being of entities? But Heidegger quickly notes that ontology as
such, the question of being, “remains itself naive and opaque” if it fails to

inquire first into he meaning of being BT, 31). In other words, since what

34 Life-world isthe life we live within the world that exists for usin our own time.

72



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

things are (their being) is accessible only insofar as they become intelligible to
us (insofar as they show up for us as relevant or as counting in some
determinate way), we need a “fundamenta ontology” that clarifies the meaning
(i.e, the conditions of intelligibility) of things in genera. And since our
exigence or “being-there” (Dasein) is “the horizon in which something like
being in general become intelligible,” fundamental ontology must begin by
“clarifying the possibility of having any understanding of being a all —an
understanding which itsdf belongs to the constitution of the entity called
Dasain” (BT, 274). This inquiry into the conditions for the possibility of having
any understanding whatsoever, the anaytic of Dasein, makes up the published
portion of Being and Time The investigation starts, then, with an inquiry into
our own being, insofar as we are the entities who have some understanding of
being, and it does so to lay a basis for inquiring into the being of entities in

genera (rocks, hammers, squirrels, numbers, constellations, symphonies).

The question of being is therefore reformulated as a question about the
conditions for the accessbility of inteligibility of things. Heidegger's
references to Kant in his writings prior to 1930 show how his project can be
seen as a continuation of Kant’s “Copernican revolution,” the shift from seeing
the mind as trying to hook up with an antecedently given world to seeing the
world as being made over to fit the demands of the mind. But Heidegger's
anaytic of Dasein aso marks an important break from Kant and from German
Idealism generally. For Heidegger brackets the assumption that there is such a
thing as a mind or consciousness, something immediately presented to itself in
introspection, which much be taken as the self-evident starting point for any
account of redlity. Instead, though it is true that the first-person standpoint is
basic, it is not the mental that is basic but rather what might be called “engaged

agency.” We start out from a description of ourselves as we are in the midst of
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our day-to-day practical affairs, prior to any split between mind and matter. Our
inquiry must begin from the “existentiell” (concrete, specific, local) sense we
have of ourselves as caught up in the midst of a practical world (in the “life-
world” sense of thisterm found in such expressions as “the world of academia’

or the “business world”).

In Heidegger’s view, there is no pure, externa vantage point to which we
can retreat to get a disinterested, presuppositionless angle on things. So
fundamental ontology begins witha description of the “phenomena” where this
means what “shows itself,” what “becomes manifest” or “shows forth” for us,
in relation to our purposes as they are shaped by our forms of life.® But this
need to start from an insider’s perspective is not a redriction in any sense. On
the contrary, it is only because we are “adways adready” in on a way of life,
engaged in everyday dealings with things in a familiar life-world, that we have
some “pre-understanding” of what things are al about. It is our being as
participants in a shared practical world that first gives us a window onto reslity

and oursalves.

The existential analytic therefore starts out from a description of our
average everydayness as agents in practical contexts. Heidegger’s early writings
are filled with descriptions of such mundane activities as hammering in a
workshop, turning a doorknob, hearing motorcycles, and operating the turn
signa on a car. But the goa of the inquiry is to identify the “essentia

35 It seems that Heidegger drew this conception of phenomena not so much from Husserl as

from Aristotle. Aristotle held that philosophy starts from phenomena defined as “the world
as it appears to, as it is experienced by, observers of our kind.” Phenomena are found
“interpretations, often revealed in linguistic usage.” Philosophy’s aim, in Aristotle’s view,
is not to get at something beneath the appearances, but to grasp that in virtue of which
appearances are unified and intelligible. In this sense, “the appearances go al the way
down.” Heidegger more than once expressed his debt to Aristotle’s phenomenologica
method. Cf. The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, tr. A. Hofstadter (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1982); [GA 24], 232). Hereafter abbreviated as BPP.
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structures’ that make up the “formal scaffolding Gerist)” of any Dasein
whatsoever. For this reason the phenomenology of everydayness is couple with
a hermeneutic or interpretation designed to bring to light the hidden basis for
the unity and intelligibility of the practical world. Because interpretation reveals
that in virtue of which (woraufhin) everything hangs together, Heidegger says
that it formulates “transcendental generalizations’ concerning the conditions for
any interpretations or worldviews whatsoever BT, 244). It is Interpretierung
aimed at revealing the “primary understanding of world” that underlies and
makes possible our day-to-day existentiell interpretations (Auslegungen). Since
the goal of the inquiry is not to give an account of entities but rather to rasp the
being of entities (what lets things be what they are, what “ determines entities as
entities’ in their various ways of being), phenomenology seeks what generally
“does not show itself at all,” the hidden “meaning and ground” of what does
show up (BT, 25, 59). In the course of this investigation, it becomes clear that
the entities taken as basic by certain regional sciences — for example, the
material objects in causal interactions of classical mechanics — are theoretical

constructs with no privileged status in helping us grasp the nature of redlity.

Insofar as our commonsense outlook is pervaded by past theorizing, and
especialy by the Cartesian ontology of modernity, fundamental ontology will
involve “doing violence” to the complacent assumptions of common sense.
Nowhere is this challenge to common sense more evident than in Heidegger’'s

description of being human, or Dasein.® This description is sharply opposed to

% To say that Dasein makes possible the world where entities can show up is not to suggest

that each Dasein hasits own monadic world, but rather that it isbecause an “ understanding
of being as essentially finitude” Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, tr. R. Taft
[Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997], 238) has emerged, and is now deposited
and preserved in communal practices, monuments, libraries, web sites, and so forth, that
there is a field of intelligibility in which various sorts of things show up for al of usin
familiar ways.
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the picture of humans we have inherited from Descartes. According to the
Cartesian view, we are at the most basic level minds located in bodies. And this
is indeed the way we tend to think of ourselves when we step back and reflect
on our being. The binary opposition between mind and matter colors all our
thinking in the modern world, and it lead to a kind of Cartesian extortion that
tells us that if we ever question the existence of mental substance, we will sink
to the level of being crude materialists who can never account for human
experience and agency.

Heidegger's way of dealing with this extortion is to subvert the binary
opposition that sets up the narrow range of options in the first place. Later in
this study, | try to show that instead of defining Dasein as athing or an object of
any sort, Heidegger describes human existence as a “happening,” a life story
unfolding “between birth and death” (BT, 427). This conception of existence as
the “historicity” or “temporalizing” of alife course arises quite naturally when
we reflect on the nature of human agency. For what a person is doing at any
moment can ke regarded as action (and not just as an inadvertent movement)
only because of the way it is nested in the wider context of a life story. For
instance, what | am doing now can be seen as writing a philosophy book only
because only because of the relation of my current activity to my background
(my training, my academic history) and to my future-directedness (the outcome
of this activity in relation to my undertakings in general). It seems that what is
most important to an event being an action is not just he beliefs and desires
going through my mind as | type here. Rather, what is crucial to this movement
being action is my own knowledge, its ground in meaningful contexts of the
past, and its directedness toward some future end state (despite the fact that this
is al probably far from my “mind” when | am busily engaged in everyday
activities).
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When we think of a human being as the temporal unfolding of a life
course, we can identify three structural elements that make up human existence.
First, Dasein always finds itself “thrown” into a concrete situation and attuned
to a cultural and historical context where things already count in determinate
ways in relation to a community’s practices. This prior thrownness into the
medium of shared intelligibility, disclosed in our moods, makes up Dasein’s
“facticity.” Second, agency is “discursive’ in the sense that in our activities we
are articulating the world and interacting with situations along the guidelines of
interpretations embodied in our public language. Third, Dasein is
“understanding” in Heidegger's specia use of this term: it has aways taken
some stand on its life insofar as it has undertaken (or drifted into) the vocations,
roles, lifestyles, persona relationships, and so on that give content to its life.
Because our familiar skilled activities embody a generdly tacit “know-how,” a
sense of what things are all about in relation to our practical concerns, taking a
stand is said to be a “projection” of possibilities of meaningfulness for things

and ourselves.

As having taken a stand, Dasein’s existence is “futura” in the sense that it
is under way toward realizing some outcome (though this goal-directedness
might never expressy come into one's mind). Thus, agency is characterized as
“coming-toward” (zu-kommend) the realization of one's undertakings, that is, as
being-toward the future Zu-kunft). | attend a parent-teacher conference, for
example; as part of my “project” of being a concerned parent, and | do so even
though this way of doing things is so deeply ingrained in me, so “automatic,”
that | never think about why | am doing it. According to Heidegger, the future
has priority over both the past and the present in defining the being of the sdlf.
This is so; first of al, because what a person is aming for in life determines
both how the past can be encountered as providing assets for the present and
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how the present can show up as a situation demanding action. But the future
also has priority because, insofar as my actions commit me to a range of
possible ways of being in the future, their future-directedness defines what my
life—that is, my “being” —is adding up to as atotdity, “right up to the end.”

According to his description, Dasein’s “being” or persond identity is
defined by the stands it takes in acting in day-to-day situations over the course
of its lifetime. Heldegger expresses this by saying that Dasein is an “ability-to-
be,” which comes to redlization only through the ways it is channeled into
concrete “possibilities,” that is, into specific roles, relationships, personality
traits, lifestyles, and so on, as these have been made accessible in its cultural

context.®’

Thus, when | hold a door open for a friend or get in aline at the
theater, | constitute myself as afairly well behaved person as this is understood
in my culture. Here | just am what | make of myself by dipping into familiar

patterns of actions and reaction throughout my life.

The conception of human existence as an emergence-into-presence
provides an insight into the understanding of being that Heidegger is trying to
work out, a conception that can be called “ontological phenomenalism.” My
being — who | am — is nothing other than what unfolds in the course of my
interactions with the world over the course of my life. In saying that “the
‘essence’ of Dasein liesin its existence’ (BT, 67), Heildegger suggests that there
is no role to be played by the notion of an underlying substance or a hidden
essence allegedly needed to explain the outward phenomena. What makes
agency possible is not some underlying substrate, not some mental construct or

substance, but is rather the way our life stories unfold against the backdrop of

37 Dasein’s understanding is a “self-projective being toward its ownmost ability-to-be. This

ability is that for the sake of which any Dasein isasit is. In each case Dasein has already
put itself together, inits being, with a possibility of itself” (BT, 236).
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practices of a shared, meaningful world. From Heidegger’ s standpoint, then, the
ability to think of ourselves as minds located in physical bodies is a highly
specialized self-interpretation rooted in detached theorizing, an interpretation

lacking any broader implications for understanding human existence.

The power of the Cartesian extortion liesin it ability to keep usin line by
telling us that doubts about the mind lead inevitably to crude materialism.
Heidegger sidesteps this move by suggesting that not ony mind but matter as
well is a theoretical construct with no indispensable role to play in making
sense of the everyday dealings with the world. In his now-well-known example
of hammering in a workshop, he suggests that what we encounter when we are
absorbed in such an activity is not a “hammer-thing” with properties to which
we then assign a use value. On the contrary, what shows up for usinitidly is the
hammering, which is “in order to” nail boards together, which “for” building a
bookcase, which is ultimately “for the sake of” being, say, a person with a neat
study. As Heidegger shows in Being and Time, the ordinary work-world as a
whole — the light in the room, the workbench, the sawhorse, glue — al of these
show up in their interconnected functionality in relation to our projects.

It follows, then, that what is “given” in average everyday dealings with
the world is a holistic “equipmental totality,” a nexus of functional relationships
in which things are encountered in their interdependent functions and in terms
of their relevance to what we are doing. The hammer iswhat it is by virtue of its
reference to these nails and boards in hammering on this workbench under this
lighting for this purpose. In Heidegger's vocabulary, the world of average
everydayness is not an aggregate of “present-at-hand” objects, things that just
occur, but is a holistic contexture of relations, the “ready-to-hand,” where what

something is — its “ontological definition” — is determined by its role within the
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projects under way within the workshop.®® The totality of these functional
relations — the genera structure of “in order tos,” “by doing whichs,” “for
whichs,” and “for the sakes of” aslaid out in our culture' s practices — Heidegger
cals the “worldhood” or the world. His claim, as | understand it, is that the
present-at-hand items taken as basic by traditional theorizing (for instance,
physical objects and their causal relations) are derivative from and parasitic on
the world understood as a context of involvements directed toward
accomplishing things. To think that there are “at first” mere present-at-hand
things “in a space in genera,” which then get concatenated into equipmental
relations, is an “illuson” (BT, 421), according to Heidegger (though it may be
useful to assume that such things exist for the purposes of certain regiona

inquiries).

When | hold that Heidegger is a “redist,” then, | mean something
different from what Dreyfus means in his Being-in-the-World (251-65) when he
speaks of Heidegger's “minimal hermeneutic realism about nature.” According
to my interpretation, Heidegger's clams is that it is the ready-to-hand world of
familiar things that is rea (or is “as red as anything can get”), whereas the
entities held to exist by the natural sciences are products of working over or
redescribing those familiar equipmental entities for particular purposes. On my
interpretation, Heidegger seems quite close to what John Dewey is saying in his
distinction between water and HO in the opening chapters of The Quest for

Certainty>

% For detailed examinations of Heidegger's conception of worldhood, see Hubert L. Dreyfus,

Being-in-the-World: A Commentary on Heidegger’'s “Being and Time,” Division |
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1991), and Mark Okrent, Heidegger’'s Pragmatism:
Understanding, Being, and the Critique of Metaphysics (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1998).

39 John Dewey, The Quest for Certainty. (New Y ork: Putnam, 1960).
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The description of average everydayness leads us to see that what is most
basic is a world of “significance” in which things show up as counting or
mattering in relation to our practical affairs. This meaningful life-world is
inseparable from Dasein’s future-directedness, its being “for the sake of itself”
in the various sdlf-interpretations ard roles it picks up from the public “we-
world” into which it is thrown. Dasein is said to be a “clearing” or a “lighting”
through which entities can stand forth as such as such. In other words, it is
because we take a stand on our being in the world — because we are
“understanding,” in Heidegger's specid use of this word — which we engage in
familiar, skillful practices in everyday contexts and we thereby open a leeway
or field of free play Soielraum) where things can stand out as counting or
mattering in some determinate ways. Given my sdlf-understanding as a cook in
a kitchen, for example, |1 handle things there in such a way that the spatula and
pan stand out as significant while the linoleum and wainscoting recede into

insignificance.

This projection of possibilities opened by understanding is realized and
made concrete in “interpretation” (Auslegung, literaly *“laying out”).
Interpretation is our way of “explicitly appropriating” the world “in preparing,
putting to rights, repairing, improving, [and] rounding out,” that is, in our
familiar activities within ordinary contexts. Interpretation seizes on the range of
possibilities laid out in advance by the “fore-structure” of understanding and
works it over into a concrete “as-structure” of uses — usng the pan to boil an
egg, for instance, rather than to smmer a white sauce (BT, 8831-32). Given this
description of everydayness, we can see why Heidegger claims that the being of
everyday equipment in use — its readiness-to-hand — is defined by our ways of

using things in the course of our prereflective activities.
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It should be now clear why Heidegger tells us that being-in-the-world is a
“unitary phenomenon.” On the one hand, the being of everyday functional
contexts is inseparable from the specific uses we put things to in the course of
our shared practical involvements in the world. On the other hand, who | am as
an agent is determined by the equipmental contexts and familiar forms of life
that make up the worldly “dwelling” in which I find myself. Since there is not
ultimate ground or foundation for the holistic nexus of meaning that makes up
being-in-the-world, Heldegger suggests that the meaning of being (i.e., the basis
of al inteligibility) is an “absence of ground” or “abyss’ (Abgrund) BT,
194).4°

What must be explained given such a picture of being-in-the-world is not
how an initialy worldless subject can get hooked up with a pregiven collection
of objects “out there” in a neutral space-time coordinate system. Rather, what
we need to show is why the tradition has overlooked this unified phenomenon,
and how the digunction of self and things ever arises in the first place. To
explain the appea of the substance ontology, Heidegger describes how the
spectator attitude and the objectifying ontology result from a “breakdown” in
average everydayness. When everything is running smoothly in the workplace,
he suggests, the ready-to-hand and the surrounding work-world remain
unobtrusive and unnoticed. The ready-to-hand must “withdraw” into its
usability, Heidegger says, “in order to be ready-to-hand quite authentically”
(BT, 99). We see through it, so to speak, by focusing in on what we are out to
accomplish.

40 Evidence of our awareness of this ultimate lack of foundation is in our experience of

anxiety.
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When something goes wrong in the workshop, however, there is a change
in the way things show up for us. If the handle bresks off the pot or the spatula
is missing, the whole project grinds to a standstill and we are put in the position
of just looking around to see what to do next. It is when things are temporarily
unready-to-hand in this way that we can catch a glimpse of the nexus of
functional relations in which they played a part. Thus, a breakdown makes it
possible to catch sight of the worldhood of the world. If the breakdown persists,
however, items can begin to obtrude in their unusability, and we can look at
things as brute present-at-hand objects to be investigated from a theoretical
perspective. As we adopt a stance in which things are explicitly noticed, we can
be led to believe that what have been there “dl aong” are vaue-free,
meaningless objects whose utility was merely a product of our own subjective
interests and needs. Heidegger’'s points, however, is that this conception of
reality as consisting of essentially contextless objects can arise only derivatively
from a more “primordial” way of being absorbed in a meaningful life-world.**
Such contextless objects are by-products of the “disworlding of the world,” and

so cannot be thought of as the basic components from which the world is built.

According to Heidegger’s phenomenology of being-in-the-world, what is
most primordia is neither humans nor objects, but rather the “clearing” in
which specific forms of human existence along with particular sorts of
equipmental context emerge-into-presence in their reciprocal interdependence.
Entities in gereral — the tools in a workshop, the unknown chemica in the
chemist’s beaker, even the precise kinds of sensation and emotion we can have
— these can show up as what they are (i.e., in their being such and such) only

“1 This kind of primordiality claim is similar to the Kantian argument that experiencing

particular sensations as sensations is derivative from and parasitic on a background in
which we experience aworld of real, concrete things.
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againgt the background of the interpretive practices of a particular historical
culture. Yet it is aso true that we can be the kinds of people we are in our
everyday affairs only by virtue of the practical contexts of worldly involvement
in which we find ourselves. In the kitchen | can be a cdinary artist or a klutz,
but not aworld leader signing atreaty. Thus, “Self and world belong together in
the single entity Dasein. Self and world are not two beings, like subject and
object; ... [instead,] self and world are the basic determination of Dasein in the

unity of the structure of being-in-the-world.” #?

With its emphasis on our facticity, thrownness, and embeddedness in a
concrete world, we might think of Heidegger's fundamental ontology as
moving toward something like a “Ptolemaic reaction” to Kant’s Copernican
revolution. Humans do not construct the world. Rather, humans and things are
congtituted by the totality of what Heidegger in his earliest writings called the
“worlding or the world.” And being is understood neither as an essential
property of things, nor as the mere fact that they occur, nor as something cast
onto things by humans. Instead, being comes to be thought of as a tempord
event, a“movement into presence’ inseparable from the understanding of being
embodied in Dasein’sforms of life. It isthe event (Ereignis) of disclosednessin

which entities come to be appropriated into intelligibility. **

It follows from Heidegger's account of average everydayness that there
can be no presuppositionless knowledge, no access of the sort philosophers

sought when they dreamed of getting in touch with “redlity asit isinitsdf.” We

42 Martin Heidegger, Basic Problems of Phenomenology, tr. A. Hofstadter (Bloomington:

Indiana University Press, 1982), 297.

Thomas Sheehan points that, in his 1928 seminar on Aristotle’ s Physics, Heidegger already
was thinking of being (or physis) as a “movement” or “event” (Ereignis), the “disclosive
event” of “appropriatedness into intelligibility” from our of concealment. See Sheehan, “On
Movement and the Destruction of Ontology,” Monist, 64 (October 1981), 534-42.

43
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are always caught up in a “hermeneutic circle’: thought our general sense of
things depends on what we encounter in the world, we can first discover
something as significant in some determinate way only because we have soaked
up a“preontological understanding” of how things in general can count through
being initiated into the practices and language of our culture.

Of course, to say that we always encounter entities as counting in such
and such ways does not entail that, in some sense, a veil has been pulled over
things so that we can never make contact with the things themselves. On the
contrary, since the ways things show up — the appearances — just are what those
things redly are, access to what appears just is access to those things.
Heidegger tries to clarify this point by considering what is involved when a city
“presents a magnificent view” from the vantage point of a particular scenic
overlook. Here it is the city itself that offers itself “from this or that point of
view” (IM, 104). It remains true, needless to say, that the city can present this
panorama only because we are viewing it from a particular position. But this
relativity to a standpoint does not entail that we are cut off from the city, having
access to say, only a mental picture of the city. It is not, after al, a
representation of the city we encounter, but a presentation of the city as it
shows itself from this particular point of view.

This example shows how Hedegger tries to undercut traditional
skepticism about the external world by undermining the representationalist
model that gets it going in the first place. The perspectival modes of access to
the city, far from being barriers between us and redlity, are in fact the conditions
making possible any access to things at all. They place the city before us, and
they place us in the setting, letting us be the observers we are. For even aeria
photographs and street maps are just more points of view; they are not
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privileged, “purely objective’ indicators of what the city is “redly” like. The
idea of a pure, colorless, objective geographic or geological locale, distinct from
all possible modes of presentation, is an illuson bred by the dominance of
representationlism in our thinking. As a result, Heidegger’'s recognition of the
Dasain-relativity of the being of entities is consstent with a full-blooded
realism that affirms the redlity of what shows up for us. The world just is the

human world in its various manifestations.

Nevertheless, | am not convinced that Heidegger’ s attempt to pull the rug
out from under the skeptic is the last word on skepticism. One might till ask,
for instance, how we are to ded with cases of conflicting presentations or
appearances — that is, with disputes involving incompatible perspectives — once
we abjure the traditional notion of a final “truth of the matter.” Moreover,
Heidegger's repeated claims that there are entities independent of Dasein’'s
understanding, together with the plausible assumption that they can enter into
our intelligibility only because they have a “fitting-ness’ to our modes of
understanding, seems to pave the way to questions about the nature of those

entities. Once again the Kantian Dich an sich threatens to rear its ugly head.

A. The Turn To The History Of Being

In hiswritings after Being and Time, Heidegger’ s thought began to shift in
important ways, moving toward the often baffling writings of the later period.
Heidegger himself speaks of a“turn’ (Kehre) in his thought, which begins with
the 1930 essay “On the Essence of Truth.” To better understand this turn in this
introduction to his thought this early in the study, we might distinguish two
tightly interwoven strands of the shift that took place in his outlook through the
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1930s. Firdt, there are his attempts to answers charges that Being and Time is
merely a new move in the tradition of transcendental philosophy stemming
from Kant — that it is “anthropocentric” and treats Dasein as a detached,
“standpoint-free” source from which “the entirety of non-Daseinal... being” can
be derived.** Second, there are Heidegger's responses to the “conservative
revolution” in Germany that swept the Nazis into power in 1933. As we shall

see, these strands are interdependent and ultimately arrive at the same point.

The first source of change consists in the shift away from fundamental
ontology, with its focus on Dasein as the source of the intelligibility of things,
to the project of thinking the “history of being,” where humans and their modes
of understanding are themselves treated as offshoots of a wider historical
unfolding. In the new seynsgeschichtlich approach that took shape in the mid-
1930s, being is seen as a complex “happening” that, although it “needs’ and
“uses’ man, is not to be thought of as something man create. Being has to be
thought of as the event of manifestness, the happening of the truth of being, the
coming to pass of the history of the epochal manifestations of being. And
because being just is the history of unfolding epochs of self-manifestation,
Heidegger says the “the history of Being is being itself.”*® Man is then seen
more as a respondent who is “called” to the task of the “safekeeping” of being
than he is a creator who constitutes being. In this respect, Being is very similar
to language. When we talk to one another we say things that are often quite
original and inventive. But we do this only by drawing on the linguistic
resources of our language. What can we say, then, is always preshaped by the
articulations and schematizations built into our historical language. In the same

4 M. Heidegger, The Essence of Reasons Tr. Terence Malick. (Evanston, IL: Northwestern

University Press, 1969), 99.

45 M. Heidegger, The End of Philosophy. Tr. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row,
1973), 82,
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way, our actions and thoughts contribute to the transmission of history, but even
our most original articulations and creations are aways guided and regulated by
the generadly tacit understanding embodied in the practices of our historical
culture. This formative understanding of Being “happens behind our backs,” as
it were, leading us at times to recapitulate the very patterns we might hope to

overcome.

To understard Heidegger’ s turn to the history of Being, we need to sketch
out the rough contours of his theoretical story. It starts with the assumptions,
based on areading of pre-Socratic texts, that at the dawn of Western civilization
there was a “first beginning,” in which the Greeks brought to light the
ontological difference — the difference between Being and entities — by asking
the question, “What are entities?” or “What is the Being of entities?’ this has
been the “guiding question” (Leitfrage) of Western thought to this day. The first
answer to the question was physis, or presence understood as “emerging and
abiding,” as “sdf-blossoming emergence..., unfolding, that which manifest

itself in such unfolding and perseveres and endures in it” (IM, 109).

An andysis of Sophocles “Ode to Man” suggests that the Greeks were
aware, if only in a dim and confused way, of the role of human practices and
language in articulating how things can count within a world. For the earliest
Greeks, the more-than-human, the “overpowering surge,” is “made manifest
and made to stand” through the “gathering” and “collecting collectedness’
brought about by the comportment of a historical people (IM, 171). By means
of a“capturing and subjugating that opens entities as sea, as earth, as animal,”
humans “undertake to govern and succeed in governing the power of the
overpowering” (IM, 157, 172). Heidegger regards this insight into the

connection between the coming-into-presence of entities and the role of human
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practices in articulating what shows up as fundamenta to understanding Being.
In its “historical, history-disclosing essence,” he writes, “human-being is logos,
the gathering and apprehending of the being of entities’” (IM, 171). The event of
Being — that things stand forth, for example, as holy or as natural resources— is
made possible by the understanding of Being embodied in the practices of a
historical culture, for example, that there are people who worship of people who

challenge forth the energies of nature.

The first beginning makes up what the unpublished “describe-structuring
of the history of ontology” in Being and Time proposed to find when it spoke of
retrieving the “wellsprings’ of our understanding of being, “those primordial
experiences in which we achieved our first ways of determining the nature of
being — the ways which have guided us ever since” (BT, 44). It is because those
initial experiences have shaped how Western people understand Being to this
day that Heidegger can say that “the beginning, concelved in an originary way,
is Being itself” (GA 65, 58). Since the first beginning has predefined all
subsequent ways of experiencing things, it follows that the historically shifting
interpretations of Being in our culture have al been permutations on the
understanding that took shape at the dawn of our civilization. Thus, the early
Greek understanding of Being as physis is not one outlook among others.
Rather, it is definitive of who we are as participants in Western history. As a
result, any new beginning will involve recapturing the insights flowing from
thoseinitia “wellsprings’ of understanding that set our civilization on it course:
the new beginning is “redlizable only in a dialogue with the first” (GA 65, 58).

Nevertheless, the unfolding of different “epochs’ in the understanding of
Being over the past millennia — the “history of metaphysics’ — has involved a

progressive masking or concealing of what was revealed in that primordia
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experience. In asking about entities and experiencing entities as what comes to
presence, the Greeks overlooked what makes this presence possible — that is, the
“presencing” of what is present. Thus, according to Heidegger's story, Being
itself “remains forgotten” in the first beginning (IM, 18). Instead of thinking of
Being (Sain, or as Heidegger begins to write it, Seyn), the Greeks focused on
“beingness’ (Selendheit) understood as the essential property of actualy

existent entities.

The history of metaphysics is therefore a history of forgetfulness or
“withdrawal,” in which entities obtrude as actually existing and as having
essential properties while being — that which first makes it possible for anything
to show up in its existential and essentia — remains concealed. This withdrawal
isevident in Plato’ s interpretation of the Being of beings as the aspect (idea) or
perfect prototype, knowable through pure rational reflection and contemplation,
that produces those diverse materia things that come to be in our visible world.
Later developments lead o a conception of beings as “what has been produced”
and of being as “being produced” (by nature or by God). In the modern age, this
production is seen as what “stands before” (vor-stellend) a subject or aWill. To
be, then, is to be the stably persisting outcome of a productive act — that which
“lies before” the producer as his product.®

As aresult of the first moves at the dawn of history, Being comes to be
thought of as what endures, what is permanent, what is always there. It is the
continuous presence of a substance (ousia) — that which“remains’ through all

changes (as Descartes later puts it when reflecting on the essence of a piece of

% For an illuminating account of Heidegger's thought as a sustained reflection on

“productionist metaphysics,” see Michael Zimmerman's book, Heidegger’'s Confrontation
with Modernity: Technology, Politics, and Art (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press,
1990).
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wax in the second Meditation). To the extent that metaphysics focuses on Being
and is blind to the conditions that let anything whatsoever show up,
metaphysics has been dominated by “error” or “going astray.” Because Plato
inaugurated this interpretation of Being, the entire history of metaphysics can be
caled “Platonism.” And since Nietzsche still operates within the range of
oppositions opened by Plato, Heidegger can say that Nietzsche is “the most
unbridled Platonist.”*’ It follows, then, that the entire history of Western
thought consists of variations on the initial answer to the question, “What are
beings?” “The first beginning and its end comprise the entire history of the
guiding question from Anaximander up to Nietzsche” (BT, 232).

Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that the history of
metaphysics, far from being something people have done over the centuries, is
something that happens fro out of Being itself to men, though their practices
play arole in its realization. Epochs in the history of Being are brought about
through what Heidegger calls Ereignis, a word meaning “event” but tied to the
idea of “ownness’ or “appropriation” (gigen), and so suggesting “an event of
coming-into-its-own.” 1f an unconceal ment results from an event within Being
and so0 is not something humans do, it follows that the concealment running
through the history of metaphysicsis also something that happens within Being
itself. Concealment inevitably accompanies every emerging-into-presence in
this senser just as the items in a room can become visible only if the lighting
that illuminates them itself remains invisible, so things can become manifest
only if this manifesting itself “stays away” or “withdraws.” This first-order
conceament is unavoidable and innocuous. But it becomes aggravated by a

47 “Platons Lehre von derivative Wahrheit,” Wegmarken, 133. Quoted in Robert J. Dostal,

“Beyond Being: Heidegger's Plato,” Journal of the History of Philosophy, 23 (January
1985): 71-98, 79.
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second-order concealment that occurs when the origina concealment itself is
concedled. That is, insofar as humans are oblivious to the fact that every
disclosedness involves conceament, they fall into the illusion of thinking that
nothing is hidden and that everything is completely open to us. Thus, to take a
familiar example, the emergence of modern individualism concealed the role of
shared social practices in making possible such a mode of self-understanding as
individualism (nod to Ayn Rand). This initial concealment in turn leads to the
complacent assurance that individualism is the final, incontrovertible truth
about human reality, and that collectives and social practices of any sort must
be explainable in terms of artificia aggregates of initially isolated individuals.
This second-order forgetfulness then reinforces and sustains the initia
concealment that opened up the individuaist understanding of life in the first
place.

Because concea ment occurs when a particular form of presenting comes
to be taken as the ultimate truth about things, Heidegger says that being (as
appearing) “cloaks itself as appearance insofar as it shows itself asBeing” (IM,
109, my emphasis). In other words, what shows up at a particular time presents
itsef as the last word about redlity, as the “only game in town,” with the result
that the current epoch’s interpretation of reality comes to be taken as self-
evident and beyond discussion. When a totalizing, homogenized understanding
of things comes to seem so obvious that there is no longer any room for
reflection about the Being of beings, nothing is any longer genuinely at stakeor
at issue for a people. All the significance of what shows up in the world is
bleached out. As the world becomes more constricted and inflexible, all the
presents itsdlf is a collection of fixed items on hand for us to use or discard, as
we like. This nearsighted preoccupation with beings understood as fixed and

antecedently given, just there on hand for our use, holding only instrumental
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value, conceals both the “world” (defined as the open arena of possibilitiesin
which a historical people dwells) and that which resists al human mastery, the
“earth.” Where everything is leveled down to the familiar and the commonplace

—the “actua” — things are no longer “possible” and challenging for us.

The characteristic of our age is that Being's inevitable withdrawa has
been neglected into complete “abandonment” in the form of modern
technology. Heidegger’ s later diagnosis of technology, briefly discussed later in
this study, first began to take shape in the Contributions to Philosophy.
According to that work, our age is characterized by the fact that “ nothing is any
longer essentialy impossible or inaccessible. Everything ‘can be done’ and ‘lets
itself be done' if one only has the will for it” (GA 65, 108). The stance toward
things in the modern age is that of “machination” (Machenschaft), which
interprets al beings as representable (Vor-stellbar) and capable of being
brought forth in production (GA 65, 108-09). Technology, then, is “the priority
of machination, of discipline, and of method over what it is that goes into them
and is affected by them”; it is “the priority of ordering over what it is supposed
to accomplish” (GA 65, 336; 397).

The domination of ordering takes the form of “Enframing” or
“configuring” Ge-stell), which reduces al beings, including humans, to the
homogenized level of resources on hand to be ordered and used with maximum
efficiency. This fascination with ordering for its own sake colors al our ways of

understanding things. As Heidegger writes:
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Immediate graspability and usefulness and serviceability...
sdlf-evidently congtitute what isin Being and what is not” (GA
65, 30). [Entities] are presupposed as what can be arranged,
produced, and fixed (idea) (GA 65, 493). [ The understanding
of entities as whatever is at our disposal reinforces the self-
certainty of the] greatness of the subject [in modern
subjectivism] (GA 65, 441). [We experience redlity asa
“world-picture” set before us, and ourselves as subjects who
can challenge and control whatever there is. The result of this
abandonment of Being is that] entities appear as objects
merely on hand, asif being were not (115). [Being — that
which imparts focus, coherence, belongingness, and a richness
of possihilitiesto things—is blotted out of view. This
withdrawal of Being is evident in the objectifying procedure of
modern natural science that conceals the] essentia fullness of
nature (The Question Concerning Technology, 174).

That is, the rich possibilities for cohering and belonging together harbored
within things. When entities are treated as interchangeable bits cut off from any
proper place or “region” to which they belong, they are “non-beings,” devoid of
the kind of connectedness to contexts of meaning that could let them become

manifest in their Being.

Only by coming to experience fully the distress of this abandonment of
Being can we begin to move beyond the mode of understanding dominated by
technology and metaphysics. Heidegger speaks of a “new” or an “other”
beginning that stands as a possbility before us if we can hear the “echo”
(Anklang) of Being. This “other beginning” will bring about a transformed
relationship of humans and Being. By bringing us face to face with conceal ment
itself, the trangition to a new beginning will lead us to experience exactly what

was forgotten in metaphysics: the truth of Being. In Heidegger’ s words,
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Thefirst beginning experience[d] and posit[ed] the truth of
entities without asking about truth as such.. The other
beginning experiences the truth of Being and asks about the
Being of truthin order to thereby ground the essencing of
Being” (The Question Concerning Technology, 179).

Instead of the “guiding question” concerning the being of entities (What are
entities?) there will be a*“basic question” (Gundfrage) that asks “about being in
respect to its ground” (M, 32) — What is the truth of Being? What is Being
itself? Or better, “How come truth?’

As was the case for the first beginning, this new beginning will be not
something humans do, but something that happens within Being itself. In
Heidegger's writings of the 1930s, humans are aways participants in a wider
event. Projection, for example, is no longer described as a structure of human
agency, but instead is something that happens to humans in a *thrownness of a
...Clearing” (BT, 448). And truth, understood in the sense of the Greek word for
truth, which means openness or unconcealment,*® is what lets humans show up
in the midst of things: “ Truth contains and grants that which is, grants beingsin
the midst of which man himsdlf is a being, in such a way that he relates to
beings.”*° The new beginning, because it recognizes this embeddedness and
indebtedness, will carry with it an intensified sense of humans as “thrown” into
an open space, where their task is to preserve and protect the Being in beings. In
reply to the critics of Being and Time who saw that work as a continuation of
traditional transcendental philosophy, Heidegger insists that human

understanding is not to be thought of as a transcendental condition in any sense.

“8 The Greek word for truth, a-letheia, means etymologically “what is brought out from

conceal ment.”

49 Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche I11: The Will to Power as Knowledge and Metaphysics. Tr.

Joan Stambaugh, D.F. Krell, and Frank A. Capuzzi. (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1987), 24.
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It is necessary to “leap beyond transcendence,” he says, “and ask in an origina
way about being and truth” (BT, 250-51).

As we will later show, we can get an insight to what the new beginning
will look like from Heidegger's essay “The Origin of the Work of Art.”
According to this essay, a great work of art is a world-transforming event that
crystallizes an understanding of Being for a people, giving them a coherent
focus and direction for their lives. Heidegger's description of a Greek temple
shows how a focal work, what can be called a “cultural paradigm so to speak,
defines how things can count for a community:

Standing there, the building holds its ground against the storm
raging above it and so makes the storm itself manifest in its
violence. The luster and gleam of the stone ... first bringsto
light the light of the day... Tree and grass, eagle and bulll,
snake and cricket first enter into their distinctive shapes and
thus come to appear as what they are (PLT, 42).

What Heidegger wants us to see in this description is the way a world-defining
work first opens a clearing in which things become accessible and intelligible,
and thereby brings to realization the Being of beings in the world. What was
initially only inchoate and partial is given a shape and allowed to stand forth as
something or other.

But men and animals, plants and things, are never just present
and familiar as unchangeable objects, only to represent
incidentally also afitting environment for the temple, which
one fine day is added to what is aready there.
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On the contrary, the appearance of the temple lets things show up as having a
definite articulation, and so as belonging in some determinate way within the
totality of aworld:

The temple, in its standing there, first gives to things their ook
and to men their outlook on themselves (PLT, 42-43).

The account of the working of the temple in the ancient Greek world
shows how an ‘event of Being’ can bring to realization a world of a particular
sort. Here it makes no sense to think of a world as something humans cresate,
snce it is this newly emergent world that first lets humans be the kinds of
beings they are in this world. It is only in the light of the world opened by the
temple that humans can understand themselves as — and so be — the builders and
creators that they are. The world is described as “the self-disclosing of the broad
paths of the smple and essentia decisions in the destiny of an historical people’
(PLT, 48). In opening aworld, the temple defines the measure or standards that
disclose how things are at dake for a people. At the same time, it brings into
focus what is “measureless for that people,” what is yet “not mastered,

something concealed, confusing” and so in need of adecision (PLT, 55).

Heidegger's says that because truth always happens through being
articulated or composed, al art is essentially poetry in the broadest sense of the
term (PLT, 70). But poetry in the narrow sense as a linguistic art has a specia
position among the arts. Poetry draws on the background “saying” of a people —
that is, their proverbs, anecdotes, myths, oral traditions, but also the tacit
interpretations embodied in their customs, rituas, festivals — and transforms that
“saying” into a configuration that speaks for a people their understanding of
redity. Poetry “transforms the people€'s saying so that now every living word
fights the battle and puts up for decison what is holy and what unholy, what
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great and what small, what brave and what cowardly” LT, 43). Thus, the
epics of Homer, the Psalms of David, or the Sermon on the Mount are not
merely aesthetically pleasing embellishments tacked on to a previoudly existing
prosaic form of life. Instead, they formulate and bring to redlization what is
definitive of a people’ s form of life.

A great work of art therefore can inaugurate a new beginning for a
community or society. What before had been mundane and sdlf-evident
suddenly stands forth as strange and challenging as a result of this
reconfiguration of the world: the artwork contains “the undisclosed abundance
of the unfamiliar and the extraordinary, which means that it aso contains strife
with the familiar and the ordinary” (PLT, 76). Through the artwork, the
“dawning world brings out what is as yet undecided and measureless, and thus

discloses the hidden necessity of measure and decisiveness’ (PLT, 63).

In this way the great poetic works of a society play the role of “founding”
the existence of that society. The artwork is founding first of al in the sense that
itisan “endowment” defining the tasks for the future “ preservers’ whose world
has been opened by the work. In the poetic work, “truth is thrown toward the
coming preservers, that is, toward a historical human community.” The work
sketches out in advance “the concepts of a historical peopl€e’'s essence, i.e., of its
belonging to world history,” and it thereby transports “a people into their
appointed task (PLT, 75, 77). We can see this in the way the Gospels, by
opening up a new understanding of the point of life in the ancient world,
thereby laid out in advance what is demanded of future Christians. But second,
world-defining works are aso founding in the sense that they establish a
“beginning” (Anfang) understood not just as the first event in a sequence, but as
an origin that, filled with promise, “aready contains the end latent in itself.”

98



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

Heidegger says, “genuine beginning is adways a leap forward, in which
everything to come is aready leaped over, even if as something disguised”
(PLT, 76). In this way, the possibilities of being a Christian are aready
anticipated in its beginning, though it is up to future Christians to realize and
define what was implicit and “disguised” in that origin.

By sketching out the endowment and tasks of a community, the work of
art provides a people with a narrative schema that kts them weave their own
lives into a wider, future-directed, and so life-orienting historical unfolding. For
Heidegger, the founding beginning for the West occurred “for the first time in
Greece. What was in the future to be called ‘Being’ was set into work in a way
which set the measure” for what was to come (PLT, 76-77). Heidegger points
out that insofar as the power of a beginning can never sustain itself, decline is
inevitable,®® so that the beginning needs to be repeated or retrieved if its
promise is to be brought to realization. It is “only by thoughtful repetition that
we can dea appropriately with the beginning” (M, 191), recovering what is
aways there though in a concedled form. This requires that we act as
“preservers’ who, carrying forward what was undertaken at the dawn of our
civilization, work to redlize its latent posshbilities. And that in turn means
overcoming the forgetfulness pervading modern existence. Since the
technological understanding of Being is rigid and calcified, more a source of
concealment than of genuine disclosedness, what is needed now is a new poet
who can poetize the background in the way the earliest Greek poets and
thinkers did in the first beginning.

0 This seemsto be the point of the statement in Being and Time that “in the field of ontology,

any ‘springing from’ is degeneration” (BT, 383).
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Such a repoetizing Heidegger find in Holderlin, and especialy in the late
hymns, which, he says, hit him and others “like an earthquake” when they were
first published in an edition by Norbert von Hellingrath in 1914 (OWL, 78).
Heidegger's reading of Holderlin is rooted in Hellingrath’'s interpretation of
Holderlin's later poetry as the attempt to bring to language a “hidden or secret
Germany [das geheime Deutschland]” that, though it does not yet exist, defines
the essence of the Germany yet to come®! Holderlin's poetry provides a
language that can find new names to invoke the gods of antiquity: “The old
gods are dead [and] live on only in mythical language [Sage] but their shadows
crowd around for a new birth.” > Heidegger's own conception of language as a
Saying (Sage) whose “soundless voice” has the power to summon forth what is
forgotten or concealed (OWL, 124) seems to be quite in tune with this reading
of Holderlin.

What is most striking about Heidegger’s vision of the history of Being in
the 1930s is the soteriologica and apocalyptic metanarrative that seems to
underlie it. History is seen as a monolithic “happening” that, springing from
primordial origins, passes though a “dark night of the soul” of forgetfulness, yet
embodies the prospects for redemption in the final recovery of its concealed
origins. Just as “futurity” is basc to human tempordity, so the future is
definitive of history. As Heidegger says, “History as a happening is an acting
and being acted upon which, passing through the present, is determined from
out of the future and takes over the past” (IM, 44, my emphasis).

L Norbert von Hellingrath, Holderlin: Zwei \brtrage, 2nd ed. (Munich: Hugo Bruckmann,
1922), 41; 47. Quoted in Frank H.W. Edler, “Philosophy, Language, and Palitics:
Heidegger’s Attempt to Steal the Language of the Revolution in 1933-34,” Social Research,
57 (Spring 1990): 197-238, 208.

2 Hellingrath, Holderlin, 44, quoted in Edler, “Philosophy, Language, and Politics,” 214.
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This conception of history was already articulated in Being and Time
There Heidegger claimed that historiography must begin by projecting
“monumental’ possibilities for the future to serve as a basis for formulating our
sense of where history is headed as a totaity. This futural moment if
unavoidable, for it isonly in terms of some anticipated vision of the end state of
historical development that we have a basis for selecting the events that can be
taken as higtoricaly relevant in formulating our account of what history is
adding up to. That is, we can narrativize the confusing array of events of the
past to find some significance in them only on the basis of some conception of
the future outcome of history. The projected sense of the possible achievement
of history lets us see what should be “reverently preserved” from the past as the
historica record of our culture's achievements (BT, 447-48). This is why
Dasein must “choose its hero” if it is to identify what is worthy of being
retrieved from the past (BT, 437). And only on the basis of such a
monumentalized understanding of the past can we then have a standpoint for
criticizing the “today.” Authentic historiography is necessarily a “critique of the
present,” “a way of painfully detaching oneself from the faling publicness of
the ‘today’” (BT, 449). Heidegger's point, it seems, is that a critique of the
present can be carried out only on the basis of a vision of aternative ways of
living that are possible for us, a utopian vision that itself could be drawn only
from our understanding of the past. In other words, we can criticize what we are
now in the name of a monumentalized picture of what, given our history, we
could be.

The aim of philosophy is “to restore humanity’s historical Dasein — and
that always includes our own future Dasein in the totality of the history allotted
to us— to the domain of Being, which it was originally incumbent on humans to
open up for themselves’ (M, 41-42). Understanding the task set for us by the
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future throws us back onto the need to “win back out roots in history,” to take
“a creative view of [our] tradition,” and to “repeat the beginning... in order to
transform it into a new beginning” (IM, 38-39). To ask the question of Being,
then, is not just to dabble in an abstract academic pursuit. On the contrary, the
guestion opens the “happening” of human existence to “yet unquestioned
possihilities, futures, and at the same time binds it back to its past beginning, so
sharpening it and giving it weight in the present” (IM, 44). Behind this thinking
there seems to be a belief that the unfolding event of Being is itsef
eschatological: it is because “Being itself is inherently eschatological,”
Heidegger wrote in 1950, that “we must someday anticipate the former dawn in
the dawn to come.”>® Yet it is also clear from these writings that there can never
be anything like a final, conclusive account of Being: “the essence of Being is
never conclusively sayable (Early Greek Thinking, 460). The most we can do is
try to think along with the poet who, hearing what is said in the silent Saying
(Sage) of language, can “compose’ it into a poetry that awakens a renewed

experience of the truth of Being.

% Martin Heidegger, Early Greek Thinking. Trs. D.F. Krell and Frank Capuzzi. (New York:
Harper & Row, 1975), 18.
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Chapter 5

THE QUESTION OF BEIN G: HEIDEGGER'S PROJECT

Heidegger’s last comment on his lifework, found in his unfinished notes
for a preface to the edition of his collected writings, the Gesamtausgabe, the
following was written shortly before his death in 1976:

An onrthe-way in the field of paths for the changing
questioning of the manifold question of Being.>*

It may remain forever a matter of debate how much truth there is in the
old claim that every important thinker has essentially one fundamental idea. In
the case of famous philosophers, its vindication may oblige us to summarize the
“one great ided’ in such broad terms as to make it amost meaningless. What
can probably be claimed with more judtification is that for most great minds
there has been one question that guided their thinking or research. This certainly
applied to Martin Heidegger, and the question that fascinated him throughout
his long philosophic life can be stated smply: what is the meaning of Being?
Ontology, in the widest possible sense, was his main concern throughout his
life. This does not mean, of course, that he was forever looking for an [elusive]
answer to the same old question. As his thinking evolved, the meaning of the
guestion changed; but Heidegger to the end of his life remained convinced that
the “questionability” of the Seinsfrage (question of Being) was the main thrust
of hislife swork (cf. GA 1, p. 438).

5 A 1, 437.
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Impressive as such single-mindedness may seem, the phrase ‘ meaning of
Being' on careful examination seems so vague that philosophers and non
philosophers alike may wonder what kind of question this is. The meaning of
Being? Does this refer to all beings, to whatever we may say that it is, -- rocks,
trees, clouds, colors, sounds, dreams, or irrational numbers alike? Or does the
guestion presuppose some high-flying metaphysical concept like Being as such,
as seems to be indicated by the fact that English trandations usually capitalize
the letter “B”? Heidegger made it his task to show that there is a meaningful
concept of the Being of al beings, a conception that underlies all our
understanding of reality. As he saw it, this conception has been the aim of all
metaphysics thinking, even if it was not always properly understood. The search
for an answer remained a search for a clarification of the question, as
Heidegger's reference to “the changing questioning” in the epigraph to this
chapter shows.

Upon studying Heidegger's works, one tends to ask why he continued to
think the question [of Being] worth asking, and why it seemed so elusive. The
discussion in this chapter will be confined to a clarification of the sense in
which the “question of Being” came to vex the young Heidegger, and why he
treated its “neglect” after a promising start in early Greek philosophy as the
most serious omission in the history of Western philosophy. Basing the origins
of the problems he is dealing with in ancient Greek philosophy is more than the
conventional homage paid to the Greeks by educated Germans of Heidegger's
generation. Understanding Heidegger's reference to that tradition is
indispensable for a proper understanding of the question of the meaning of
Being itself.>® As he never tired of repeating, the problem of the meaning of

> Since this study is delimited by both time and space, this chapter gives only a very rough

sketch of Heidegger's development without any detailed discussion of the formative
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Being, the North Star of his philosophical thought, started to concern him while
he was till a high school student. It began when ore of his teachers presented
him with Franz Brentano’s book, On the Several Senses of Being in Aristotle®®
A brief summary will provide an outline of the history of Aristotelian ontology,
for its traditional ramifications, this is the conception that Heidegger pits
himself against with his claim that the meaning of the question of Being must
be revived. This chapter will therefore try to define in a kind of dialectica

discussion how Heidegger relates himsdf to the tradition, laying a solid
foundation for deep discussion and understanding of his later thought.

A. The Question of Being in Heidegger’s Early Writings

Certain peculiarities of the Greek language favored the development of
ontology, the “science of being,” as Aristotle called metaphysics. Even in
prephilosophical Greek it was quite common to refer to “beings,” to “what there
is,” both in the sense of “things or entities’ and in the sense of what we would
cal “states of affairs.” The fact that there is a clear linguistic distinction
between “beings,” ta onta, referred to by the participle with the definite article,

influence on him of the pre-Socratics, Plato, Aristotle, the Scholastics, Descartes, Kant, or
Husserl. Nor does it deal with the question of whether his reading of these philosophers
does justice to them.

%6 Von der mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles (Freiburg: Herder, 1862),

tr. Rolf George (Berkeley and Los Angeles. University of California Press, 1975).
Brentano's book has remained a classic (he was the first in modern times to stress the
importance of the special relationship of the “focal meaning” of Being as centered around
substantiality; see 56ff., and Heidegger was fully aware of its importance. He could not
have come across a better introduction to Aristotle’'s metaphysics. For Heidegger's
acknowledgement, see GA 1, 56: “The question of the unity of the manifold of Being that
gtirred then, darkly, unsteadily, helplessly, remained throughout many reversals,
wanderings and indecisions, the persistent source leading up to Being and Time, which
appeared two decades later.” His early admiration for Brentano’ swork on Aristotle was not
diminished by his critical stance toward Brentano’'s later work in the tradition of
psychologism (see GA 1, 155ff.).
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the verb “to be,” einai, and the abstract noun “being,” ousia (the nature of
beings), makes the development of such a philosophical discipline much more
natural than our contrived renderings in English (or in German for that matter)
would suggest.®” Once a certain level of abstraction and conceptual reflection
was reached, it became only natural to raise the question whether there is a
unified meaning of being that accrues to all beings (n contradistinction to
“what is not”) or whether being has irreducibly many different meanings that
fal into different categories, depending on the kind of entity that is under
investigation. It became natural to ask whether there is a unitary meaningful
concept that demarcates the realm of being as such.

Plato was the first to raise the question explicitly in the Sophist; he cals
the problem of Being a gigantomachia, a “battle among giants,” that has to be
settled if there is to be any chance of solving problems about the meaning of
not-being. Whether the conception of Being as “what has the power to act or be
acted on,” offered as a compromise in the Sophist (p. 242ff.), isin effect Plato’s
own answer cannot be examined here.®® Heidegger was well aware of Plato’s
struggle with this problem, since he used the passage in the Sophist as his point
of departure in Being and Time (19). Nevertheless, whatever Plato may have
thought about the “unity of Being,” it was the Aristotelian doctrine of the
manifold of meanings of Being that came to dominate the history of Western

metaphysics. It is Aristotle’ s doctrine of the categories of beings that Heidegger

" For a comprehensive discussion of the different meanings of “being” and the importance of

the distinction between the copulative, existential, and veridical senses of “is’ for the
development of philosophy, see C.H. Kahn, The Verb ‘Be’ in Ancient Greek (Dordrecht:
Reiddl, 1973).

What Plato meant by his claim that Being isthe “kind that pervades everything or combines
with everything” (Sophist, especially 251d ff.) is still very much a matter of debate, so it is
difficult to say whether the Being that accrues to al that is has one definable meaning for
Plato.

58

106



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

refers to when he presents he view of the historical development of Western
thought that ended in complete “forgetfulness of the question of Being.” To
understand Heldegger’s reaction to this tradition that made the conception of

“substance” its main focus, we have to take a closer ook at Aristotle’ s theory.

Aristotle distinguished as many meanings of “being” as there are
categories of entities. There is the primary category of substance, designating
natural “things’ that exist in their own right,>® while all other entities are
attributes of substances either inhering in them or standing in some other
relation to them (quality, quantity, relation, place, time, action, affection,
possession, position). Although it is not entirely clear how Aristotle arrived at
his list of categories of al the things there are, it is fairly obvious that he used
linguistic criteria as one of his guides. Thus, when we take a naturally existing
independent object (e.g., a stone) and try to determine what predicates we
assign to it, what characteristics it has, we get different types of answers about
its nature in al its respects (its quantity, qualities, place, time, et cetera.). That
the way we speak about entities provides us the guideline for their classification
does not imply, however, that Aristotle regarded his system of categories as
distinctions contained in the nature of things; they are read off nature and are

not schemas read into or imposed on nature by us.

Aristotle therefore remained a metaphysical realist with respect to his
“discovery” of the natura structure of reality. This structure is based on the
primacy of substances, naturaly existing independent entities that form the
building blocks of Aristotle’s universe. Substances are the only entities that can

%9 “Sp we say that not only animals and plants and their parts are substances, but also natural

bodies such as fire and water and earth and everything of the sort” Metaphysics Z 2,
1028b9ff.). By the latter Aristotle does not mean “stuff” but individual “pieces’ that
actually exist and display their own characteristic functions.
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exist in their own right, while al other entities are attributes that need
substances as the substrate for their existence. “To be” then means either to be a
substance or to be (one of the nine other kinds of) attributes of a substance. And
since the Being of a substance, a quality, a quantity, or other attributes are
irreducibly different, there is no unified sense of “being” that could be
predicated of items in al categories. There is only an “anaogy of being” that
has in recent years been dubbed “focal meaning” to indicate the centrality of the

substance, without permitting a univocal definition of the term “being.”

Since this focus of the conception of Being on substantiality determined
the future development of metaphysics, not only in later antiquity but aso
through the Middle Ages into the modern age, “ substance” remained the central
term in traditiona ontology, and substances or “things,” natural entities with
attributes and the capacities to interact causally with one another, remained the

building blocks — and became Heidegger’s main challenge.®°

The young Heidegger's apparent unease at the “untidiness’ of this
allegedly natural order of things, with its resulting emptiness of the concept of
Being itsdf, increased when he immersed himself in medieval philosophy. He
could see how heavily Christian doctrine was leaning on Aristotelian
metaphysics, as neo-Thomism does to this day. In spite of al changes in the
adaptation of Greek philosophy to Christian theology, the handmaiden exerted a
decisive influence over her mistress. the substance-oriented ontology of the
Aristotelians dominated the medieva discussion and determined what solutions

were even consdered viable.

%0 The unreflected identification of “being” with “thinghood” or “reality” — derived from the
Latin word “res’ (the same etymology applies to the German term “Realitat”) designating
“thing” as an indifferently occurring independent entity or a carrier of attributes — isthe
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It took Heidegger some time to find his own way and to overcome this
tradition, founded by Aristotle and carried on by the Aristotelians, a tradition
that continued to exert its influence even over Kantian and post-Kantian
philosophy. We will have to follow some further steps in Heidegger's
development to see what he found so pernicious in the “substance ontology”
and how he arrived at the solution to the difficulties. His self-attested continued
perplexity concerning the question of Being helps to explain an otherwise rather
surprising feature of his philosophical biography. A contemporary of the young
Heidegger who had to evaluate his early published work (before Being and
Time) could not have had an inkling that Heldegger would become one of the
most important and influential philosophers of the twentieth century. His early
work, if not actually dull, is at least rather conventional and must look at first
blush as of historical interest at best. Ndther his thesis, “The Doctrine of
Judgment in Psychologism” (1913), nor his monograph, The Theory of
Categories and Meaning of Duns Scotus (1915), would seem to promise great
originality, let alone revolutionary thinking. Had Heidegger done no more, he

would rightly have vanished without a trace in the archives.

A closer look at these early writings (which we can only touch on here)
would show, however, that Heidegger had not been wasting his time. As early
as histhesis, his critique of psychologism — at that time till a fashionable trend
in the philosophy of mind in Germany — shows that he was firmly convinced
that the key to meaning cannot lie in the empirical observation of the actua
psychological processes that constitute our thoughts. This conviction formed the
basis of his later alegiance to Husserlian phenomenology. The act of judging
must not be confused with the meaning of what is judged (GA 1, 110). If we

main point of criticism of tradition ontology in Being and Time (see 245, passim). It isin
this sense only that Heidegger refused to be called a“realist.”
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want to know what our thoughts are about (what philosophers after Brentano
call the “intertionality” of acts of consciousness), we must analyze the content
of thought itself, as distinct from the psychic events that are at work.

Nevertheless, Heidegger gained vauable insights concerning the
Sainsfrage from this discusson of a philosophy that he regarded as
fundamentally mistaken. His reflections on the psychologistic philosophers
explanations of how psychological processes constitute the objects of our
thoughts forced Heidegger to reflect more on the connection between the act of
thinking in contradistinction to the meaning of the thought and on its
relationship with the language in which it is expressed. Tentative results of
these reflections are found in side remarks that indicate that Heidegger was
moving toward a characterization of “being’ that is rather different from the one

generated in the Aristotelian naturalist ontology.

He envisages the future task of the theory of knowledge to be to “divide
the whole reAdm of ‘being into its different modes of reality
[Wirklichkeitsweisen]” and regards epistemology as crucia for such a division:
“The characteristics of the different forms of reality must be sharply demarcated
and determined, including the appropriate method of knowing and its
limitations” (GA 1, 186). The “divison of being” into the reams of the
physical, psychic, metaphysical, and logical (GA 1, 160)°* makes no claims to
being comprehensive, however; it is rather tentative, and it follows conventional
lines. Heidegger is clearly still far from seeing any way to provide for the

possibility of a unified meaning of Being. But athough he advocates a strict

51 By “logical’ Heidegger usually means conceptual analysis, in accordance with the German

tradition that goes back to the scholastics; the same meaning is to be found in Kant and
Hegel and is still presupposed by Husserl. Formal logic is usually called “logistic” or
“mathematical logic.”
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separation of the realm of the psychic and that of logical validity, what is
important for him is the question of how meaning as a whole is embedded in the
actud life of the person who entertains a thought; the distinction between the
different “realms’ is not as rigid as his adherence to the terminology might
suggest.

A magjor step forward in the search for a clearer conception of the different
meanings of Being can be found in Heidegger's second monograph, the
discussion of the theory of categories and meaning found in Duns Scotus. What
intrigued him in particular was why Duns Scotus came to see the Aristotelian
system of categories as only one of severa such systems, a subclass that fits one
specia part or specific realm of being but does not exhaust reality as such. The
need for a widening of the ontological categories seems to have occurred to
Scotus first for theological reasons. If the most fundamental concepts apply to
God & all, then they can do so only in an analogous sense. For God is not a
substance like other substances, nor can the concepts of unity, truth, and
goodness apply to him in the same sense that they do to other entities (GA 1,
260, 263). But it was not just a widening and a diversification that separated
Scotus' s treatment of the problem of the categories of being from the traditional
treatment by the Aristotelians. As Heidegger saw it, Scotus did not just assign
different reams of redity to the different subject matters of different
disciplines; rather he saw the need for a new conception of redlity as such.
Behind this revison stands the insight that if different disciplines import
different (senses of the) categories, then the categories of reality cannot simply
be read off nature, as they were for Aristotle, but they are obviously aso read
into nature by us, or rather into reality as a whole. The “question of Being”
becomes then the question of the givenness of the object to the subject. for
Scotus, therefore, the conditions of subjectivity (how does the subject grasp or
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interpret its objects?) attain central importance. If all “objects’ depend on the
meaning that is bestowed on them by the subject, and if they are always part of
awider nexus of areferentia totality, then it must be the philosopher’s task to
work out in what sense there is a structure of meaning that stands in relation to

or conditions what one might call the structure of reality.

Scotus realized at the same time that all meanings find their expression in
linguistic signs, and this explains the importance that he attributed to the
reflection on language as the too to work out the structure of meanings. The
guestion whether language, particularly its grammatical structure, imposes a
definite analyzable form on our thinking acquired special importance, since
Scotus was aware of the fact that it provides the basic concepts that hold
together the different realms of redlity, of al that “can be experienced and
thought.” ®2 The question is then how the meaning of linguistic terms (the ratio
ggnificandi) reflects and conditions the concepts of the mind (the ratio
intelligendi), and how both of them are based on and constitute at the same time
the mode of being of the actually existing object that is understood (the ratio
essendi). To expressit in less abstract and scholastic terms: the meaning of the
name “Socrates’ and the aspect under which Socrates is referred to by the
speaker are interdependent (e.g., whether Socrates is being regarded as aliving
individual, a figure of history, or merely a stand-in exemplifying any man, as
was common usage in medieval philosophy). The example makes clear why the
“being” of the subject matter isin each case determined by the mode in which it
isreferred to in ajudgment: only the whole statement determines in what sense
and whether we are in fact referring to the individual Socrates at all. “Being”

2 Heidegger is aware that his attempt to demarcate reality may beyond the scope of what

Scotus clearly saw and worked out systematically himself, but he claims that he is
following at least Scotus'sintentions (GA 1, 211).
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then means “object-givennes,” the aspect under which the entity is understood
(“It is the function of the formin the complex of meaning to give the object its
being” [GA 1, 325; cf. 215, 266]). The meaning of the concepts employed, the
formal structure of judgments as a functional whole, revedls the givenness of
objects.

The discovery of this structure of meaning also brought it home to Scotus,
according to Heidegger, that this “logical reality” that isintended by the subject
cannot be identical to or isomorphic with the empirical redlity of what lies
outside the realm of meaning. Scotus therefore distinguishes between the “ens
rationis’ and the “ens naturae,” the being of reason and the being of nature, and
he comes to redize that there cannot be any simply correspondence theory of
truth in the sense that our thoughts could be a mirror of redlity. The signs “ stand
for” but do not bear any similarity to what they signify, just as the sign that
advertises wine outside a tavern need not resemble the wine itsdf (GA 1, 265ff.,
271). Following Scotus, Heidegger came to dismiss “mirror theories’ of
language and truth early on. The categories of “al that is’ become the
categories of our understanding of Being: the categories become the “eements
and means of the interpretation of the meaning of what is experienced” (GA 1,
400). Aristotle’'s metaphysical realism has been challenged.

The subtlety of the scholastic philosopher Duns Scotus is not our topic
here. If we follow Heidegger's reception of Scotus's theory of categories and
meaning, it is because Scotus clearly redized that objective redity is
determined by the thinking subject’s understanding (cf. GA 1, 318-19, 337).
That there can be “objective subjectivity” and that there is an overal order and
structure underlying all “object-givenness’ is the most important principle in
Scotus's structural analysis of what the different parts of language signify. The
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importance of the interdependence between language, interpretation, and
“outside redlity” that is to become so crucial in Being and Time may have
impressed Heidegger here for the first time. The interconnection between
meaning and the intended object also drew Heidegger’ s attention to the question
of what congtitutes the “fitting” between the realm of meaning and the real
object in the world. So we find here severa indications of semina ideas that
will gan mgor importance in Being and Time namey that it is our
comprehension that assigns a “significance” to the object and that the object in
turn must be able to bear such a significance, a significance that is determined
by the context of our understanding and our activities, whether they are of a

practical or theoretical nature.®

Of particular importance is Scotus's doctrine of the intentionality of the
nature of al objects — that al things have to be regarded as the intentiona
objects of acts of comprehension and so depend on the general structure of our
understanding (GA 1, 281). Heidegger came to redlize, however, that such an
attempt to “fix” the different kinds of meanings once and for al in a purely
forma way must remain sterile as long as it does not include the “living
experience’ of the speaker in whose understanding al intentionality must be
grounded.®* As he emphasizes, al understanding is at the same time historically
conditioned understanding of the living spirit (GA 1, 405, 407). Heidegger’'s
most important critical qualification in his admiration of Duns Scotus's effort to
overcome the “poverty of categorical systems’ as such is the recognition that

medieva thought, with its transcendent orientation toward the being of God,

8 Wefind here already some of the terminology that Heidegger used later inBeing and Time,
e.g., “Bewandtnis’ for “significance” (see GA 1, 223, 346, 387).

% He stresses the need to allow for “the peculiar mobility of meaning that is constituted

through live speech and assertion” (GA 1, 336). This emphasis may have made Heidegger
skeptical about Husserl’ s rather abstract phenomenological approach from early on.
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and its rigid division of Being into the two fundamental categories of “created
being” and “uncreated being,” was not flexible enough to accommodate
historical and individual conditioning.

If his work on Duns Scotus represents a decisive advance toward the
realization that the meaning of Being must be sought in human understanding
(i.e., that to be means “to be understood as something”), Heidegger still had a
long way to go in the development of his own fundamental ontology. While he
realized the sterility of an abstract search for categories of Being that did not
take into account the individual “living experience,” in his book on Scotus
Heidegger willingly follows the divison of Being into different “realms of
being and redity” (GA 1, 211) that exist more or less comfortably but
unconnected side by side. Each of the reams of mathematical, naturdl,
metaphysical, logical, and psychic reality has its own structure and order, which
depend on a particular point of view (cf. Scotus, chs. 1 & 2). Even though
Heidegger redized that there can be no isolated significance of any object
because it is dways part of areferential totality (GA 1, 212, 202), he does not
go beyond Scotus's compartmentalization of Being into different realms with

their separate meanings and systems of order.

There is as yet no sign of Heidegger’s own holistic conception of human
existence as Dasain, that is, as being-in-a-world, or of “care”’ as the meaning of
our existence, which comprises and unifies in its understanding all the different
conceptions of what there is, let aone of temporality as the transcendental
horizon of the overall meaning of Being as such. What is clear, however, is that
the research on Duns Scotus had not put to rest Heidegger’s old concern with
the manifold meanings of Being, but that it had rather sharpened his perception
of its difficulties. The very fact that he found the Scotist schematization and

115



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

formal structuring inadequate to capture living experience as a whole or to
overcome what he calls the “impression of a deadly emptiness of all previous
systems of categories’ (GA 1, 399, 408) shows that he was searching for away
of getting beyond abstract schemes of classification. His conclusion indicates
that he was aready aware of one major shortcoming underlying al such purely
formal categorizations of beings: that they regard the theoretical attitude as the
only one that gives shape to redlity. He cals it a fateful error (GA 1, 406). To
remove that error will become one of the main tasks of Heidegger's mature

philosophy.

B. The Question of Being in Being and Time

What made the difference? What led to the breakthrough that provided
Heidegger with the clue for attacking the question of the meaning of Being in a
new way, so new that he found it necessary to invent an origina philosophical
language in order to prevent any confusion of his new approach with traditiona
lines of thought? It is often maintained that the “new Heidegger,” who had not
published anything for twelve years before he produced the monumental work
Being and Time, owes the incentive for his own philosophy to the influence of
Edmund Husserl, whom he met personally only after the completion of his early
writings. But this is true only in a very limited sense. First of al, Husserl’'s
phenomenology clearly (and with Heidegger's acknowledgement) aready
formed the background of Heidegger's critique of psychologism and had
supplied him with the necessary framework for the discussion of Scotus's
theory of language and meaning. Heidegger in fact reports that he had already
been intrigued by Husserl’s Logical Investigations when he was a student, but

a that time he could not see how it would help him to solve his problem of
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being. Only when he came into personal contact with Husserl and the practice
of the phenomenological method did he see more clearly what phenomenol ogy
could do — and, increasingly over the years, its shortcomings. As we shall seg, it
was these shortcomings that guided him on the way to the ideas he developed in

Being and Time

A short characterization of Husserl’ s phenomenology will be necessary to
clarify the issue. Husserl had adopted Brentano’s conception of the
intentionality (“directedness toward”) of al mental acts in order to give a
comprehensive depiction of all phenomena as objects of — or, more precisdly,
the contents of — different types of acts of consciousness. Every object is to be
interpreted as it is grasped by an act of comprehension in consciousness, it is
something thought of, wished for, doubted, imagined, seen, heard, or known. If
we want to understand the nature of all phenomena, we therefore have to work

out the precise way in which consciousness intends its objects.

As Husserl saw it, such a precise description of the working of
consciousness must furnish us with a proper understanding of all the types or
ways of intending the objects of consciousness.®® This claim is based on the
notion, familiar since Descartes, that the content of consciousness is transparent
and indubitable to the pure |, or ego, which forms the basis of consciousness,
while facts about the world are at best probable. For Husserl the precise
examination of the intended objects leads to a comprehension of their Being or

essence; if we want to know what phenomena really are, we have to look at

8 Since Husserl worked and reworked his conception of phenomenology throughout his long

life, there are quite differing accounts of it. For the uninitiated, the most accessible
depiction is a short article that appeared in the Encyclopaedia Britannica in 1927. Husserl
had prepared no less than four German versions, three of which are reprinted, with
comments by Heidegger, at Husserl's request, in Phanomenologische Psychologie,
Husserliana, v. 9, ed. W. Biemel (The Hague: Nijhoff, 1962), 237-301.
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consciousness itself rather than at the results of the empirical sciences. He
therefore tried to establish philosophy as a strict ego-centered science that
furnishes al other disciplines with the a priori conditions of their specific
modes of cognition. Husserl can therefore be characterized as a “transcendental
subjectivist”; that is, he held the view that it is the subject that provides the
conditions of all determinations of the objects of experience and thought.
Reflections on the acts of consciousness were supposed to render the essence
not only of the acts of consciousness themselves, but aso of the objects, while
guestions of actual external facts of experience were to be kept aside. Husserl
did not deny the importance of the actual world that transcends consciousness,
but it was “bracketed,” or kept out of consideration, for phenomenological
purposes; only the experience of the subject and the content of the intentional

acts of consciousness were to be studied.

Heidegger acknowledged with Husserl that the “being” of al entities lies
in the sense we gain of them in our understanding. This much he shared with
both Husserl’s transcendental subjectivism and modern anthropocentrism.
What Heidegger saw as crucia difficulties in Husserl’s approach (apart from
the fact that Husserl’s phenomenology leaves him still with an unanalyzed
multiplicity of meanings of Being) can be summed up as three interrelated
points. (1) He objected to treating the subject in whose understanding all
ontology must center as an impersona and transparent ego that is infalible in
its intuitions about the activity and the content of its consciousness. That the “I”
isin a sense closes to me does not mean that | comprehend it; we may be very
far from possessing any such self-transparency. As Heidegger takes great pains
to show, our self-understanding is usualy not at all authentic. (2) Heidegger
guestioned the feasibility or advisability of “bracketing” the world. He regarded

Husserl’s “immanentism” as mistaken, since it came dangerously close to
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turning the objects of consciousness exclusively into objects in consciousness,
and it made Husserl dispense with the question of the ties there are to the actua
world that transcends consciousness. (3) In spite of Husserl’ s attempt to capture
all modes of consciousness including emotional attitudes, for Heidegger the
very fact that the objects of consciousness are assumed as smply given in the
stream of consciousness and to be studied in a detached “viewing” or
“intuition” showed that Husserl’s ontology remained tied to the traditional
theoretical stance and ontology of the “occurent.” Since al three points are
crucial issues to Heidegger, they can be used as a key to understanding what is

characteristic of Heideggerian ontology in Being and Time

[1] Heidegger’s redlization that the picture we form of ourselves may be
influenced (and even distorted) by our personal interests and propensities, and
that it is conditioned by the general historical Situation, made it seem
guestionable whether there is such a neutral transcendental “1” that underlies all
acts of consciousness. He therefore adopted a policy one might call systematic
suspicion (to be distinguished from Cartesian systematic doubt), which takes
into account the way we may not be transparent to ourselves — that the “1” of the
intentional act may be rather far from any proper self-understanding (for his
critique of the givenness of the “I,” see BT, 825, 150ff.). That the phenomena
may be familiar to us but not properly understood leads to the specia approach
Heidegger takes in Being and Time, that is, starting with a characterization of
human beings in their everydayness. His approach has a twofold advantage.
First of al, he can avoid “passing over” the peculiar nature of those ties we
have with the world hat get lost when we take the armchair philosopher’s
detached theoretical stance. Second, he can turn the distortions that we are
prone to import in our “average everydayness’ into the subject of his
phenomenologica investigation.
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Since Heldegger disagreed with Husserl’s assumption that there is an
impersonal transcendental ego providing us with incontestable truths, he had to
work out who that entity really is that in its very nature has a concern with the
guestion of Being. Because he did not want to foist yet another artificia
congtruction on this entity in his own interpretation, Heidegger started his
phenomenological investigation by capturing the phenomenon that al
philosophers before him had “passed over” as trivial and not worth the
theorist’s attention, namely, everyday existence. The vocabulary he introduced
to characterize the various features of everyday existence and its structure was
designed to avoid all associations with common philosophical terminology; it
was not designed to turn it into a secret doctrine open only to the initiate. His
terminology, though often unusua in German, is much easier to understand
then its English counterpart, because Heidegger plays with easlly
comprehensible etymological family relationships that often do not exist in
English.

This method of suspicion explains the specia methodological twist
Heidegger gives to his phenomenology. While acknowledging his debt to
Husserl (his teacher’s painstaking analyses seem to have greatly sharpened his
sengitivity to the importance of precision in phenomenological description), he
did not think that phenomena could ssmply be read off from the way they are
given in acts of consciousness. Rather, they have to be unearthed as that which
might be only implicitly contained in our understanding. So Heidegger was
looking at the phenomena behind the surface appearances — at what lies hidden
behind what we find familiar and regard as natural “in the first approach and for
the most pat,” as he expresses it. This method of suspicion explains
Heidegger’'s predilection for an archaeological vocabulary in his depiction of
the phenomenological method: that it is the task of his anaysis to “uncover” the
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phenomena that have been covered up, buried, or hidden, so that they have to be
“freed,” “unconcealed,” or “laid bare” The same conception forms the
background of his famous theory of truth as “unconcealment” and of
understanding as a form of “disclosedness’ in general. Heidegger's method of
“uncovering” proceeds on two levels. He distinguishes between (a) the “ontic”
level of the factual (for human existence Heidegger introduces the specia term
“exigtentiell”) that is open to observation, the level of field studies for the
phenomenologist, and (b) the “ontologica” level, the phenomenologica
description of the deep structures that underlie and explain the ontic (for the
structure of human existence Heidegger introduced the term “existentiae”).
Although Heidegger gives few examples on the ontic or existentiell level, he

always stresses that all ontological claims must find their “ontic confirmation.”

In spite of our tendencies to “cover up” phenomena, Heidegger saw it as
necessary to start with the anaysis of human existence, since human
understanding is the only entrance and key to the nature of Being. For we are
always aready concerned with both ourselves and our situation (“the world”)
and have always aready an at least implicit understanding of the Being of both
the world and ourselves. Because of this self-awareness and world-awareness,
he introduced the technical term “Dasein” for human beings. Although the
term Dasein has become so customary in English that it needs no further
introduction, it is useful to keep the literal meaning of the German “being-there”
in mind, since it is designed to signify that the “disclosedness’ of our Situation,
and therefore a natural tendency to form at least a preontologica is the most
decisive characteristic of humans for Heidegger.

The am of Heidegger's phenomenologica description of our

everydayness is to make explicit what basic structures underlie this
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preunderstanding. If the key to al understanding of Being lies in Dasein's
disclosedness of the world, then an analysis of Dasein must precede a general
“fundamenta ontology.” As Heidegger indicates, it had been his original plan
for Being and Timeto proceed through a “ preparatory fundamental analysis’ of
Dasein's Being to an explication of how time provides a “transcendenta
horizon” for the question of Being as such. He never finished this task (for the
origina outline, see BT, 63-64); that is, he never got beyond the analysis of
Dasein, for reason to which we will focus on later in this chapter and more in
depth in later chapters. The publication of Being and Time, with its focus on the
anaysis of the conditions of human existence, made Heidegger instantly
famous after 1927. It is this focus that justifies, within limits, calling him an
existentialist philosopher, a label he aways rgected since he regarded
fundamental ontology as his real task.

[2] If the pure “I” is, then, an abstraction that permits a proper
comprehension neither of Dasein nor of the embeddedness of all meaning and
understanding of everydayness, it is also clear why Heidegger came to the
conclusion that any bracketing of the factual world in phenomenology must be
a crucia mistake. For Heidegger, who was concerned with a penetrating
analysis of how we are related to the world and to ourselves as beings with a
world, al abstraction from the way Dasein actually experiencesthe world must
destroy the phenomenon of “having a world.” For the world is precisely the
context in which we encounter beings and ourselves, and it is this encounter that

determines what they are for our understanding.

Heidegger's analysis of the a priori structure of our having a world
therefore consists in displaying the way we deal with the world, with the entities

init, as we encounter them in our actual existence. As Heidegger saw it, we are
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not “thinking things’ that may on different occasions entertain different
relationships to different items in different intentional acts. Instead, our very
Being is defined by the fact that we are beings-in-the-world. This existentia
analysis consists of atwo-pronged investigation that elucidates not only in what
sense we encounter entities in the www and what makes them fit for such
encounters, but also what in us constitutes such encounterings, what in our
understanding makes it possible to disclose the entities to ourselves in this way.
The analyss is transcendental in the Kantian sense that it unearths the
conditions that make it possible for us to encounter whatever we do encounter
in the way we make “sense” of the phenomena, because al such encounterings
are ways of determining the Being of beings in the world. There is no other
“sensg” or “meaning of Being” than the one we bestow on entities in our
understanding. This is how Heidegger time and again defines how he
understands “the meaning [or sense] of Being”: “Meaning is that wherein the
intelligibility of something maintains itself” (BT, 193).

This transcendenta investigation is not supposed to supply us with new
insights about the world, but to retrace and articulate the way in which we
“aways dready” understand what we are dealing with. If “to be” means “to be
already understood as,” then a thorough investigation of al different kinds of
understanding that underlie our dealing with the world is called for. This
explains the importance that interpretation has for Heidegger, for in al
interpretations we give in our activities, we draw on the implicit understanding
of the meaning things have without being fully aware of it. The
phenomenologist has to trace the different ways in which we dea with the

“given” and bring them to articulation. So Heidegger is merely trying to bring
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to light what we always in a sense know “in our bones,” as Ryle phrased it in

hisreview of Being and Time®®

[3] Since our implicit understanding of Being is not only the bass of
Heidegger’s own interpretation but, as he saw it, the all-pervasive feature that
characterizes humankind in generd, there has always been an at least dim
understanding of the “question of Being.” Heidegger makes no clams of
originaity here. What needs an explanation is, rather, why this dim
understanding was never fully developed before, and a good ded of
Heidegger's originality consists on his explanation of what he cals our
“forgetfulness’ of Being.

The forgetfulness is twofold. There is the forgetfulness of our everyday
understanding, which does not even try to gain any authentic comprehension
but takes over the ready- made interpretations that it finds in its environment, the
explanations and evaluations of one’s own society and time. For the most part
we simply adopt our mode of living and self-understanding in compliance with
the genera standards: we behave, speak, and value as “one” speaks, behaves,
and values. Heidegger's depiction of the al-embracing influence of the
anonymous public “on€’ (the impersona pronoun, not the numeral) is one of
the nost colorful sections of Being and Time (Div. I, Ch. 4). The English
trandation of das Man as “the They” is mideading, since it does not show that
there is not usually any detachment from his basc mode of existence that
“anyone”’ shares. It takes a specia effort to shake off the yoke of this public
interpretation in order to gain an authentic understanding; for Heidegger, the

experience of coming to terms with our finitude in the anxiety of facing up to

6 “Review of Sein und Zeit,” Mind 38 (1929): 355:70. Rpt. in G. Ryle, Collected Papers

(New York: Hutchinson, 1971), v. I, 197-214.
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death is the crucid situation that forces us to wrench ourselves away from
domination by the anonymous public understanding (Div. I, Ch. 1). As he
repeatedly affirms, there is no way to live permanently in authenticity, since we
have to take the everyday world and its routine for granted in all our practical

concerns.

If the “forgetfulness of Being” in our everyday absorption in the world
seem natural, the specia forgetfulness that Heidegger ascribes to philosophers
seems much less so, since it is their task to reflect explicitly on this question,
and they have reflected on it ever since the Greeks first raised the question,
What is Being? If philosophers up to Heidegger’ s time missed the crucia point,
there must be a definite reason for this monumental misunderstanding. And
Heidegger thought indeed that he could put his finger on the crucid mistake:

the mistake lies in the theoretical approach as such.

As mentioned earlier, the stance taken in theorizing alows the thinker to
have a detached point of view. The thinker can treat the objects of his
investigation as “indifferently occurring” things that exist independent of
observation, just as the observer in his turn is at liberty to fasten on any object.
S0 observer and observed, thinker and the object of his thought, are regarded as
“indifferently occurring” alongside one another. And this theoretical stance,
according to Heidegger, was not overcome by the subject-centered ontology in
the Kantian tradition; it was not even overcome by Husserl’s insistence that all
objects be treated as intentional objects, that is, as objects represented in
consciousness. As Heidegger sees it, in Husserl’s phenomenological analysis
the objects in consciousness retain the status of mere occurrence, just as
consciousness itself remains in an ontologically uninterpreted state, for it is

treated as an entity that ssimply occurs. Being in Husserl would therefore have to
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be defined as the “occurrent” correlate of the series of meanings as they are
determined separately by each act of intuiting an essence reveded by

phenomenologica analysis.

That the theoretical stance does have its justification for the theoretician
himsalf Heidegger does not deny. It would be quite innocuous if scientists, and
particularly philosophers, had recognized it for what it is; a derivative mode of
Being, congtituted by their special way of viewing the objects of their research.
By migtaking it for the significant mode of Being that underlies al entities,
however, they become guilty of suppressing the discovery of the other modes of
Being that Heidegger tekes great pains to work out. Besides the “mere
occurrence” (presence-at-hand) of theoretical understanding, there is aso
“readiness-at-hand” constituting our practical understanding of dealing with
equipment, “being-with” other human beings, and “in-each-case-mineness,” the

relation to and concern for our own salves that we are and have to be.

For Heidegger, our everyday life is determined largely by our
understanding of all entities in terms of our practical concerns, purposes, and
designs, and this includes our dealings with other human beings and with
ourselves. Among the four modes of Being, therefore, the theoretical stance
fastens on the least characteristic one, the one Heidegger cdls “founded” or
“derivative’ because it comes into focus only when we disregard what he calls
the “referential totality” of those practical and personal concerns that make up
the everyday world (cf. BT, §13).

The mode of Being that we assign to different entities is not always fixed,
at least not on the “ontic” level. One and the same “thing” can be treated as a
piece of equipment with a practical meaning, or as a piece of art, or as the

object of scientific investigation. Other human beings can be treated as
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“scientific objects’ (as datum for a statistical result, or as a Satistic itself) or as
mere tools (something ready-to-hand) instead of as “fellow-Daseins.” The
context therefore determines their “Being.” There can even be (onticaly) a
certain indeterminacy as to which of the ontological possibilities will be seized
upon in such treatments under a specific aspect. What is not open for decision
in the particular context is the preexisting structure of these different

possihilities, since it forms the ontological structure of our very nature.

C. Where Does Being and Time Begin?

From its beginning a project of philosophical thinking must be directed
toward the matter that is at issue for that thinking (die Sache des Denkens). It
must be specifically directed so as to alow that thinking to set about its task of
disclosing the matter at issue, so as to empower that thinking to entice the
matter to show itself. Yet, for philosophical thinking to be capable of taking up
such direction, that matter must aready somehow be disclosed in such a way
that thought, having the natter before it, can then direct itself accordingly.
Indeed, even before any such self-directing, the matter must already have come
into view to become something at issue for thinking. But in that case, the
beginning aready takes the matter as granted — that is, negatively, it proves to
be infested with presuppositions.

This reflexivity — starkly formal though it be, ever so close origin that
elusive limit that divides genuine thought from sophistry — suffices to prevent
the question of beginning from degenerating into a mere ascertaining of a point
from which thought would set out. It necessitates holding the question of
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beginning within the sphere of philosophical thought itself, letting the
beginning of philosophy beitself a problem for philosophy.

The issue of beginning, then, has to do not with a point but with a circle.
Heidegger writes. “What is decisive is not to get out of the circle but to come
into it in the right way.”®” What is the right way into the circle? How does the
philosophical project initiated in Being and Time come into the circle? Where
does Being and Time begin?

D. The Untitled First Page of Being and Time:
The Greek Beginning

In the most literd sense Being and Time begins with a passage from
Plato’'s Sophist. The passage is cited on the untitled first page of Being and
Time, first in Greek and then in Heidegger’'s trandation, and it is literally the
first statement in the work, the beginning of the work. The beginning is not to
be passed over as though it were some innocuous preliminary, as though it were
only an announcement, prior to the work itsdlf, that the work to follow isto ded
with some of the celebrated problems handed down since the beginning of
philosophy among the Greeks. The passage from the Sophist is not merely
preliminary but, on the contrary, bears importantly on the way in which Being
and Time begins, it aready belongs even to that beginning. With the passage
from the Sophist the beginning of Being and Time is aready both under way
and at issue. One should, first of all, wonder at the fact that the first words of
Heidegger's work are not his own but rather words spoken in a Platonic

dialogue.

57 BT, 153.
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Where does Being and Time begin? It begins in the middle of a Platonic
dialogue. Its first words are those of the Stranger from Elea. The context in
which those words were spoken in the dialogue are interesting. Speaking with
Theaetetus, the Stranger pretends to be addressing a group of men identified as
those who seek to understand “how many and of what nature the beings are”®®
It is this identification that launches that section of the dialogue in which the
passage occurs with which Being and Time begins. Along with it there is a
second characterization of these same men, which indicates quite concisely
what is principaly & issue in this section. The Stranger says of these men that
they always seem to tell us a story — that is, they tell of such things as the
warfare and love in which beings come to “beings as beings by tracing them
back in their origin to some other beings, as if Being had the character of a
possible being” (BT, 6). It isto these men and it isin view of their peculiar way
of telling about beings that the Stranger speaks in that passage which stands at
the beginning of Being and Time:

For manifestly you have long been aware of what you mean
when you use the expression “being”. We, however, who once
thought we understood it, have now become perplexed.®®

Y et, what the Stranger proceeds to show in the course of addressing these
men is that they are not at al ale to say what they mean by “being” — that, as
long as they cling to their characteristic “story-telling,” they can at best
accomplish no more than to be led into just that perplexity with which their
condition was ironically contrasted. In turn, this result brings about the

trangition to the next section of the dialogue in which the Stranger pretends to

%8 Sophist, 242c.
% pid., 244a; BT, 1.
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engage in questioning Parmenides. In other words the Stranger carries through
the trangition from the level of the mere determining of beings through other
beings, in other words, of a determining which is oblivious to being as such and
which cannot say what being means, to the Parmenidean level a which a
genuine discussion of what being means is possible, whatever difficulties may
be encountered. Thus, in its original context that statement which Heidegger
sets at the beginning of Being and Time occurs within the trangition from the
level of those who are oblivious to being to the level of those who, like
Parmenides and the Stranger himsdlf, are alive to questioning about being.
What this transition and the ensuing questioning about being. What this
transition and the ensuing questioning of Parmenides eventually provoke is the

guestion of being.

Yet, Being and Time begins within the Sophist in order that, ganting its
distance from the ancients, it might then pose for itsdlf, for thinking “today,”
that question which the Elestic Stranger was engaged in posing to those of the
ancients who told stories about beings. Heidegger asks. “Do we have today an
answer to the question of what we really mean by the word ‘being' 7’ (BT, 1).
Attending to the original context from which the question is drawn, one hears
behind it the issue of that fundamental transition within which the question was
raised by the Stranger. And attending, furthermore, to the perplexity into which
such questioning proved to lead and to the strenuousness of the battle that had
then to be waged over this issue, the question of the meaning of Being, one is
then prepared for the unqualified negative reply which Heidegger gives when
the question is posed for us today. And so, since we “in no way” have an
answer to the question of what we really mean by he word “being” (* seined”),
it is fitting that, following the Stranger, we “pose anew the question of the

meaning of Being” [die Frage nach dem Sinn von Sain] (BT, 1). To what extent
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are we prepared to follow the Stranger into that transition which he enacts in the
Sophist? What is required in order that we be able to pose this question anew?
To what extent can the beginning of Being and Time correspond to that
beginning which the Stranger enacts with respect to the question of the meaning
of Being in the Sophist?

In the Sophist it is the Stranger himself who poses the question about the
meaning of Being and who, having posed the question, is able to proceed into a
genuine attempt to answer it. But to do so it becomes necessary for him, in the
pretended dialogue, to leave behind those who, telling stories about beings,
remain unaware that they are unaware of what they mean when they use the
expression “being.” In his own perplexity regarding what Being means, the
Stranger abandons those incapable or arriving at such perplexity and moves on
to engage in a pretended dialogue with Parmenides. With respect to the attempt
to raise the question anew, it is crucia to ask whether today we share, from the
beginning, that perplexity by which the Stranger was driven on to genuine
dialogue regarding the meaning of Being or whether, on the contrary, we
belong on the side of those story-tellers who, remaining untouched by such
perplexity, remain therefore closed off from pursuing the questioning about
Being. Heidegger asks where we are today with regard to the perplexity about
Being. He asks whether we share, at the beginning, the perplexity which the

Stranger had won; his answer is an emphatic “no”:

But are we today even perplexed at not understanding the
expression “Being”? In no way. And so it isfitting first of al
to awaken again an understanding of the meaning of this
question (BT, 1).
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We today belong on the side of those unperplexed ancients who told
stories about beings — that is, we not only lack an answer to the question of
what we mean when we use the expression “being” but also have still to come
even to understand the question, have till to come into that state of perplexity
out of which we could then genuinely unfold the sense of the question of Being.
Where does Being and Time begin? It begins at that place where we of today
aready are in the beginning. Thus, the place of its beginning corresponds, not to
that place which the Stranger has reached when he raises the question of the
meaning of Being, but rather to the place occupied by those who are
unperplexed about Being, who have no understanding for the question. But it is
precisaly the task of the beginning to bring us into that movement by which the
Stranger leaves behind the unperplexed “story-tellers’ — to set us on the way
through perplexity into the unfolding of the sense of the question about the

meaning of Being, into an engagement with the question.

Againgt the background of this projection of the place and task proper to
the beginning of Being and Time, Heidegger poses the aim (Absicht) of the
work as awhole: “Our aim in the following treatise is to work out concretely
the question of the meaning of Being” BT, 1). The statement is provocative.
What does it mean to work out a question? To what end is such a working-out
(Ausarbeitung) directed? Isits concern with asking the question — perhapsin the
sense of unfolding and developing it as a question? Furthermore, what does it
mean to work out this question concretely? Is it not, rather, the most abstract of
all questions?

Heidegger adds a statement of the preliminary goa of Being and Time:
“Our preliminary god is the interpretation of time as the possible horizon for
any understanding whatsoever of Being” (BT, 1). The interpretation is to exhibit
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time as that horizon by reference to which Being becomes genuinely
understandable. Yet, as Heidegger later indicates explicitly (section 6), time
has, in fact, played an important role in the understanding of Being throughout
the history of ontology, for example, in the demarcation of modes of Being.
Even in the Sophist the understanding of Being is an engagement in a
questioning of Being largely in regard to it relation to beings to Being and to
that extent Being secretly held to time as its horizon. What has come to pass

secretly isto be worked out openly.

E. Perplexity

The task of the beginning of Being and Time is to carry out that
movement enacted by the Stranger: the movement into perplexity and then the
movement from perplexity into an engagement with the question of Being. This
task of beginning is accomplished in the first chapter of the Introduction. Here
Heldegger determines the place of the work Being and Time— that is, he opens
up the question for our perplexity, lets what is asked about in it become
guestionable, and places the question, lets it unfold into that place where it isto
be worked out. The second chapter of the Introduction, taking the beginning for
granted, then projects the stages of the work as a whole and, attendant to the
placing of the question, lets the demand for method unfold toward that place. In

accordance with my guiding question, | limit consideration to the first question.

Measured against the demands exhibited in the Sophist, we are today in
need of perplexity regarding what we mean when we speak of Being. However,
the form which this need assumes with us by no means coincides with the form

in which it is exhibited by those ancient “story-tellers’ of whom the Eleatic
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Stranger speaks. Because we are moderns, not ancients, the need takes a
different form. What is the difference, and how does it bear on the way of
moving nto perplexity? What is required in order to begin where we today

aready are?

The relevant difference and the consequent requirement can be seen in the
titte of section | and in the first sentence: “This question has today been
forgotten” — and so there b, as the title says, “the necessity of an explicit
repetition [Wiederholung] of the question of Being.” The form which our need
takes is different, because for us the question has already been posed (by Plato
and Aristotle); and however much the question may today be forgotten, our way
into a posing of it is, nonetheless, a way back into something once
accomplished. Our need of perplexity is aneed to regain a stance once attained,
or, rather, to reenact that movement into perplexity and that posing of the
guestion of Being which were accomplished by Plato and Aristotle; and, as
once accomplished, the posing of the question is attested in such ancient texts as
Plato’s Sophist, which thus offers a place where we may begin. Even though
this question — the question that occupied Plato and Aristotle — subsequently
subsded as a thematic question, even though it lost that element of
questionableness in which it belonged for the Greek thinkers, even though
subsequent thinkers failed to hold themselves in that provocative perplexity
about Being, nevertheless what the Greeks had accomplished, what they had
“wrested from the phenomena,” remained. It remained even though in the end it
was trivialized by being torn loose from the perplexity and the questioning out
of which it arose and by which it was sustained. To us there are handed down
traces of the question: both the ancient texts and the question itsdlf in that
trivial, amost empty form into which it has devolved. Thus, aongside the
beginning granted us by an ancient text such as the Sophist — or rather, under
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the provocation of such a beginning — the question itself, in its virtual emptiness
for us, is given as a place where we can begin. To this extent, less is demanded
of us than was demanded of the ancients; aur posing of the question about

Being is arecollection, a“repetition” (Weiderholung).

On the other hand, such repetition must confront a difficulty that in this
regard was unknown to the Greeks. As Heidegger projects the matter, not only
has the question become empty in the sense of needed again to be set within its
proper element of questionableness; but aso, correlative to the removal of the
guestion from contention, a dogma has been developed which sanctions the
total neglect of the question, which claims to exempt us “from the exertions of a
newly rekindled concealment” BT, 2) — that is, which positively conceds the
need for posing again the question of the meaning of Being and thus holds us
back from the perplexity which we need. This conceament, this covering over
of the questionableness of the question, is al the more radical by virtue of its
having its roots, according to Heidegger’'s preliminary projection of the matter,
in ancient ontology itself. The very way in which the question was taken up by
the ancients and brought to its highest concealment of the question, that
forgottenness, into which later thought fell. The questionableness that belongs
to the question about Being must be not merely renewed but wrested from

conceal ment.

To restore such questionableness to the question about Being is
tantamount to undergoing that perplexity in which Eleatic Stranger found
himself, the perplexity regarding the meaning of Being, the perplexity through
which one can come into a genuine questioning about Being. What is required
for the movement into perplexity and hence for the engagement in the question

opened up by that movement — what such a beginning requires is a

135



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

confrontation with those prejudices that serve to conceal the questionableness of
the question. More precisely, what Heidegger undertakes is to invert these
prejudices in such a way that, rather than covering over the questionableness
and directing us away from it, they may come to point into that very
guestionableness. He seeks to invert themin such a way that they draw us into
perplexity, provoke a repetition of the questioning.

Heidegger considers three such prejudices. The first has to do with the
generality of the concept of Being, a generality of unlimited extent: Being is the
most general concept. However, Aristotle it was already evident that the
generality of the concept of Being is not the generality of a genus but transcends
all such generality. Being is a transcendental; and its peculiar generality, distinct
from “ordinary” generdlity, is something unfamiliar and problematic. The
generality of the concept of Being, rather than rendering it the clearest of al the
one least in need of becoming an issue for questioning, serves instead to exhibit

it as the most obscure, most questionable concept.

Heidegger gives a very brief yet suggestive sketch of the history of the
problem. He refers to Aristotle as having put the problem of Being on a
fundamentally new basis by grasping the unity of Being as a unity of analogy.
The reference is to Aristotle’s consideration of “being” as a being equivocal:
“being” has an equivocity by reference; its unity lies precisely in the reference
which every being has to Being. ’° Heidegger refers aso to the discussions of
this problem in the Thomist and Scotist schools. Findly, he insists that Hegel,
in defining “Being” as the “indeterminate immediate,” remains within the same

perspective as ancient ontology but no longer heeds Aristotle's problem of the

0 Metaphysics, 1V, 2; VII1. Regarding the limits of the designation of this unity as a unity of

analogy, see Joseph Owens, The Doctrine of Being in the Aristotelian Metaphysics
(Toronto: Pontifical Institute for Medieval Studies, 1957), 59.
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unity of Being as over against the multiplicity of “categories” ’* Even with
respect to Aristotle, Heidegger stresses that clarity regarding the relevant
categorical interconnections was not achieved. It is appropriate to ask within
what limits can Being and Time, in taking up the question of Being by way of
an analysis of Dasein, be regarded specificaly as a “repetition” of Aristotle's
thinking of the unity of analogy? Within what limits does the thinking of Being
as collected into unity by reference to Dasein correspond (as a “repetition”) to
Aristotle' s thinking of Being as collected into unity by reference to beings. 2

The second prejudice has to do with the indefinability of the concept
“Being.” This indefinability follows, Heidegger says, from the character of
“Being” as most general. Indeed, it follows in two ways. Firgt, if definition is by
means of genus and specific difference, then it will be impossible to define the
concept of “Being” since there is no higher or more general genus in which it
may be placed. The second way is expressed in a passage which Heidegger
cites from Pascal: “So in order to define Being it would be necessary to say ‘it
is and thus to employ in the definition the word defined” (BT, 4n).

Heidegger concludes abruptly: “’Being’ cannot in fact be conceived as a
being” (BT, 4). This is what indefinability of “Being” shows — rather than its
showing that the meaning of Being is no problem. The sense of the conclusion
is that Being cannot be determined as a definite being. It is not possible, by
definition or, more generally, by collection and division, to determine Being as

something more or less definite “’Being’ cannot be so determined as to be

™ The issue here raised with respect to Hegel’s thought is later elaborated and given

fundamental importance in Heidegger’s interpretation. Cf. “Hegels Begriff der Erfahrung,”
Holzwege [GA 5] (Frankfurt a.M.: Vittorio Klostermann, 1957), 141-43.

2 Cf. BT, 44-45. On the negative side, these limits have been worked out by Werner Marx,

Heidegger and the Tradition, tr. Theodore Kisiel and Murray Greene (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1971), 85-100.
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addressed asabeing” (“’Sein’ kann nicht so zur Bestimmtheit kommen, dal3 ihm
Seiendes zugesprochen wird” — BT, 4). Being cannot be conceived as a being
because cannot be conceived as having that determinateness which must be had
by a being. The indefinability of “Being” smply testifies to this lack of
determinateness and thus, rather than eliminating the question of the meaning of

Being, lights up the very questionableness of the meaning. 3

The third prgjudice proclaims “Being” the most self-evident concept.
Indeed, its sdlf-evidence is incontestable: we make use of “Being” constantly
and in every regard and understand what we mean by it. However, its
understandableness is “an average understandableness’ and serves only to
demonstrate how nonunderstandable it remains. What is crucial is the tension:
we live dways dready in an understanding of Being, an yet the meaning of
Being remains obscure, ® much so that we do not even raise the question
regarding what Being means. Like the ancient “story-tellers’ we congtantly tell
about beings and thus already understand what it means to be, yet are unable to
say what we mean in using the expression “being.” To experience thistension is
to undergo the perplexity prerequisite to taking up the question about Being
genuinely. It isto learn “not only that there is lacking an answer to the question
of Being but even that the question itself is obscure and without direction” (BT,
4). From our distance we have regjoined the Eleatic Stranger: “We, however,

who once thought we understood it, have now become perplexed.”

A marginal note from the “Huittenexemplar” comments on the statement “it can be inferred

only that ‘Being’ is not anything like a being.” The note reads: “no! rather: by means of
such conceptuality Begrifflichkeit] nothing can be decided regarding Being.” GA 2: 5.
Presumably, the note means that from the indefinability of Being one cannot even draw the
inference that Being is not abeing. Even thisinference goestoo far, which isto say that the
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F. The Structure of the Question of Being

Perplexity lets the question of the meaning of Being obtrude in that almost
empty form into which it has come to us today; it lets the question stand out so
as to show what it lacks namely, clarity and direction. At the same time,
perplexity prepares us to take up the question in the amost empty form that t
has for us — to take it as a trace of a genuine questioning about Being. We are
able to take up the question only to the extent that we can pose it; to pose it
appropriately (in other words, phenomenologically) isto let the structure which
belongs to the question unfold from the question itself. The task is, first, to
exhibit the formal structure of the question, that is, the structure which belongs
to it smply as a question; and, second, to show how that structure unfolds once
being exhibited, in distinction from the ways appropriate to beings, likewiseit is
necessary to take up in proper fashion that third structural moment in which
what is to be found out by the questioning, namely, the meaning of Being (der
Snn von Sein), requires its own conceptuality, in distinction from the concepts
appropriate to the determination of beings. Already Heidegger has indicated by
way of anticipation that this peculiar conceptuaity has something to do with the

way in which time can serve as a horizon for understanding.

The other structural moment, that which is questioned, is also determined
by the formal preunderstanding of Being: “Insofar as Being congtitutes what is
asked about and Being means Being of beings, beings themselves turn our to be
that which is questioned in the question of Being” (BT, 6). Beings are to be
made directly subject to interrogation; the questioning is to occupy itself with
them in such a way as to question them about Being. The question is: Which
beings are to be questioned? From which beings are we able to learn the

indefinability of Being proves to leave matters even more questionable than Heidegger's
1927 text allowed.
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meaning of Being, to read it off (ablesen)? Which beings provide a place where

Being and Time dedicated to the question of the meaning of Being, can
appropriately begin?

Findly, Heidegger focuses on dtill another structure, on a structural
connection of a somewhat different sort. He begins by asking: how must the
question of Being be worked out in order that it be posed inits full transparency
(in voller Durchsichtigkeit ihrer selbst)? The sense of the question isfocused in
the phrase “posed in its full transparency.” What does this mean? To pose a
guestion in its fully transparency isto pose it in such away that what isin play
in the questioning, what structures it and gives it its perspectives, gets made
explicit, transparent, rather than simply remaining implicit, covertly operative.
What, then, is in play, in this specific sense, in questioning about Being?
Heidegger answers: In such questioning there must come into play a certain
way of regarding Being, a certain conceptual means for understanding its
meaning, a choice as to which being isto serve as exemplary, and a certain way
of gaining access to that exemplary being. But all these elements that come into
play are smply modes of comportment of the questioner, that 5 modes of

Being of the questioner:

Regarding, understanding and conceiving, choosing,

access to are constitutive ways of comportment of the
questioning and therefore are modes of Being of a particular
being, of the being which we, the questioners, are ourselves.
(BT, 7).

What, then, is required in order that the question be posed in its full
transparency? What is required in order that its deployment be transparent?
Heldegger answers: It is necessary “to make transparent a being, the questioner,
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inits Being” (BT, 7). Thus, a transparent Fragestellung requires an explication
of the Being of the questioner.

It is precisaly this point that Heidegger introduces the word Dasein:

This being, which we ourselves are and which has questioning
as one of its posshbilities of Being, we denote as Dasein (BT,
7).

Dasein is thus posed as condtituting the place where Being and Time can
appropriately begin. The very deployment of the question is to commence with

an explication of Dasein in its Being.

But what does Heidegger mean by Dasein? Precisely what he says, and
nothing more. It is, first, the being which we ourselves are, the being which is
our own, a being which has the character of being someone's own, the character
of ownness; and it is, second, the being which has questioning as one of its
possibilities of Being, which, more specifically, has questioning about Being as
one of its possibilities of Being, that is Dasein is a being who Being is such that
it can question about Being. It is significant that the word is introduced at
precisely that point in the text at which there is broached a certain drawing of
the questioner into the question, the point at which a certain belongingness of
that being to that question of Being becomes consequential for the deployment
of that question.

But why Dasein and not smply man (Mensch)? Certainly there could be
no beings with the character of Dasein who would not aso be men, nor
conversely. The point is that the designation Dasein is open to a radicaly
different way of thematizing the being so designated, in contrast to a
designation such as man, in which a virtually uncontrollable complex of
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presuppositions is operative, most notably, those connected with the
determination of man as “rational animal.” " If, on the other hand, one takes this
being as “subject,” so narrowing on€’ s sights asto regard thisbeing as abare |,
then one has presupposed too little”™ — one has taken for granted something
essentially less than that peculiar circularity in which Being and Time is to
begin, the circularity which at this point in the text has just begun to unfold. To
designate this being as Dasein is precisely to place it in that circularity, to place
it from the outset in relation to Being; to designate it thus is to prepare an
interrogation of it asthe Da of Sein, as the place of questioning about Being.

What, precisely, is the structural connection on which Heidegger wants to

focus in raising the question of transparency? He formulates it thus:

The asking of this question, as mode of Being of abeing, is
itself essentially determined by that about which it asks — by
Being (BT, 7).

The asking is not smply distinct from that which is asked about, the
guestioning not simply over against what is questioned. Rather, the two sides of
the question are intrinsically connected, so thoroughly interconnected that the
very deportment of the question cannot but be engaged aready in answering it,
disrupting the simple opposition between asking and answering. "

4 BT, 315f. The inappropriateness of taking that being (which we are) asan | (as a subject in

the modern metaphysical sense) is an issue which Heidegger repeatedly takes up in the
course of Being and Time in such away that the issue gets clarified at progressively more
fundamental levelsin the course of the work (e.g., BT, 46, 114-117, es315-323) Cf. F.W.
von Herrmann, Subjekt und Dasein (Frankfurt aM.: Vittorio Klostermann, 1974), 15-43.

> This connection is indicated in a general way by Harold Alderman, “Heidegger: The

Necessity and Structure of the Question of Being.” Philosophy Today 14 (1970), 143.

"®  However, the precise connection between the question of Being and Dasein as a

questioning comportment to Being is not made explicit
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It might, as Heidegger notes, be charged that this connection amounts to a
vicious circularity: in order to determine the meaning of Being, in order even to
deploy the question transparently, one must explicate Dasein in its Being; and
yet, abeing could be explicated in it Being only if one aready knew what Being
means. Heidegger counters the charge by appeaing to our aways already
granted understanding of the meaning of Being. Either the circle is such that
“what is decisive is not to get out of the circle but to come into it in the right
way’ (BT, 153), that is, is is acircle prescribed by the very relatedness of the
guestioner to what is questioned; or else, if circularity is regarded more
straightforwardly, it must be insisted that facticaly there is no such circle: we
live constantly within an aready granted understanding of the meaning of
Being; we always have already an implicit understanding sufficient to direct the
determining of a being in its Being without already having at one’s disposal any
explicit concept of Being, because that vague, average understanding of Being
in which we always dready move grants us the way into the circle; or,
aternatively considered, it grants us the basis from which the “presuppositions’
can be developed, from which the requisite preliminary understarding of Being
can grow. What is required is that one leap into the circle, that is, that one take
up and set in motion in the proper way one's being already in the circle; or,
aternatively considered, that one engage in that peculiar, radical relatedness
that belongs to the question of Being, the relatedness back and forth between its

two dimensions:

In the question of the meaning of Being thereis no “circular
reasoning” but rather aremarkable “ rel atedness backward or
forward” which what we are asking about (Being) bearsto the
guestioning itself as a mode of Being of abeing (BT, 8).
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Thus, it has again become evident — now in a more originary way — that
Being and Time begins within the already granted understanding of Being.
Such understanding of Being, Heidegger now says explicitly, “belongs to the
essential congtitution of Dasein” (BT, 8). Being and Time can begin within the
already granted understanding of Being by beginning with Dasein. And because
of where Being and Time begins, there is no circle of the kind that could be

brought forth as an objection.

Isit, then, to be concluded that Dasein has a certain priority that entitles it
to serve as exemplary being in the working-out of the question of Being? Not
yet. Though Heidegger grants that a certain priority has announced itself, he
insgststhat Dasein’s priority has not yet been demonstrated.

G. Fundamental Ontology

The task to which section 3 is devoted has to do with “the ontological
priority of the question of Being.” What kind of priority is at issue is in the
order of grounding, the kind of priority that a ground has with respect to that
which it grounds. To say that questioning about Being has such priority means
that questioning about Being is the discipline that grounds other kinds of
guestioning. But why is this priority an ontological priority? Because what this
discipline most directly grounds is al other ontological questioning, all other
ontologies. To say that the question of Being has ontological priority amounts
to saying that the discipline in which this question is worked out constitutes

fundamental ontology.

It is the task of section 3 to exhibit this priority (though only in the degree
and manner befitting an introduction). As such, section 3 may appropriately be
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regarded as a supplement or positive counterpart to section 1. Thus, whereas
section 1 exhibits the questionableness of the meaning of Being by so inverting
the traditional prejudices as to lead into perplexity, section 3 indicates that the
question of the meaning of Being so underlies the entire edifice of knowledge
that perplexity over the question about Being must eventually spread to all

scientific knowledge.

Every science presupposes a demarcation of the region of beings to which
it is directed as well as an establishing of the basic structure of that region by
means of certain basic concepts. Initialy this demarcating and establishing are
done “roughly and naively” in terms of prescientific experience. But in the
course of scientific research, the basic concepts of a science get brought into
question by the results of that research, and it is precisely then that the most

important kind of development takes place:

Therea “movement” of the sciences takes place when their
basic concepts undergo a more or less radical revision which is
transparent to itself. The level which a science has reached is
determined by how far it is capable of acrissin its basic
concepts. (BT, 9).

It is especidly in the wake of such crises that the need for a genuine
grounding of science is discerned. What such grounding requires is a rigorous,
ontologica determination of those beings to which the science is directed, that
is, a determination of these beings with regard to their Being in such away asto
establish rigoroudy the basic corcepts of the science, in contrast to the rough
and naive way in which such concepts first arise. Heidegger describes such

grounding:
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Laying the ground for the sciences in thisway is different in
principle from the kind of “logic” which limps aong after,
investigating the status of some science asit chancesto find it,
in order to discover its “method.” Laying the ground, as we
have described it, is rather a productive logic — in the sense
that it leaps ahead, as it were, into some area of Being,
disclosesit for the first time in the constitution of its Being,
and, after thus arriving at the structures within it, makes these
available to the positive sciences as transparent assignments
for their inquiry (BT, 10).

The sciences require their corresponding grounding disciplines, their
appropriate regional ontologies. But, in turn, the regional ontologies themselves
require grounding by means of a discipline in which the question of the

meaning of Being is taken up:

Ontologica inquiry isindeed more primordial, as over against
the ontical inquiry of the positive sciences. But it remains itself
naive and opaque if in its researches into the Being of beings it
fails to discuss the meaning of Being in general (BT, 11).

Regional ontologies need to be grounded in fundamental ontology. It is thus
that the task of grounding, intrinsic to the character of scientific research, points

back to the task of taking up the question of the meaning of Being.

H. Dasen

The issue of section 4 is the priority of Dasein — thet is, Heidegger here
undertakes to show that Dasein has a priority among beings such that it is

capable of serving as the exemplary being for the question of Being.
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Dasain is that being which we ourselves are (a being characterized by
“mineness’) and which can question — which, to retain the generative context,
can question about Being. The latter of these two characters provides the point
of departure for exhibiting the priority of Dasein: Dasein is to be considered
primarily in terms of its questioning comportment toward Being. The exhibition
of the structure of this comportment involves two mgor stages. The
comportment is to be exhibited in relation to Dasein’s comportment to itself

and in relation to Dasein’ s comportment to beings other than itself.

It is of crucia importance that Dasein’s comportment with respect to
itself is not a comporting of one being toward another being with which it is or
becomes identical. On the contrary, Dasein’s comportment with respect to itself
is a comportment with respect to its Being. Heidegger offers a series of

characterizations of this comportment.

Fird, it is said that Dasein is distinctive among beings (i.e., ontically
distinctive) by the fact “that for this being in its Being this Being itsdlf is at
issue [daf3 es diesem Seienden in seinem Sein um dieses Sain selbst geht]” (BT,
12). Thissays. Dasein is such that its Being is at issue. In other words, it is such
as to comport itsdlf to its Being as something at issue and such that the
comportment itself is permeated with the peculiar character of being “at issue.”
But anything that is at issue is thereby problematic, questionable in the most
concrete sense. Dasein’'s comportment to its Being is a questioning
comportment — not in the sense that Dasein continually raises explicit questions
about its Being but rather in the sense that the questionableness of its Being is
continually being lived through, regardless of the extent to which it gets taken

as a basis from which to raise explicit questions.
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Second, Dasein is said to be such “that in its Being it has a relationship of
Being toward this Being” (BT, 12). This says: Dasein’s Being is not something
which it merely has (in some more or less indefinite sense of “possession”), but
rather in its comportment to its Being there is a peculiar duality. Dasein is not
merely in its Being, but rather in its Being it aso, on the other hand, relates
itself to that Being. Dasein is not merely established in a certain determinacy,
i.e., does not merely have certain determinations (for example, in the way that a
thing has color, shape, texture); but rather, in being established in a certain
determinacy, it aso relates itself to that being-so-established, i.e., relates itself
to the having of the determination. Furthermore, Dasein relates itself to its
Being (i.e, to its being-established, to its having of certain determinations) in
such a manner that its Being is held at issue for it. Further till, this relating
itself (comportment) to its Being is “a relationship of Being” (Seinsverhaltnis);
this means that the comportment itself belongs to the Being of Dasein, that the
comportment belongs to that toward which it is a comportment. Hence, not only
is Dasein’s Being distinct from that of things — that is, to venture an example,
one is not courageous in the same way that a couch is yellow but rather in such
a way that one's being courageous is something constantly at issue in every
decison — but also it is such as to resst the operation of the logic governing

things' having properties.

Third, it is sad that “Dasein understands itself in its Being in some
manner or other and with some degree of explicitness’ (BT, 12). Thus, Dasein’s
comportment to its Being, its “having” that Being as something at issue for it, is
named “understanding.” I is important to observe what understanding, thus
defined, isnot. It is not an affair specifically of thought or conceptual knowing,
if for no other reason than that the “distance” which such would require is here

lacking. Furthermore, understanding is rot a relation of knowing between two
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beings but rather a relation (comportment) between a being (Dasein) and its
Being. Yet, even this allows too much distance; understanding is not something
stretched, as it were between Dasein and its Being so as to join them but rather

is Dasein’sway of being its Being. Dasain is in its Being understandingly.

Fourth, it issaid, “it is characteristic of this being that with and through its
Being this[Being] isdisclosed to it (BT, 12). Dasein’s understanding of Being,
its comportment toward its Being, its having its Being as something at issue for
it — al these are a matter of disclosedness, of Dasein’s having its Being
disclosed to it. Yet, this multiple articulation of the matter indicates that such
disclosedness is not to be identified as a sheer unproblematic presence, on the
side of what is disclosed (Being), or as an untroubled gazing on, on the side of
that being (Dasein) to which it is disclosed. With the through Dasein’s way of
being its Being, that Being is disclosed; more precisely, Dasein’s way of being
its Being is identical with that Being's being disclosed to Dasein. Dasein isin
its Being disclosingly. Dasein is the place (the “Da”) where its own Being
(Sain) is disclosed.

Thus, Dasein’s relatedness to its Being has been characterized in four
ways: (1) as Dasein’s questioning comportment to its Being, (2) as Dasain’s
having its Being as something held at issue for it, (3) as Dasein’s understanding
its Being, and (4) as Dasain's having its Being disclosed. All these
characterizations serve to establish the priority of Dasein; they exhibit Dasein
asthe place of a prephilosophical (1) questioning about Being, (2) having Being
a issue, (3) understanding of Being, and (4) disclosure of Being. Thus,
Heidegger says that Dasein is ontically distinctive by its ontological, or rather,
preontological — that is, that it sustains prephilosophicaly a peculiar
comportment to Being, by virtue that it is (preontologically) as an
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understanding of its Being. This entails thet, insofar as questioning about Being
is specifically a questioning about the Being of Dasain, it is something already
prefigured in Dasein itself as questioning comportment to its Being. Explicit
philosophical questioning about the Being of Dasein is merely a “developed”
form of that comportment which Dasein always aready has to its own Being.

At this point it first becomes possible to clarify the curious title that
Heidegger give to section 4: “The Ontical Priority of the Question of Being.”
The title is curious because it seems not to designate what section 4 actualy
establishes, namely, the priority of Dasein (and not that of the question of
Being). What, then, is the character of priority to which reference is made to the
title? The priority is again (as with the ontological priority of the question of
Being) a priority in the order of grounding: the question of Being ground
guestioning as such. But now the grounding is of an ontic sort, that is, a
grounding pertaining to beings, a grounding in which the ground exhibited is a
being. What kind of ontic ground does questioning presuppose? It presupposes
a questioner, a being that capable of questioning, that is, Dasein. Yet, Dasein’s
fundamental comportment is precisely a questioning comportment to Being —
that is, Dasein is as a prephilosophical questioning of Being — that is Dasein is
identical with the (prephilosophical) question of Being itself. Granted the
distinctive priority of Dasein (which section 4 actualy establishes), to say that
guestioning presupposes Dasein is to say that it presupposes the question of
Being, not as the theme of an ontology but ontically, as the constitution of a
being.’’

Heidegger concludes the consideration of Dasein’s comportment to its

Being by focusing on one of the four characterizations: “Understanding of

""" René Descartes, Principia Philosophiae, I, Priority. 51; cf. (BT, 92ff.).
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Being by focusing on one of the four characterizations: “Understanding of
Being is itsalf a determinateness-of-Being of Dasein (BT, 12). Dasein has a
certain ontological determinateness, and it is precisely this determinateness that
all four characterizations present. The crucia point is that this determinateness
is not a matter of determinations in the sense of properties or definite
characteristics; Dasein’s essence is not a matter of its possessing a determinate
character (a “what”) or certain determinate features. Dasein’'s proper
determinateness is neither the determinateness of substance (e.g., as “a thing
which is in such a way that it needs no other thing in order to be” "®) nor the
determinateness of subject (e.g., as “that whose Being [essence] consists simply
in the fact that it posits itsalf as being” ’°). Rather, the essence of Dasein liesin it
peculiar comportment to its Being, in the fact that “it has its Being to be.” That
Being to which Dasein so comports itself, the Being of Dasein, Heidegger calls

“existence” (Existenz); the essence of Dasein lies in its existence.

The relatedness expressed by saying that Dasein exists, its relatedness to
its Being, proves to be in a sense the foca point for the entire Analytic of
Dasain, the kernel from which in the course of that Analytic everything will be
unfolded. Even at the outset Heidegger indicates something of the complexity
of thisrelation, of its resistance to traditional concepts and traditional language.
Such an indication is perhaps most pointedly traced in the following statement,
to part of which attention has aready been drawn:

But then it belongs to the constitution of Dasein’ sBeing
[Seinsverfassung des Daseing] that in its Being it has a
relation-of-Being [Seinsverhéltnig] to this Being. (BT, 12).

8 Fichte, Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre, vol. 1 of Werke, 97.

9 SeeFichte, Erste Einleitung in die Wissenschaftsiehre, vol. 1 of Werke, 440f.; also Zweite
Einleitung, ibid., 498-500.
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In this statement the word Being occurs four times, in each occurrence its
function is different. These different functions can be clustered around this
guestion: what is Dasein’s Being? — even though the impropriety is in a sense
precisaly what is at issue. In each occurrence of the word Being, this question is
answered differently.

There is reference, first of al, to a state regarding which one could say:
Dasein is “in its Being.” Dasein would be in its Being in actually being
something or other. Accordingly, Dasein’s Being would consist simply in what
Dasein in a particular ingtance is. But, second, Dasein is said to be related “to
thisBeing” — that is, in its Being, Dasein sustains at the same time a relatedness
to its Being. In this respect, then, Dasein’s Being would be that to which
Dasein has such a relatedness — one term, so to speak, of the relation, over
agang Dasein as the other term. Yet, third, that relation is designated as a
relation-of-Being (Seinsverhdltnis). In this regard, Dasein’s Being would, then,
consist precisely in its relating itself. The point is, then, that Dasein’s Being
involves al three of these connections. Dasein is in its Being in such away as
to sustain to its Being a relatedness in which its Being consists. These three
connections, expressing in a very preliminary way the three ecstasies of
temporality (having-been, future, and present, respectively), are gathered up in
the remaining occurrence, the first one in the statement, the reference to “the
constitution of Dasein’s Being.” This gathering is precisely what the Analytic
of Dasein isto work out.

Yet, the Analytic of Dasain is directed not merely to the Being of Dasein
but to Being as such, even if in that Analytic Dasein is to serve as the
exemplary being. It is thus necessary, at least, that from Dasein’s comportment

to its own Being there be unfolded a comportment also to the Being of beings
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other than Dasein. Only the very briefest indication of this direction is given in

the introductory discourse.

Heidegger writes: “Being in a world belongs essentially to Dasein” (BT,
13). For anything to belong essentially to Dasein requires that it be essentially
connected with that determinateness which Dasein is; and for being in a world
to belong essentialy to Dasein requires that in comporting itsalf disclosedly
toward its own Being, Dasein also comports itself to aworld — to such an extent
that the latter comportment belongs integrally to the former. Being in aworld is
not something added on alongside Dasein’s comportment to its Being; but
rather, in comporting itself to its Being (i.e., in being Dasein), it isdready in a

world.

Heidegger elaborates:

Thus Dasein’s understanding of Being concerns
equiprimordialy the understanding of something like “world”
and the understanding of the Being of the beings which
become accessible within aworld (BT, 13).

Dasein’s understanding of Being is, hence, not an understanding merely of its
own Being but aso of the Being of beings within the world, of being whose
congtitution is other than that of Dasein. Thus, questioning about the Being of
beings other than Dasein is no less rooted in Dasein’s preontological
understanding than is questioning about the Being of Dasein. To the extent that
these two moment form a unity, Dasein’s preontological understanding is of
Being as such; and ontology as such isjust a“development” of that questioning

comportment which Dasein is:
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But then the question of Being is nothing but the radicalization
of an essentia tendency-of-Being which belongsto Dasein
itself, the preontological understanding of Being (BT, 15).

Dasein isthe place of the disclosure of Being as such. An analytic of Dasein, an
existential analytic, is consequently not just a preliminary step toward taking up
the question of Being but is, rather, itself already a taking-up. The existential
analytic is not merely preparatory for “fundamental ontology” but is aready
fundamental ontology; as Heidegger stresses, fundamental ontology must be
sought in the existentia analytic.

Where does Being and Time begin? It begins at that place where we
already are, that place which Dasein is, the place of the understanding of Being.
But in the beginning this place is a fragile unity, for it remains origin be shown
how Dasein's understanding of its own Being belongs together with its
understanding of the Being of beings who constitution is other than that of
Dasein. At mog, it is clear that Dasein’s comportment with respect to itself and
its comportment with respect to other beings are not to be explicated — neither
separately nor in their way of belonging together — in certain philosophically
familiar ways. Dasein’s comportment with respect to itself is neither a self-
positing nor a self-consciousness; it is not any kind of relationship between one
being and another being with which it would be or would become identical; it is
not even the turning upon itself of a self-identical act.2° Asaresult, the question
of how Dasein’s comportment with respect to itself belongs together with its
comportment with respect origin other beings cannot be identified with, for
instance, the question of how knowledge of objects. What is crucia is that
Dasein’s comportment wit respect to itself is a comportment toward its Being,

80 \Vom Wesen der Wahrheit, GA 34 (Frankfurt aM.: Vittorio Klostermann, 1961), 27.
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for this prevents Dasein’s turning from being regarded as a turning back into
the establishment of self-identity; Dasein’s unrest is more radical than any that
could be attributed to a subject. In turn, the question of how Dasein's
comportment with respect to itself belongs together with its comportment with
respect to other beings is prevented from issuing in the demand for conformity
of object to subject. Even in its beginning Being and Time has, as Heidegger
|later says, already left behind “all subjectivity.”

But how, then, do the two items belong together? How is it that, in
comporting itself to its own Being, Dasein comports itself to the Being of other
beings? The clue lays in that other item which Heidegger introduces aongside
the Being of beings other than Dasein — namely, world. Because Dasein’s
comportment toward its own Being is essentially connected to the structuration
of world as that within which beings are accessible in their Being, that place
which Dasein is proves to be a unity.®? The task is to exhibit Dasein as Being:
in-the-world (cf. BT, 41).

Where does Being and Time begin? It begins at the place of the disclosure
of Being, that place where Dasein is. It begins by coming into the circle, by
engaging in the circling intrinsic to the question of Being itself. What is this
beginning? What is this way into the circle? It is a projecting which takes its
directives from the traces of the question — a projecting of the place of the
beginning. It is a projecting of Dasein as the place of prephilosophical
guestioning about Being, having Being at issue, understanding of Being,
disclosure of Being. The beginning of Being and Time is a projecting of the

81 |t should be noted, however, that as Being and Time proceeds to more original levels of

guestioning the problem of unity has repeatedly to be posed again, namely, in connection
with the consideration of care, of death, and of temporality.

8 On Timeand Being, 61.
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place where it begins — aprojecting of Dasein in its appropriateness as the place
of beginning. Being and Time begins by measuring out the place of contention

regarding Being.

In atext first published in 1966 under the title “The End of Philosophy
and the Task of Thinking,” Heldegger writes of his

Attempt, undertaken again and again since 1930, to give the
guestioning in Being and Timeamore originary
[anfanglicher] form. This means: to submit the beginning of
the question in Being and Timeto an immanent critique.

I. Heidegger's Twofold Task

If Heidegger has found important supplementary nodes of Being that
determine our existence in the world, one may wonder why he regards the age-
old commitment to the ontology of Vorhandenheit (occurrence) as so fateful a
mistake that he comes back to it again and again. If his predecessors omitted
something of importance, is it not enough to supply what is omitted, without
harping so much on the omission? The point, however, is that ssimply supplying
what is omitted will not do. What is needed is rather a complete revision in two
respects. The first concerns the interpretation of the history of philosophy; the
second concerns the proper search for the conception of Being itsdlf, that is,
Heidegger’s actual enterprise. Thisis the twofold task that Heidegger has set for
himsdlf in Being and Time, the task he calls the “Ontological Analytic of Dasein
as Laying Bare the Horizon for an Interpretation of the Meaning of Being in
General” and the task of “ Destroying the History of Ontology” (see BT, 36-39).
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A clarification of this twofold task, even if sketchy, will provide a better
understanding of Heidegger’s project as such. Let us start with the second task,
the task of destroying the history of ontology. Heidegger is not out to do
violence to history or to badger his predecessors for their blindness. The
German word “Destruktion” is not as violent as its English counterpart. This
“destruction” is not a deconstruction, as some people would have it nowadays,
but an analysis intended to show where the decisive steps of the derailment took
place in Kant, Descartes, and Aristotle. Heidegger does not have the
deconstructionists detachment from tradition: he thinks it can be mastered and
rectified even while acknowledging that the “missteps’ were inevitable. His
emphasis on continuity in the history of Being (through all historica
vicissitudes) also speaks againgt recruiting him for the now fashionable
“historicist” camp. A historicist Heidegger could not regard himself as the
rightful heir of Parmenides, the discoverer of the tie between Being and
thinking; he could not look for any continued problems through different
periods of history, but would only notice curious doxographical coincidences
that are as external and as accidenta as the resemblance between a triceratops

and arhinoceros.

Heidegger’s concern is rather with “unraveling” the history of ontology to
show the decisive steps that lead to the dominance of the ontology of
Vorhandenheit and to the forgetfulness of Being, that is, to the pregjudice that
Being has no concrete meaning because it is the “most general of generadlities’
(BT, 29). If in the past this prejudice was derived in one way or another from
Aristotelian ontology’s view that Being transcends the categories and can
therefore have no “real” content, today it rests on the view that Being applies
indifferently to whatever we may introduce by the existentiad operator or

include in our universe of discourse.
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What Heidegger finds most fateful in the development of Western
philosophy is, to repeat, the orientation toward Being as “redity” or
“thinghood” (BT, 96), for this makes the world a sum total of independently
existing entities that exist for observing subjects insofar as those subjects
manage to make contact with them. He blames this ontology for al the
difficulties philosophers have been unable to solve through the many turns that
philosophy has taken since its origin with the Greeks, difficulties that did not
end when philosophy became *“subject-centered” in the CartesanKantian
tradition. If there are basically two separate entities, subject and object, that
occur side by side, the question of how contact is possible between the thinking
subject and independently existing objects remains an insoluble problem, even
if one grants that the subject somehow bestows the “form” or the “meaning” on
the dbjects. For the question remains. How can there be truth if it is conceived
of as the correspondence between our thoughts (or the content of our
consciousness) and the outside world? In other words, what guarantees the
objectivity of our subjective impressions? Even the critical realist remains
saddled with the question of what we can know about the world and, most of
all, with the problem of how we can even be sure of the existence of the “world
outside us.” In spite of his “Copernican turn” toward subjectivity, Kant left the
main feature of ancient ontology intact: the centrality of substance, the
thinghood of the thing, remained uncontested. That is to say, for Kant the
independent substance that persists through time remains the fundamenta
building block of al reality. The independent “thing” that is deat with and
categorized in al our experience and determined by scientific thought remains
inits very being separate from the subject. In particular, the attempt to prove the
existence of the external world is treated by Heidegger as a clear indication that
Kant had not questioned the basis of traditional ontology rigorously enough.
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Theidedlist, in turn, seems to be condemned to immanentism, the problem
of explaining the “transcendence” of objects in relation to our minds such that it
makes sense even to talk about the natural world outside us. All these problems
arise, Heidegger tells us; only if one posits a fundamental rift between the
isolated subject or “mind” and an independently existing realm of objects. Such
arift for Heidegger is not a necessary presupposition; it is rather the result of
the philosopher’s mistaken “theoretical stance” and leads to what Heidegger
calls a “splitting asunder of the phenomena’ (BT, 170). There is no way to get
beyond the split between what occurs inside us and what occurs outside so long

as “occurrence alongside’ isthe only available ontological category.

Because in theoria we merely “gaze’ a what appears as an isolated
object, we are led to take this “refication’ as the natural way of being of that
“object.” Such a dissociated perspective is quite justified for the “theoretical
view” so long as we do not forget that it is neither an artificial isolating
perspective nor one that is even capable of doing justice to the other ways in
which things are “given” to us. Because for centuries the theoretical stance had
been regarded as the only one worthy of the philosopher-scientist, no other way
of understanding, and at the same time, therefore, no other way of Being of
objects, was ever taken into consideration. The ontology of “merely occurring
things’ is therefore cut back by Heidegger and relegated to the scientist’s
gpecia point of view as a “founded mode” or derivative understanding of
Being. This derivative point of view, which treats us as initialy worldless
subjects who somehow establish cognitive contact with separate objects, ought
rather to be understood as a special version of the more original way of
understanding ourselves as beings with a world that is characterized as a

“being-among” or involvement in the world of the ready-to-hand.
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The promised “destruction” of the history of ontology, as Heidegger had
initially planned it, was never carried out (see BT, 64). Part |l of Being and
Time, which was to contain adiscussion of “Kant’s doctrine of schematism and
time,” “the ontological foundation of the ‘cogito sum’ of Descartes,” and
“Aristotle’s essay on time, as providing a way of discriminating the
phenomenal basis and limits of ancient ontology,” never appeared and can be, at
best, reconstructed from some of his later writings. It seems clear that the
treatment of history itself was not the stumbling block. Heidegger found himself
increasingly at a loss as to how to complete his first task, the “laying bare of the
horizon for an interpretation of the meaning of Being as such,” for he never
published the missing Division 111 or Part | of Being and Time, the division he
claimed he had merely “held back” (BT, 17) when he was forced to publish his
manuscript sooner than planned. This division was to bring the “reversal” of
Being and Time that is, “Time and Being.” Why Heidegger was so dissatisfied
with this last part perhaps will never been known, since he did not consent to
have it included in his posthumous edition. We will not try to enter any
speculations here, but will try to follow Heidegger in hisinitial project asfar as
he took it.

The gravest consequence of the omission of a proper understanding of
Being in the ontology of occurrence is that it does not permit the development
of what one might call a dynamic rather than a static ontology. It cannot lead to
a proper development of the conception of time or temporality as Heidegger
envisagesit. To work out this concept is the ultimate talk of Being and Time as
we have it. We have seen that for Heidegger a human being is never an isolated,
worldless subject, but is an entity that in its very essence is congtituted by its
world. We have to see what this means. So far, the modes objects Being of the
occurrert, the ready-to-hand, being-with, and being-onesalf do not seem to form
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ameaningful whole. Nor do they form a unity if one looks at the corresponding
kinds of understanding in which they are grounded: theoretica understanding,
practical concern, solicitude, and the many ways of comportment toward one’'s
own self. All these modes of comportment are, as Heidegger explains, different
kinds of “-sights,” different kinds of “enlightenment” about the world. Up to
this point in his anaysis they do not form any unity that would constitute
anything like the meaning of Being. We seem to have only different ways of
understanding beings, just as Husserl’s phenomenological anayss. |If
Heidegger had gone no further, the only difference between him and Husserl
would be that Heidegger fastened on different “root types’ of understanding,
with an emphasis on our direct involvement in the world rather than on

“intuiting” the essences of beings in consciousness.

But Heidegger did not leave matters here. First of al, he introduces a
unifying term — “care’ — to designate the basic feature in us that congtitutes al
our involvements in the world BT, Div. I, Ch. 6). It is the analysis of the
structure of care that allows him to claim that our Being is a the same time
“Being-in-the-world” as an organic whole. This holistic conception of “care”
must take account of the overall sense we give to our existence as Being-in-the-
world by virtue of which it is an integrated whole. The decisive characteristics
in our relation to the world as such, which includes ourselves as our ultimate
point of reference, is conditioned by the care that alows us to treat everything
as part of our project in the largest sense of the word. This feature leads object
the temporal interpretation of the structure of our Being-in-the-world. We
project ourselves, our whole existence, into the world and understand ourselves
as well as everything in the world in terms of the possibilities within the design
or “projection” that we make of ourselves. (Since the trarslation of Entwurf as
“projection” [see BT, 184] may suggest wrong associations with psychological
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projection, “design” in the sense of an architect’s blueprint is perhaps a less

misleading synonym.)

Everything we are dealing with finds its meaning within this projection,
and things have a meaning only insofar as they form part of it. Within this
“project” we make of ourselves, everything has its meaning and thereby its
Being. The design is, as the term suggests, directed into the future: we project
ourselves into an anticipated future as the ultimate am of our endeavors. But
thisis not the only temporal dimension that is at work in our projection, because
our projection is not a free choice of the future. According to Heidegger, we
cannot make any such projections without an existing understanding of the
world and ourselves in it, an understanding determined by the past with us, as
one carries weighty memories, but we always aready understand ourselves and
our projects in terms of the past and out of the past. Findly, in al our
enterprises, whatever they may be, we are tied to the present, because we are in
and with the world that immerses us and ties us down to our everyday
endeavors. The immersion by the here and now constitutes our (for the most
part) inescapable involvement in the inauthentic, or “faling” way of
understanding the world in terms of the One (BT, 8827, 71).

This, in a nutshell, is the structure Heidegger calls our “tempordity.” By
temporality he does not mean that we are, as are all other things, confined to
time, nor that we have a sense of time, but rather that we exist as three temporal
dimensions a once: is the being ahead of ourselves into the future, drawing on
our past, while being concerned with the present that constitutes our Being. The
way we project ourselves into the future (ahead of ourselves) while taking with
us our past (being already in) in our immersion into the present (being at home
with) is what Heidegger designates as the ekstases of temporality. There is
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nothing “ecstatic” about this. All it means is that we are aready “extended”
outward in tempora dimensions and so are never contained in a“punctual” here
and now (see BT, 370ff.).

Since we are neither static points in a preexisting indifferent universe nor
confined to a segment of an infinite arrow of time, but are instead entities
whose very understanding makes up the temporal dimensions of our existence,
this temporality is the transcendental condition of Dasein’s having a universe of
meaningful beings. The “meaning of Being” as our understanding constitutes it
is thus grounded in the tempora structure that underlies our understanding.
Tempordlity in this sense was to provide the foundation for Heidegger’s further
analysis of the “transcendental horizon” of Being as such, that is to say, of the
Being that goes beyond Dasein itself. Dasein provides access to Being in
understanding insofar as we disclose |, but our understanding neither isidentical
to Being as such nor does it create it. How Heldegger had planned to complete
this step toward an analysis of Being as such is not clear. The published portion
of Being and Time breaks off after the repetition of the analysis of everydayness
in terms of temporality, the explanation of our concern with history, and the

accounts of our “historicality” and of the everyday conception of time.

It would require an extensive survey of Heidegger’'s later writings, sailing
out on the high sea of speculation, to find out why he did not take the last step
from Dasein’s temporality to Being when he wrote Being and Time. At best we
know that the path on which he trod took a turn. At one point, he mentioned the
difficulties language presented.® This would be a genuine problem, because the

8 A revised later version of his lectures in 1927, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology,

supplements Being and Time but does not carry the promised “reversal” or “turn” much
further. Heidegger’ slate remarks, On Time and Being, tr. J. Stambaugh (New Y ork: Harper
& Row, 1972), contain some comments by the later Heidegger on the difficulties of the
younger one: “[1t] must still in away speak the language of metaphysics.”
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language and the concepts that describe the “horizon of intelligibility” would
necessarily be derived from the language and concepts we use to describe the
realms of the beings that are contained within that horizon. We would have to
describe the conditions of al understanding — of Being as such — in terms of
what is conditioned by the horizon, that is, the foundations in terms of what is

founded on them. It is doubtful that this can be done in a nonmetaphoric way.

In later years, Heidegger seems to have become increasingly skeptical
about the enterprise of afundamental ontology that “lays bare” the structures of
Being as such, since this now seems to him a kind of “foundational” enterprise
that reeks of metaphysics, the project of establishing an ultimate basis for all
things. To make human understanding the key to such a transcendental
investigation carries such dangers in itself, for it somehow suggest that we are
in control of the Being of al beings, if the sense of whatever is given depends
on our understanding.

If Heldegger seems to develop a kind of transcendental anthropocentrism
in Being and Time as | have tried to show, we must also emphasize the fact
that, for him, this can be only half the story. For it is only in a limited sense up
to us how we understand the Being of al beings.Heidegger's “light-* and
“dght-metaphors,” and such terminology as “disclosedness’ and
“unconcealment,” show that we do not create our own universe, not even its m.
the intelligibility resides as much in the “things’ encountered themselves as in
the understanding residing in us, and this “fittingness’ is not due to any merit of
ours. Enlightenment (Lichtung) is something that smply happens to us, and in
this sense Being is quite out of our control. But then again, the whole idea
“control” is a dominant, and often hindering, Western paradigm. For Heidegger,
it is an opening or a free gift; al we can try to do is appropriate it (accept it) in
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an authentic understanding. Heidegger always insisted that there is Being only
as long as there is the understanding of Being in Dasein, but that the entities
themselves do not depend on that understanding BT, 269ff.). That we are
passive recipients of Being seems to be a strong argument against recent
attempts to interpret Heidegger as a predecessor of the “new pragmatism” that
would make Being a matter of socia construction. Heidegger would agree that
ontically every epoch articulates (constructs) its own interpretations, but that
does not justify a pragmatist conception of ontology itself. He warned against
our present-day submission to the spirit or technology. What sense can such
warnings and the wistful claim that “only a god can save us’ make in the mouth

of apragmatist?®*

Why we are enlightened entities, why Being “speaksto us,” is shrouded in
mystery for Heidegger, a mystery he tended to express in increasingly
mystifying and poetic terms in his later writings. It is undeniable that his
increasing skepticism about the feasibility of transcendental reasoning as such,
and his conviction that Dasein is confined to the “receiving end” of Being,
represents a major shift in Heidegger’ s thinking after Being and Time That this
“turn” is a radical shift away from the project of Being and Time can
nevertheless be doubted with good reasons. In his preface to the edition of
1953, Heidegger reaffirmed that “the road it has taken remains even today a
necessary one, if our Dasein isto be stirred by the question of Being” (BT, 17).
Who isto contradict this testimony?

84 “Nur noch ein Gott kann uns retten.” (“Only A God Can Save Us”) Interview in Der
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Chapter 6

HEIDEGGER AND THEOLOGY

Heidegger’s thought was from the start deeply interwoven with religious
and theological concerns. We have recently learned from the searching
historical investigations of Hugo Ott the details of Heidegger’s early upbringing
and education in the Catholic Church. Heidegger was born in the conservative,
Catholic farmlands of southern, central Germany, which stood across a quaint
little courtyard not 40 meters from the Heidegger house. The Heidegger family
was steadfastly loyal to the church in the controversy that followed the First
Vatican Council when “liberal” Catholics rejected the proclamation of papal
infalibility. The youthful Heidegger, brilliant and pious, was marked from the
start for the Catholic priesthood. Through a series of scholarships funded by the
church, one of which was intended for students seeking to do doctoral work on
Thomas Aquinas, the poor but gifted young man was lifted out of these rural
farmlands into the eminence of a German university career. Hugo Ott has
discovered that Heidegger's earliest publications appeared in 1910-12 in Der
Akademiker, an ultraconservative Catholic journal that toed the line of Pope
Pius X. There in a series of book reviews the youthful Heidegger, ill in his
early twenties, spoke out against the danger of “Modernism” to the ageless
wisdom of the Catholic tradition. Heidegger cites with approval the saying of
“the great [Josef von] Gorres’: “Dig deeper and you will find yourself standing

on Catholic ground.”

Spiegel (May 1976): 193-219.
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Forced to break off his studies for the Catholic priesthood in 1911 for
health reasons, Heidegger turned first to mathematics and the natural sciences
and then to philosophy, where he was openly identified with the Catholic
confession. Hisfirst teaching position was as a temporary substitute in the Chair
of Catholic Philosophy at Freibug, and his first serious professional
disappointment was his failure to secure permanent appointment to that chair in
1916°°

Heidegger's earliest philosophical and theological interests in those days
centered on a new and promising appropriation of medieva scholastic
philosophy in the light of his research into the foundations of modern logic and
Husserl’s refutation of psychologism. As a philosopher Heidegger rejected
psychologisn — the atempt to found logic and mathematics on the
psychologica makeup of the human mind — as a form of empiricism and
relativism, even as he was opposed theologically to modernism as a form of
historical relativism that threatened to undermine ageless theologica truth.

Heidegger saw continuity between Husserl’s “logical investigations,” which put
logic and mathematics on the foundation of pure phenomenology, and the
Scotigtic tradition of “speculative grammar” in the late Middle Ages. According
to this tradition, which was profoundly antirelativist and antipsychologistic, the
forms of grammar and language (nodus significandi) are a function of and
reflect pure, universal forms of thought (modus intellegendi), which are

themselves reflections of Being itself (modus essendi).

But Heidegger aso saw another side to the medieval tradition, let us say
its “living” side as opposed to its logical and logocentric side, which is to be

8 Hugo Ott, Martin Heidegger: Unterwegs zu seiner Biographie (Frankfurt: Campus, 1988),

44-104.
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found in the religious life that animated what he called, following Dilthey, the
medieval “experience of life’ (Lebenserfahrung). We must understand,
Heidegger inssted in the postscript to his habilitation dissertation, that the
abstract and difficult theories of medieval philosophers and theologians proceed
from a concrete experience of life, that such theories give conceptual expression
to the “soul’s relationship to God” as that is experienced in medieva life. To
gain access to that dimension of medieval tradition Heidegger says that we must
attend to medieval moral theology and medieval mysticism, in particular that of
Meister Eckhart (GA 1, 404, 410). For it is the mystical notion that the soul
belongs wholly to God, that it is constituted by a kind of transcendence towards
God, which we see writ large in the corresponding metaphysico-conceptual
notion that the intellect has an inner harmony with and belongingness to Being.
This notion that thinking “belongs’ to Being is one that Heidegger would

awaysin some way or another maintain as a part of his own later views.®®

By invoking the living significance of medieva mysticism Heidegger
makes his first attempt at a“destruction” of the tradition — which does not mean
to level or raze but rather to break through the conceptual surface of traditional
metaphysics in order to “retrieve’ or recover (wieder-holen; BT, 437) its living
roots and life-giving experiences. This is a gesture that Heidegger would repeat
again and again throughout his life, so that the famous “de(con)struction” of
metaphysics or of the “history of ontology” in Being and Timeis always to be
understood as a fundamentally “positive’ operation, not a negative one (BT,
44).

8 The habilitation dissertation is found in GA 1 It has not been translated. It is discussed in

some detail by Roderick Stewart, “Signification and Radical Subjectivity in Heidegger's
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A. The Early Writings

In 1919, at the age of thirty, and on the occasion of the baptism of hisfirst
child, Heidegger broke with the Catholic faith. Writing to Engelbert Krebs, the
young priest who had married Martin and Elfride in 1917 and who would have
performed the baptism, Heidegger said:

Epistemologica insights, extending as far as the theory of
historical knowledge, have made the system of Catholicism
problematic and unacceptable to me — but not Chrigtianity and
metaphysics (the latter, to be sure, in anew sense).®’

This is the first “turn” in Heidegger’s thought, and its importance cannot
be emphasized enough. For with the turn from Catholicism to Protestantism, the
philosophical interests of the young thinker shifted from the questions of logic
to those of history, from pure (Husserlian) phenomenology to what he called the
“hermeneutics of facticity” (i.e., concrete life), and from dogmatic theology to
the theology of the New Testament. He took his lead not from scholastic
theologians like Aquinas, Scotus, and Suarez but from Pasca, Luther, and
Kierkegaard, who in turn led him back to Augustine and Paul. Between 1919
and 1922 Heidegger — who identified himself in 1921 to Karl Lowith as a
Christian theologian® -- undertook an intensive study of the “factical
experience of life" of the New Testament communities (in particular of their
experience of time) in an effort to recover authentic Christian experience.

Heidegger's model in this project was Luther’'s critique of Aristotle and

‘Habilitationsschrift,”” Man and World, 12 (1979): 360-86.

This letter can be found in John Caputo, Heidegger and Aquinas. An Essay on Overcoming
Metaphysics (New York: Fordham University Press, 1982), 60; cf. 56.

87

8 Karl Lowith, “The Political Implications of Heidegger's Existentialism,” New German

Critique, 45 (1988): 117-34, at 121-22.
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medieval Aristotelian scholasticism. Luther, as has been pointed out by a recent
historian of these affairs, even used the word “destruction” to describe his
project of recovering an authentic scriptural Christianity beneath the conceptual
scaffolding of medieval theology. ® It is no exaggeration to say that Heidegger's
attempt to formulate a “ hermeneutics of facticity,” or what came to be called in
Being and Time an “existentia analytic” (see BT, 490, n.1), which would mark
out the distinctive traits of “factical life” —of Dasein —was inspired by Luther’s
critique of Hegelian speculative Christianity. The record of those investigations
is now open as more and more of the early Freiburg lectures become available
in the Gesamtausgabe. One of the most interesting of these lecture courses is a
series of lectures on St. Augustine (GA 59/60), in which Heidegger attempts to
retrieve the Christian experience of time that is concealed beneath the
superstructure of Neoplatonic metaphysics in Augustine’s writings.

The nearest prototype of the “destruction of the history of ontology” in
Being and Time, and of what was later called “overcoming metaphysics,” was
this essentially theological project of 1919 in which Heidegger set out to
recover the original categories of factical Christian life. At the same time,
Heidegger was also undertaking a parallel project with regard to Aristotle.
Unlike Luther, the young philosopher was not prepared to admit that God had
sent Aristotle into the world “as a plague upon us on account of our sins.” %° On
the contrary, Heidegger sought to break through Aristotle's system of
metaphysical concepts, which was the side of Aristotle that medieva theology
had seized upon, in order to discover its sources in “factica life.” Aristotle had
the greatest phenomenological senstivities in the ancient world, Heidegger

89 John Van Buren, The Y oung Heidegger: Rumor of the Hidden King (Studiesin Continental

Thought), (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994), 146ff.

% Selected Writings of Martin Luther (1517-1520), ed. T.G. Tappert (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1967), 337.
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thought (Basic Problems 232; GA 24, 328-29), and the task of the
interpretation of Aristotle on which he had set out was to recover the living
experiences — the factical structures of Greek and Aristotelian existence — that
had taken conceptual form in Aristotelian philosophy. Heidegger's
interpretations of Aristotle at this time were so rich and innovative that they
inspired a generation of Aristotelian scholarship and were directly responsible
for the appointment that Heidegger received from Marburg, where he began
teaching 1923 in close collaboration with the great Protestant New Testament
theologian Rudolph Bultmann.

The work that eventually issued in the appearance of Being and Time —
work thoroughly interwoven with theological questions — consisted of a twofold
retrieval, of Aristotle on the one hand and of New Testament life on the other. It
appears to me that Heidegger thought that these two tasks were one, that the
deconstructive retrieval of the categories of factical life would achieve the same
results whether one were reading Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics or the New
Testament. For the categories of factical life — the categories of care and
existence, of concern and instrumentality, of temporality and historicity — are
what they are, wherever they are found. There is a peculiar kind of ahistoricism
in Heidegger at this point, very likely one that was inspired by his attachment to
phenomenology as a universa science and to the Husserlian idea of the
universal structures of the life-world that would be the same no matter where
they would be redlized. The goal of Being and Time — a very Husserlian and
neo-Kantian goal indeed — was to “formalize”’ these factical structures, to give
them a formal-ontological conceptualization that would be ontologically neutral
to their concrete instantiation. That is what lay behind the famous distinction
between the “existential” and the “existentiell,” or the “ontological” and the

“ontic,” which is so central to the existential analytic. Heidegger’s aim was to
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set forth universal a priori structures of existentia life, of existing Dasein,
without regard to whether such structures were in actual fact — that is, as an
existentiell matter — Greek or Christian.

The god of Being and Time was to keep the existential analytic free of
any “existentiell ideal,” any concrete, factica way to be — like Christian or
Greek life. There is no suggestion at this point in Heidegger's writings that
Greek existence was any more or less “primordia” than Christian existence. On
the contrary, they both represented “existentiell ideals’ from which the
existential analytic prescinded, of which the existential analytic represented the
ontological formulization (BT, 311).

Now it was precisely because Being and Time was in part the issue of an
attempt to formulize the structures of factical Christian life that it was greeted
with such enthusiasm by Protestant theologians like Bultmann (with whom it
had in part been worked out). When Christian theologians looked into the pages
of Being and Time they found themsdves staring at their own image —
formalized, ontologized, or as Bultmann said, “demythologized.” What Being
and Time had discovered, Bultmann said, was the very structure of religious
and Christian existence but without the ontico-mythical worldview that was an
idiosyncratic feature of first-century cosmologies. The task of demythologizing
Chrigtianity for Bultmann came down to isolating the universa-existential
structure of religious existence in general. Demythol ogizing sorts out existential
structures like care, decision, temporality, and authenticity in the face of death
from cosmological myths about heaven “above,” hell “below,” and the earth in
between, myths about heavenly messengers who shuttle back and forth among
these regions. Of the “historical” Jesus himself and what he actually taught we
know nothing. Of the historical communities that were formed shortly after his
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death and that gave mythological formulation to their collective memories of
Jesus we know a great deal, and they contain the essence of the Christian
message, the saving truth. The task of theology, armed now with the
Heideggerian anaytic of existence, is to deconstruct and demythologize the
canonical Gospels in order to retrieve their kerygma, the living-existential
Christian message, one of existentia conversion (metanoia), of becoming
authentic in the face of our finitude and guilt, a task that faces every human
being. %

When Bultmann “applied” Being and Time to Christian theology he was
“describe-formalizing” the existential analytic and articulating it in terms of a
historically specific, existentiell ideal, namely, historica Christianity. The
reason this deformulization worked so well was that the existential analytic was
in the first place and in no smal part itself the issue of a formulization of
Christian factica life. Bultmann was largely reversing the process that had
brought Being and Time about in the first place. | believe that much the same
thing can be said of Paul Tillich — also a Marburg colleague of Heidegger —
whose early existential theology draws on motifs in Being and Time that are
originally drawn from an analysis of the New Testament.%

Heidegger set forth his views on the relationship between universd

phenomenological science and theology in one of his last lectures at Marburg,

%1 See Rudolph Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth (New York: Harper & Row, 1961). On
Heidegger and Bultmann, see John Macquarrie, An Existentialist Theology: A Comparison
of Heidegger and Bultmann (New Y ork: Harper Torchbooks, 1965); Hans-Georg Gadamer,
“Martin Heidegger and Marburg Theology,” in Philosophical Hermeneutics, tr. D. Linge
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1976), 198-212.

92 SeePaul Tillich, The Courage To Be (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1952).
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“Phenomenology and Theology.”®® Philosophy, as the science of Being itself,
differs “absolutely” from theology, which is an “ontic” science of a particular
region of beings, not of universa Being. Theology is a “postive’ science
because it deals with a positive, posited entity (a positum), which makes it more
like chemistry than philosophy (The Piety of Thinking, 6-7). The positum of
Christian theology is “Christianness’ (Christlichkeit), by which Heidegger
means the factual mode of existing as a believing Christian, of existing in the
history that is set into motion by the Cross, by the Crucified, by Christ on the
cross (The Piety of Thinking, 10). (These formulations reflect Heidegger's
interest in the early 1920s in Luther’s theology of the cross))®* Theology is the
work of bringing the existential rebirth that comes by faith to conceptual form.
Theology is a science of faith, of existing faith-fully, of existing historically as a
Chrigtian. It does not make faith easier, but harder, because it does not give faith
arational grounding but shows rather that that is exactly what theology cannot
do.

Theology is founded on faith and faith does not need philosophy; but
theology, as a positive science, does (The Piety of Thinking, 17). The “cross’
and “sin” can be lived only in faith, but they can be conceptualized only with
the help of philosophy. For faith is rebirth from sin, but sn is an
onticoexistentiell determination of the ontological structure of guilt that is
worked out in Being and Time The Christian concept of sin depends on an
adequate elucidation of the “pre-Christian” (universal ontological) concept of
guilt. This dependence is not a matter of “deducing” it from guilt, but rather of

9 “Phenomenology and Theology,” in Martin Heidegger, The Piety of Thinking, tr. J. Hart

and J. Maraldo (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976), 3-22.

% see Alister E. McGrath, Luther’s Theology of the Cross: Martin Luther’s Theological
Breakthough (Oxford: Blackwell Publisher, 1985). See also the work of Van Buren cited
above.
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recelving conceptual help and direction — or rather “codirection” and
“correction” — from ontology. The theological concept of sin arises from the
experience of faith, but it reaches conceptua form only with the help of
philosophy. None of this denies, Heidegger thinks, the Pauline view of the
mortal opposition between faith and philosophy. Indeed, it is this strife, this
very foolishness that philosophy and faith seem to be to each other, which keeps
strong (The Piety of Thinking, 20-21). Faith is philosophy’s existentiell enemy,
but it must consort with the enemy if it wants to assume conceptua theological

form.

B. The War Y ears

“Phenomenology and Theology” was Heidegger's farewell to Christian
theology as a matter of explicit and personal concern. After he returned to
Freiburg as Husserl’s successor in 1928, his thought underwent another
fundamental shift that once again was keyed to a changed theological attitude.
This is the beginning of the darkest days of Heidegger's life and work. It
culminated in his hellish endorsement of National Socialism and his ardent
efforts to Nazify the German university. He became an enthusiastic reader of
Nietzsche while Kierkegaard, Luther, and Aristotle faded into the background.
Deeply influenced by the bizarre work of Ernst Jinger, his thought became
excessively voluntaristic and heroic, far in excess of anything to be found in
Being and Timeitself. He told the tale of an encroaching nihilism, by which he
meant the unwelcome effects of modernity and of modern liberal democratic
ingtitutions, all of which he saw as a bourgeois softness and love of comfort and
that he smply identified with “value theory.” In opposition to this “moribund
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semblance of a culture”®®

Heidegger argued for the love of danger, the need to
expose oneself to the abyss of Being, to venture to the outer limits of the
groundlessness of Being. That aone would give greatness and strength to the
“German spirit” — the whole notion of Dasein and of universal a priori
structures having now been contracted to a specificaly German mode of
Being.®® Such hardness of spirit would in turn keep the West safe from “the
boundless et cetera’ of American consumerism, on the one hand, and of
Russian communism, on the other (IM, 46). All of this reached a philosophical
crest, first in the famous “Rectoral Address’ of 1933 and then in the 1935

lecture course An Introduction to Metaphysics.

This ominous development in Heidegger’ s thought is intimately related to
a changing theologica attitude. If he had begun as an ultraconservative
Catholic, and if he had after 1917 become deeply involved in a dialogue with
liberal Protestant historical theology, he was after 1928 deeply antagonistic to
Christianity in general and to the Catholicism of Freiburg in particular, and he
gives indications of having become persondly atheistic. He became in his
persona conduct at Freiburg, a hostile opponent of Christianity. He would not
accept the young Jesuits who came to Freiburg as his doctoral students, and he
treated other Catholic students like Max Muller exceedingly badly. When their
dissertations were submitted — under Philosophy — Heidegger treated them with
distance and even disdain. (After 1945 he claimed them as his students.) When
Honecker died unexpectedly in 1941, Heidegger succeeded in having this chair

% Martin Heidegger, “The Self-Assertion of the German University,” tr. K. Harries, Review of

Metaphysics 38 (1985): 467-502, 480.

Jacques Derrida has discussed the nationalism of Heidegger’s use of the word “ spirit” in Of
Spirit: Heidegger and the Question, tr. G. Bennington and R. Bowlby (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1989), ch. 5.
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abolished, the very one to which he himsalf had aspired a quarter of a century

earlier.®’

His philosophical work, always “methodologicaly” atheist, lost its
ontological reutrality and became hostile to Christianity. If he thought, up to
1928, that both Greek and Christian existence, taken in this historica
concreteness, exemplified the universa structures of factical existence, his
position during the 1930s was that Christianity was a decadent faling away
from the primordiality of Greek experience. By “Greek” he meant the early
Greeks, and he took Plato and Aristotle to represent the beginning of the
metaphysical oblivion of Being. The hostility that had invaded Heidegger's
portrait of the relationship between philosophical questioning and Christian
faith, between his methodological atheism and a more aggressive atheism, can

be seen quite clearly in the following contrast. In 1922 he wrote:

Questionability is not religious, but rather it may redly lead
into a situation of religious decision. | do not behave
religioudly in philosophizing, even if | as a philosopher can be
areligious man. “But here isthe art:” to philosophize and
thereby to be genuindy religious, i.e., to take up factically its
worldly, historical task in philosophizing, in action and a
world of action, not in religious ideology and fantasy.
Philosophy, inits radical self-positing questionability, must be
in principle a-theistic. (GA 61, 197)

The trick B to maintain oneself in radical “questionability,” that is, the
ability to raise radica questions, while responding to the clam of faith.
Philosophical questioning is not and cannot become faith, without ceasing to be
questioning, but the believer can hold his faith open and keep it free from

9 H. Ott, Martin Heidegger, 259-67.
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dogmatic ideology only by sustaining the life of questioning. But in An
Introduction to Metaphysics we read:

Anyone for whom the Bible is divine revelation and truth has
the answer to the question “Why are there beings rather than
nothing” even before it is asked. ... One who holds to such
faith can in away participate in the asking of our question but
he cannot really question without ceasing to be a believer and
taking al the consequence of such a step. He will only be able
to act “asif.” (IM, 6-7)

Later on in the text, Heidegger assails a work entitled What Is Man? By
the Christian theologian Theodore Haecker, whose recent lecture at Freiburg

had been angrily protested by the Nazi students:*®

If aman believes the propositions of Catholic dogma, that is
hisindividua concern; we shall not discuss it here. But how
can we be expected to take a man seriously who writes “What
isMan?’ on the cover of his book athough he does not
inquire, because he is unwilling or unable to inquire?...

Why do | speak of such irrelevancies in connection with the
exegesis of Parmenides’ dictum? Initself this sort of
scribbling is unimportant and insignificant. What is not
unimportant is the paralysis of al passion for questioning that
has long been with us. (IM, 142-43)

Heidegger now clearly holds that there is an existential (if not a logical)
contradiction between real philosophical questioning and religious faith. The
believer does not have the passion — or the honesty — to enter the abyss of the

questionability of Being. In the view that he held at the time, that also makes the

% |pid., 255-59.
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Chrigtian faith a counterrevolutionary force from the standpoint of the National
Sociaist “renewal.” The fagade of questioning the believer puts up will always
have a kind of fraudulent “as if” quality. The dishonest labors of Christian
writers should not be mentioned in the same breath as the greatness of Greek
thinkers like Parmenides.

Ironically, and in testimony to the power of Heidegger's thought as
opposed to the smallness and perversity of the man, Heldegger was to exert
enormous influence on Catholic theology precisely during thistime. A series of
Catholic luminaries heard these lectures during the 1930s, including, in addition
to Muller, Gustav Siewerth, Johannes Lotz, and above al Karl Rahner, all of
whom were German Jesuits. Rahner unfolded the problematic of questioning in
the direction of a “transcendental Thomism” first marked off by the Belgian
Jesuit Maréchal. He held that questioning, as the radical opening of thinking to
Being, represented the dynamism or momentum of the mind toward God. He
treated the fore-having of Being by the understanding as a preunderstanding of
God inasmuch as God is the being that is sought in al of our thought and
action. In his second major work, Hearers of the Word, Rahner appropriated the
thematics of speaking and hearing, claiming and being claimed, that Heidegger
had begun to enunciate for the first time interpretation the 1930s in connection
with his readings of the early Greeks. Rahner put Heidegger’s reflections to a
theological use, which argued that the believer is ontologicaly disposed to
revelation, that there is a kind of ontologica structure in Dasein in virtue of
which its very being is to be addressed by Being itsdf. That ontologica
structure, worked out in Heidegger's philosophical writings, articulates the
condition of possibility of Being clamed by the Word itself that the Father
gpeaks to humankind. (Rahner aso made significant use of Heidegger's
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conception of being-unto-death in a short treatise entitted On The Theology of
Death.)®

Once again, the question can be asked whether these young Catholic
theologians found Heidegger’'s thought so amenable to theological application
only because that thought had in the first place been significantly inspired by
theological resources. Heidegger was giving a reading of the early Greeks that it
is impossible to believe was not the result of a transference of the categories of
Christianity to early Greek texts. He called in quasi-prophetic terms for an
“other beginning” that resembled a kind of metanoia (conversion) and the
coming of the kingdom, or even the Second Coming. He viewed the
relationship between Being and thinking in Parmenides and Heraclitus in
kerygmatic terms, arguing that these early Greeks took Being to be “addressed”
to man, that it laid claim to man, and that the Greeks conceived the Being of
man in terms of responsiveness and answerability to this clam. Heidegger went
on to say that his deeply historical conception of Being, which including even
an “eschatological” conception of the “history of Being,” was fundamentally
Greek in ingpiration. But it is clear to everyone but Heidegger's most fanatic
disciplesthat heis clearly Hellenizing and secularizing a fundamentally biblical
conception of the history of salvation. He was in the most literal sense a rival
Heilsgeschichte to the biblical one that he had discovered in his New Testament

studies.

One might object to this interpretation that Heidegger was simply
demythologizing the history of salvation and giving it an ontological sense,
which is no different from what he was doing in Being and Time The

difference, on my view, is that the later “history of Being” is every hit as

% Karl Rahner, On The Theology of Death (New Y ork: Seabury Press, 1971).
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mythological and just as much in need of demythologizing as the history of
salvation it would purport to demythologize.

As Kierkegaard had said a century earlier, the discovery of time and
history was a Judeo-Christian one'® -- as was, we may add, the whole
thematics of speaking and answering, claming and being claimed. Heidegger
had baldly appropriated the kairological — the kairos, the appointed time, the
“moment” (Augenblick) of truth and decision in Being and Time (867a) — and
kerygmatic conceptions of human existence that he learned from Christianity in
the first place and that were quite alien to the Greeks. It was these elements in
his thought that the young Catholic theologians found so congenial to their own
theologica work. That is hardly surprising. Like Bultmann and the Protestant
existential theologians before them, when they looked into Heidegger's texts,
they beheld their own image.

C. The Later Writings

After the war Heidegger largely succeeded in covering up his past
involvement with National Socidism. A steady stream of new publications
forged the image of the “later” Heidegger, previousy known only to a small
number of those who were able to follow his lectures during the war years. A
whole new wave of Heideggerian thinking swept over Continental philosophy,
encouraged especidly by the enthusiastic reception Heidegger received from
the French, which began with the French existentiaist “misunderstanding” and
continues today with French postmodernists. The 1947 “letter” to the French (to

100 spren Kierkegaard, The Concept of Anxiety, tr. Reidar Thomte (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1980), 89-90.
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Jean Beaufret and to the philosophical world) set forth the “humanistic” limits
of existentialism and the real demands of the “thought of Being” (Basic
Wkitings, 206-09). It was clear to everyone that Heidegger’s thought had taken
still another turn, one that we know today can be dated back to the 1936-38
manuscript entitled Contributionsto Philosophy.

This later thinking had become radicaly antivoluntaristic, anti-
Nietzschean. It construed classical Western “metaphysics’ from Plato to the
present age as the “oblivion” and “withdrawal” of Being itsalf (and not a human
error). It construed the metaphysics of the “will to power,” whose most extreme
expression is the contemporary technologizing of world and man, as the
culmination of this history of oblivion. The task of “thinking” was no identified
precisaly as not willing, first by willing not to will then by not willing at all.***
Here “willing” was taken in a general sense to mean not only choosing and
willing in the determinate sense, but al conceptua or “representational”
thinking, which goes to the very essence of the Western philosophical and
scientific tradition. The heroic accents of the mighty “strife” between Being and
humanity — Heraclitus' s polemos, which Heidegger like to trandate during the
mid-1930s as Kampf (IM, 61-62) — disappeared. Instead of willing, Heidegger
gpoke of “letting be,” using at this point the word Gelassenheit, one of the
oldest and most revered parts of the vocabulary of the Rhineland mystics, in
particular Meister Eckhart. Being is not something that human thinking can
conceive or “grasp” (be-greifen, con-capere) but something that thinking can
only be “granted.” Thoughts come to us; we do not think them up (PLT, 6).
Thinking is a gift or a grace, an event that overtakes us, an address visited upon

us. The role of human beings is not, however, one of utter passivity but one of

101 Martin Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking, tr. JM. Anderson and Frank Capuzzi. (New
Y ork: Harper & Row, 1966), 59-60.
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creative cooperation with and remaining “open” to Being's advent. The work
that man can do is not to will but to not-will, to prepare a clearing and opening
in which Being may come. Thisis not quietism but asceticism, the hard work of
akind of poverty of spirit. A debate began that continues to now about the place
“action” and ethics in Heidegger’ s thought, a debate that replays disputes in the
classcd literature mysticism and ethical action, which itself goes all the way
back to the biblical story of Mary and Martha and the medieval disputes about
the relative merits of the vita activaand the vita contemplative%?

Once again a fundamenta shift in Heidegger’s thinking took place and
again with overt religious overtones. The strident antagonist of Christianity
during the war years — himself a sometime Protestant and a sometime very
ardent Catholic — had taken on a mystical air. With this latest turn Heidegger
was, as e himsdlf said, returning to his theological beginning (OWL, 10). He
was, we recdl, quite interested in medievd mysticism as a youth and had
intended to write a book on Meister Eckhart. He also had announced a lecture
course on medieval mysticism for 1919, but the First World War apparently
interrupted the preparations for the course and the course was never given. 1%

Heidegger's postwar relations with both Catholic and Protestant
theologians were dramaticaly reversed. In the denazification trials held
immediately after the war, a besieged Heidegger (he eventually had a minor
nervous breakdown) turned first for help from his old friend and counselor, the

Archbishop of Freiburg Conrad Grober, who had gained wide respect for

102 Caputo, The Mystical Element in Heidegger’s Thought, 137-39.

103 Kate Oltmanns, a Heidegger student since 1925, published a book on Eckhart in 1935,
which had been a dissertation done under Heidegger's direction; see Kate Oltmanns,
Meister Eckhart, 2" ed. (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1957). For afull account of these matters,
see Caputo’ sMystical Element above.
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holding his ground against the Nazis during the war (something of which
Heidegger hardly approved in those years).

Thisis by no means to say that Heidegger’s later thinking had returned to
the faith of his youth. The mystical dimension of the later thinking is strictly a
structural affair, a matter of a certain proportionality: the relationship of
“thinking” to “Being” is structuraly like the relationship of the soul to God in
religious mysticism. Thinking is directed toward Being, not God. Being is not
God but the event of manifestness, the happening of the truth of Being, the
coming to pass of the history of the epochal manifestations of Being — from the
early Greeks to the will to power. Being means very much what we might
otherwise cal history, but with two important differences. (1) history is
understood as a history of truth or manifestness, of the various looks that Being
takes on over the ages (as eidos in Plato, as spirit in Hegel, as will to power in
late modernity), as opposed to a political, military, social, or economic
history; 1%4 (2) history is not human history but Being's own, unfolding under

the “initiative” of Being's giving to and withdrawing from thought.

The status of God in Heidegger's later and more religiously, mystically
keyed thinking is much debated. Heidegger does talk about God (and the gods)
but it is a God who, from a Judeo-Christian perspective, has lost his sovereign
lordship over history and become a function of Being's history.'® Thus, the
epochal sending of the gods, the age of the Holy, has passed away and we now

104 1t is for just this reason that Charles Taylor in an unpublished essay, quite rightly criticizes
Heidegger for a“monomanic” conception of the history of the West.

105 John D. Caputo, “Heidegger's God and the Lord of History,” New Sholasticism, 57
(1983), 439-64. For a famous exchange on this point, see Hans Jonas, “Heidegger and
Theology,” The Phenomenon of Life (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), 244-49; and
William Richardson, “Heidegger and God — and Professor Jonas,” Thought 40 (1965), 13-
40.
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await a new god, a new and unpredictable sending of the Holy’s graciousness,
which appears to be a function of Being's sending, not of God's will (Basic
Writings, 210). Heidegger at one point identified the lost age of the Holy as the
time of thereligion of the Greeks, of the Old Testament, and of the preaching of
Jesus, indicating a kind of historicism about the various ways that the Holy can
manifest itself or take on various historical forms, none of which is absolute
(PLT, 184). Y et Heidegger shows a decided preference in these writings for the
world of the early Greeks, for the Greek experience of Being as physis and
aletheia, and for an experience of the “gods’ as a part of the “Foufold.” The
Foufold — earth and sky, mortals and gods — is a deeply Holderlinian conception
that Heidegger derived from his reading of Hoélderlin's poetizing of the Greek
world. So the god that emerges in Heidegger's late writing is a profoundly
poetic god, a poetic experience of the world as something sacred and deserving
of reverence. This god is a much more pagan poetic god and much less Judeo-
Christian, ethicoreligious God. It has virtudly nothing to do with the God
whom Jesus called abba or with the religion of the cross that Heidegger found
in Luther. In fact, Heidegger’s later writings are more suggestive of a kind of
Buddhism, a kind of meditative, silent world reverencing, than of Judaism or
Christianity. 1%

Understandably, Christian theologians have shown a remarkable interest
in and been much nourished by Heidegger’s later writings. These writings are
marked by Heidegger's deeply — abeit generically — religious discourse of
giving and receiving, grace and graciousness, saving and danger, address and
response, poverty and openness, end time and new beginning, mystery and

108 There is a vast literature on Heidegger and Eastern religion. The best single volume is
Heidegger and Asian Thought, ed. Graham Parkes (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press,
1987).
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withdrawal and by a new thematics of the truly divine God. A new wave of
post-Bultmannian’s “existential theology” and adopted a position that reflected
Heidegger’s own turn beyond the existential analytic. These theologians had a
sharpened appreciation of the historicality and linguistically of Heidegger's
“thought of Being” and that is what they brought to bear on their theological

work.

The key figure in this post-Bultmannian movement is Heinrich Ott. In his
1959 work entitled Denken und Sein (Thinking and Being) Ott, a student of
Karl Barth, who aso has studied extensively with Bultmann, showed in effect
that the later Heidegger’ s rejection of humanism opened up new possibilities for
theology. It confirmed Karl Barth's long-standing objections to Bultmann (and
to the Heidegger of Being and Time) and shows that Barth’'s theology of the
primacy of God is in fact accommodated by the later Heidegger’s turn toward
Being. Theology for Ott arises out of the experience of faith and is not a matter
of scientific theological objectification, even as for Heidegger thinking speaks
“out of the experience of thought” (PLT, 1-14), out of thought’s experience of
Being. Ott went on to construe the history of salvation as a history of disclosure
comparable to Heidegger's history of the disclosure of Being, and he put
Heidegger's conception of language as “call” to use in interpreting biblical
language. The sentences of the New Testament about the resurrection, for
example, are not to be taken as prepositional assertions of matters of fact but as
a cdl to a new mode of Being. Ott's work, and the whole impact of the later
Heldegger on theological reflection, reached the United States in a volume
entitled The Later Heidegger and Theology.*%’

197 Heinrich Ott, Denken und Sein: Der Weg Martin Heideggers und der Weg der Theologie
(Zollikon: Evangelischer Verlag, 1959); idem, “The Hermeneutic and Persona Structure of
Language,” in On Heidegger and Language, ed. Joseph Kocklemans (Evanston, Ill.:
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In 1959, at a meeting with the old Marburgers, Heidegger led a day-long
discussion on the relationship between his later “thinking” and Christian faith,
in which he held that if his thought ruled out the God of metaphysics, it was by
no means inconsistent with a nonmetaphysical relationship to God.!®® The
upshot of “thinking” for theology isto cease to think of God as causa sui, as the
causal energy that creates and sustains the cosmos, and to turn instead to the
God before whom one can dance or bend one's knee. This he calls the truly
“divine God,”*% and it reminds of us Pascal’sinjuncture to lay aside the God of
the philosophers in favor of the God of Abraham and Isaac. This was a very
open ended formulation of thinking in relation to reigious faith, and it was

precisaly the path that Ott was pursuing.

The Freiburg theologian Bernard Welte also took up this suggestion in a
forceful and interesting way on the Catholic side. Welte argues that Heidegger's
conception of the history of Being tells the story of atechnological darkening of
the earth in which the illusion of human mastery overshadows the appearance
of God. The “other beginning” of which Heidegger speaks signals a new age of
the Holy, an epoch in which God can indeed be God. Welte also wrote
sengitively about Meister Eckhart and the notion of Gelassenheit, and he
produced an excellent essay comparing the later Heidegger, Meister Eckhart,

Northwestern University Press, 1972), 169-93; idem, Theology and Preaching, tr. H.
Knight (Philadelphiaz Westminster, 1965). See aso J. Robinson and J. Cobb, eds., The
Later Heidegger and Theology (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1963).

108 Martin Heidegger, The Piety of Thinking, tr. J. Hart and J. Maraldo. (Bloomington: Indiana

University Press, 1976), 22-31.

109 Martin Heidegger, Identity and Difference, tr. J. Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row,

1969), 72.
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and Thomas Aquinas (whose Dominican Chair at Paris Meister Eckhart had
110

later occupied).

Heidegger died in 1976, in his eighty-sixth year. He was buried in the
Catholic churchyard in Messkirch between his mother and father. At
Heidegger’'s request Bernard Welte celebrated a Catholic mass in the church of
St. Martin's where Heidegger’s father had been sexton, in whose shop in the
basement of the church the young Martin had often played as a youngster.
WEelte, who was also a fellow townsman of Heidegger, delivered the eulogy.
Welte said, quite rightly, that Heidegger’ s thought had shaken this century, that
it was a thought that was aways seeking, always under way. He related this
being “on the way” to the Gospels' notion that he who seeks shdl find:

“He who seeks’ —that could well be thetitle for al of
Heidegger’ s life and though. “He who finds’ — that could be
the secret message of his death. '

Had Heidegger come full circle, confirming what he said in On the Way to
Language that his future lay in his theologica beginning (OWL, 10)? Was this

110 Bernard Welte, “The Question of God in the Thought of Heidegger,” Philosophy Today, 26
(1982), 85-100; idem, “La Métaphysique de Saint Thomas d Aquin et la pensée de
I"histoire de I’ é&tre de Heidegger,” Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Théologiques, 50
(1966), 601-14. A good account of the later Heidegger and Catholic theology can be found
in Richard Schaeffler, Frommigkeit des Denkens: Martin Heidegger und die Katholische
Theol ogie (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1978). See also Heidegger et la
guestion dedieu, ed. R. Kearney and Joseph O’ Leary (Paris: Grasset, 1980). The best recent
work by a Catholic theologian with a distinctly Heideggerian inspiration is Joseph O’ Leary,
Questioning Back: The Overcoming of Metaphysics in Christian Tradition (Minneapolis,
MN: Winston Press, 1985).

11 «seeking and Finding: The Speech at Heidegger's Burial,” in Heidegger: The Man and the
Thinker, ed. Thomas Sheehan (Chicago: Precedent, 1981), 73-75. See also Sheehan’ s useful
biographical piece on Heidegger's early years, “Reading a Life. Heidegger and Hard
Times,” in The Cambridge Companion to Heidegger, ed. C. Guignon (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993), ch. 2.
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Catholic end the repetition of his Catholic beginnings? Was this the final turn
on the path of thought?

D. Heidegger’s Thought and Buddhism

Many commentators have remarked on the affinities between Heidegger’'s
thought and East Asian traditions such as Vedanta, Mahayana Buddhism, and
Taoism.'*? In this section, | shall examine criticaly some aspects of the
apparent rapport between Heidegger's thought and in Mahayana Buddhism. 3
One reason for the interest in Heidegger' s thought and in Buddhism is that both
are critical of and clam to offer an dternative to the anthropocentrism and
dualism that some critics say is responsible for today’s environmental
stuation.** According to such critics, Western humankind is particularly
anthropocentric. Regarding humanity as the source of all meaning, purpose, and
value, man justify doing anything he wants with the natural world. Western
humanity also thinks in terms of dualisms and binary oppositions, such as mind
versus body, reason versus feeling, man versus nature, and male versus female.
Those possessing the “privileged” properties (mind, reason, man, male)
allegedly have the right to dominate those possessing the “inferior” properties

(body, fedling, nature, female). In an attempt to gain godlike security and power

12 The best collection (and bibliography) on Heidegger's relation to Eastern thinking is
Heidegger and Asian Thought, ed. Graham Parkes (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press,
1987).

Although a separate section would be required to explore affinities between Heidegger's
thought and Taoism, | shall on occasion mention such affinities because of Taoism's
influence on both Chinese and Japanese Zen.

113

14" Concerning the deep ecological critique of anthropocentrism, see Michael Zimmerman,

“Toward a Heideggerian Ethos for Radical Environmentalism,” Environmental Ethics, 5
(Summer 1983), 99-131; “Implications of Heidegger's Thought for Deep Ecology,”
Modern Schoolman, 64 (November 1986), 19-43.
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for humankind, modern Western ideologies call for transforming the earth into a
titanic factory, thereby threatening to destroy the biosphere on which al life
depends.

In this criticall examination of the presumed similarities between
Heldegger and Mahayana Buddhism, particular attention will be pad to the
claim advanced by both Heidegger and by Buddhism: that man can learn to “let
beings be” only by gaining insight into the nothingness that pervades al things.
Such insight, we are told, spontaneoudy leads to the overcoming of
anthropocentrism and dualism. In what follows, | first touch on the mystical
origins of Heidegger’'s idea of nothingness; then | examine, in turn, his early
and later accounts of the role of nothingness in authentic human existence.
After some preliminary remarks about Heidegger’ s interest in Eastern thought, |
examine the Buddhist conception of the relation between enlightenment and the
revelation of nothingness. Then | compare what Heidegger and Mahayana
Buddhism have to say about the relation between authenticity or enlightenment
and insight into one’'s own “nothingness.” Finally, | explore briefly the extent to
which these Heideggerian and Buddhist ideas are congruent with the claims

advanced by deep ecology, aversion of radical environmentalism.

E. Early Heidegger on Nothingness

The reader may be wondering how there can possbly be any
philosophical importance to the idea of nothingness. For the most part, when we
think of nothingness, we ssimply think of... nothing at al! Nothingness, to our
minds, is merely the absence of anything: sheer lack, emptiness in a negative

sense. Western thinkers who emphasized the importance of nothingness have
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been primarily mystics such as Mester Eckhart, who greatly influenced
Heidegger’s writings. Eckhart insisted that “God” is far beyond our conceptual
context, which is appropriate only for understanding creatures. Instead of
gpeaking of God in pogtive terms, Eckhart held it is better to speak of Divine
Nothingness. The Divine cannot be regarded as a super entity existing
somewhere else, but instead congtitutes the unconditioned openness or
emptiness in which al things appear. So lacking is any distinction between
one's soul and the Divine, in fact, that one who is awakened to Divine
Nothingness forgets al about “God” and lives a life of releasement
(Gelassenheit), moved by compassion to free things from suffering.

Heidegger’s interest in mystics such as Eckhart was reflected in his hopes
of becoming a priest. After these hopes were dashed for hedth reasons,
Heidegger became a professona philosopher. Although increasingly
antagonistic toward Christianity, he nevertheless continued to draw upon the
insights of Christian mystics in his philosophical writings. In particular, his
notion that human existence is the openness, clearing, or nothingness in which
things can manifest themselves is deeply indebted to mysticism. For mystics,
the “self” is not an entity that stands opposed in a duaistic way to other entities.
Instead, it is the clearing in which entities (including thoughts, feelings,
perceptions, objects, others) appear. The idea that humans are not entities but
the clearing in which entities appear eventually helped Heidegger overcome not
only dualism, but also anthropocentrism, the attitude that humankind is the
source of al vaue and that all things must serve human interests. By
maintaining that humans are authentic only when they let athing manifest itself
in ways consstent with its own possibilities, not merely in accordance with its
instrumenta value, Heidegger countered the anthropocentrism of much Western

thought. In examining his conception of nothingness, let us first turn to his early
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writings, particularly Being and Time (1927). Later, we shall consider the role

of nothingness in his later (post-1935) writings.

The mystical notion of nothingness is at work in Being and Time, despite
it being disguised in the complex vocabulary of philosophers like Kant.
Following Kant, Heidegger asked the following sort of question: How is it
possible for man to understand entities as entities? To answer this question, he
distinguished between the human understanding of things and the understanding
we ascribe to animals. Birds are clearly able to apprehend entities, otherwise,
they could not build nests or feed their young. But, so Heldegger argued, birds
and other animals are not able to notice explicitly that things are. Presumably,
birds do not step back from their work and say, “Now that is a fine nest I've
built!” Moreover, we assume that birds do not have identity crises; they do not
ask, “Why am | here and what will become of me? Who am 17" We humans
understand ourselves and other things as entities, that is, as things that are.
Early Heidegger concentrated on the human capacity for understanding the
Being of entities, a capacity revealed in our ability to use the verb “to be” in so

many different ways.

Normally, philosophers concelve of understanding as a faculty of the
“mind,” the “thinking thing” that attempts to comprehend extramental “things.”
Heldegger, however, sharply criticized the Cartesian epistemological tradition,
which concelved of humans as self-conscious substances, or as worldless
subjects standing over against objects. Drawing on his study of Meister Eckhart
and other mystics, as well as on Kant, Heidegger maintained instead that that
human being is not a thing but rather a peculiar kind of nothingness. the
temporal-linguistic clearing, the opening, the absencing in which things can

present themselves and thus “be.” If humans are not things, then we have to
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define “knowing” in a different way than before. Knowing is not a relation
between two things, mind and object. Rather, knowing occurs because the
openness congtituting human existence is configured in terms of the three
tempora dimensions of past, present, and future. These dimensions hold open
the horizons on which entities may manifest themselves in determinate ways —
for example, as instruments, objects, or persons. Heidegger’ s talk of the a priori
character of the tempora horizons of human existence is analogous to Kant’s

talk of the a priori categories of the human understarding.

Human understanding, then, does not take place inside a mind locked in a
skull. Instead, understanding occurs because human temporality is receptive to
particular ways in which things can present or manifest themselves. Here it is
important to emphasize that what we ordinarily take to be the ultimate
condtituents of “mind” — thoughts, beliefs, assertions, and so on — are for
Heldegger phenomena that occur within the temporal clearing constitutive of
human understanding. Hence, minds do not make thoughts possible; rather, a
priori human understanding of Being makes it possible for us to encounter and
to conceive of ourselves as “minds’ with “thoughts’ separated from the
“external world.” For Heidegger, “thoughts’ are not radically other than
allegedly external entities, such astrees, cars, and books. Thoughts and cars are
both entities manifesting themselves within and thus being understood as

entities within the temporal clearing of human existence.

Just as in the case of “understanding,” Heidegger defined Being in a
different way than most other philosophers. Traditionally, philosophers have
defined the “being” of an entity as its ground or substance, that which provide
the “foundation” for the thing. Plato called this foundation the eterna form of
thing; Aristotle, their substance; medieval theologians, their Creator. Refusing
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to conceive of Being as akind of superior entity, an eternal foundation, ground,
cause, or origin for things, Heidegger argued that for something “to be” means
for it to disclose or to present itself. For the presencing Anwesen) or self-
manifesting to occur, there must be a clearing, an opening, an emptiness, a
nothingness, an absencing (Abwesen). Human existence constitutes the
openness necessary for the presencing (Being) of entities to take place. When
such presencing occurs through the openness that | am, | encounter an entity as
an entity; that is, | understand whet it is. Heildegger used the term Dasein to
name this peculiar receptivity of human existence for the Being (sef-
manifesting) of entities. In German, da means "here” or “there,” while sein is
the German verb “to be” Hence, Dasein means the place in which Being
occurs, the openness in which presencing transpires. For Heidegger, neither
temporality (absencing, nothingness) nor Being (presencing, self-manifesting)
isan “entity.” Rather, they are the conditions necessary for entities to appear as
such. We never “se€’ time or “touch” the Being of things; rather, we see and
touch the things that manifest or present themselves.

In the light of these remarks, the significance of the title of Heidegger's
major work, Being and Time, becomes comprehensible. His aim there was to
study the interna relationship between Being and time. Because Being and
time, presencing and absencing, manifestness and nothingness lack any
phenomenal or empirical properties; they seem to be “nothing” in the merely
negative sense of an “empty vapor” (Nietzsche). For Heldegger, presencing and

absencing “are’ that which is most worthy of thinking.

What evidence, we might ask, is there for a claim that humans are really
this tempora nothingness through which entities can manifest themselves and
thus “be’? To answer this question, Heidegger appealed in part to an argument
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taken from Kant: the best way of accounting for the possibility of our
understanding of entitiesis to postulate that we humans smply are the temporal
openness or nothingness in which entities can appear as entities. In addition to
such an argument, however, Heidegger maintained that the mood of anxiety
reveal s the nothingness lying at the heart of human existence. While contending
that anxiety is perhaps the most basic human mood, he aso observed that it is
such a disquieting mood that we spend most of our lives trying to keep it from
overtaking us. Our unreflective absorption in the practices of everyday life —
family relations, schooling, job activities, leisure — keep us distracted enough
that we manage to conceal from ourselves the unique weirdness of being
human. Anxiety tears us out of everyday immersion in things; it reveals them to
be usdless in the face of the radical mortality, finitude, and nothingness at the
heart of human existence.

Why is human existence uniquely weird? Because humans are not things,
but the clearing in which things appear. Although we are not fixed things, we
define ourselves as if we were simply a more complex version of the things we
encounter in the world: rational animals. Ordinarily, we identify ourselves with
out thoughts, beliefs, fedings, attitudes, memories, values, bodies, material
possessions, knowledge, and so on. Such identification gives us a sense of the
stability and permanence, which covers up the essential groundlessness and
emptiness of human existence. There is not ultimate “reason” for our doing
what we do. We have to postulate our own reasons for doing what we do; we
invent our own identities, although those identities to a great extent are
determined in advance by socid practices and norms that have evolved
historically. Moreover, as groundless nothingness, humans are essentiadly
dependent and receptive, finite and mortal. The mood of anxiety is so disturbing
because it reveds that “at bottom” we are nothingness, that our existence is
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ultimately groundless, and that we are essentialy finite and mortal. In the face
of such disclosures, little wonder that most people fed from the mood of
anxiety.

Early Heidegger claimed, however, that if we submit resolutely to what
the mood of anxiety wants to revea to us, we become authentic (eigentlich) in
the sense of “owning” our morta existence. As authentic, we assume
responsibility for being the mortal openness that we already are. Assuming such
responsibility is essentially to human freedom. Instead of existing in a
congtricted manner — as egos with firm identities — we alow the temporal
openness that we are to expand. This expansion allows things and other humans
to manifest themselves in more complex, complete, and novel ways, rather than
as mere objects or instruments for our ends. Conversely, by fleeing from
anxiety into everyday practices and distractions, we conceal the truth about our
own mortal nothingness and are thus incapable of alowing things to manifest

themselves primordially.

What early Heidegger says about authenticity may ke compared to the
famous Zen story about the “stages’ of enlightenment. Before enlightenment
occurs, mountains are mountains, at the moment of enlightenment, mountains
cease to be mountains; but then mountains become mountains once again. Zen
enlightenment, satori, involves direct insight into one’s radical groundlessness
and nothingness. In the light of such arevelation, everyday practices (including
working and eating) lose their meaning. Afterward, however, one reenters these
practices, but in away no longer burdened by ignorance about what it means to
be human. Likewise for Heidegger, before becoming authentic one exists in
accord with everyday practices dide away into meaninglessness; afterward, one

takes up everyday practices once again, but not in a merely conformist manner.
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Instead, being authentic means being free to invigorate and to transform
practices in light of the realization of their utter groundlessness. As groundless,
things could be otherwise than they are at present. It is important to note,
however, that for Heidegger freedom did not mean boundless license for the
€go, but instead the capacity for human Dasein to “let things be” in ways other
than as mere instruments for the ego. As the Zen tradition puts it, being
enlightened means chopping wood and carrying water — but in a manner attuned

to the presencing of things as it occurs beyond the dualism of “mind” and

“body.”

Heidegger’s notion that humans are most free when they “let beings be’
has been taken up as a logan by some radical environmentalists, who object to
treating nature merely as an instrument for human ends. Early Heidegger
suggested that the instrumental disclosure of things played a primary role in
human existence.*'® Later, however, he concluded that such instrumentalism
was in fact a historical feature of Western history that began with the Greeks
and culminated in the technologica disclosure of things as nothing but raw
material for human ends. Moreover, his early instrumentalism was intimately
bound up with his twofold attempt to overcome the mind-body dualism that —
especidly in its scientific verson — gave rise to the aienation a work in

modern society.

One phase in this attempt involved conceiving of humans not as minds in
skulls bur rather as the tempora clearing or nothingness in which thoughts and
trees, beliefs and cars can appear as entities. The other phase in overcoming

dualism involved challenging those who privileged theoretical assertions and

1> See Heidegger’'s Confrontation with Modernity (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1990), chaps. 10 and 11.
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abstract knowledge over againgt pragmatic activity. Instead of conceiving of
humans as worldless intellects making abstract assertions about externa
objects, Heidegger defined humans as being aways already involved in myriad
practices that utilize many different things. These things do not manifest
themselves abstractly as “objects,” but instead as tools involved in a complex
set of relationships that constitute the “world” of human existence. Human
existence, temporally oriented toward the future, is always pressing forward
into possibilities opened up within the world. The practical involvements and
practices of everyday life precede and make possible the theoretical knowledge
so prized by philosophers. Heidegger emphasized the practical dimension of
human existence by defining the very Being of Dasein as “care.” To be human

means to be concerned about things and to be solicitous toward others.

While early Heidegger sometimes spoke as if the “objectifying”
tendencies of modernity were a result of humanity’s intrinsic tendency to
conceal deeper truths, he later concluded that the objectifying scientific view
did not result from any human decision or weakness, but was instead a proper
part of the technological disclosure of entities, a disclosure that was itself a
dimension of the “destiny of Being.” The famous “turn” in Heidegger's
thinking occurred when he concluded that he could no longer conceive of Being
in terms of human understanding, but instead had to conceive of human
understanding as an aspect of Being itsalf.

F. Later Heidegger’s Conception of Nothingness

Following Kant, early Heidegger sometimes spoke of Dasein’s temporal

openness as if it were a faculty or capacity of humankind. And he often spoke
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as if the Being of entities were somehow a function of human Dasein’s
understanding. Moreover, he depicted anxiety primarily as a personad
phenomenon that called individuals to a less constricted way of understanding
things. Later Heidegger altered these views. Ceasing to speak of temporality or
nothingness as a dimension of human existence, he made clear that human
temporality arises within a more encompassing “openness’ or “region” that
cannot be reduced to anything merely human. Later Heidegger emphasized that
human existence is appropriated as the site for the self-disclosure or Being of
entities. Instead of conceiving of Being from the perspective of human Dasein,
then, Heidegger began “thinking” Being in its own terms. This move was
centra to his attempt to abandon any remaining anthropocentrism discernible in
his earlier work. In this connection, he concluded that “inauthenticity,” that is,
understanding things in a superficial and constricted way, was not a problem of
individuals, but a widespread social phenomenon resulting from the self-
concealment of Being. The technological disclosure of entities, then, arose not
because individuals were unable to endure anxiety, but instead because, since
around Plato’'s time, Being as such had increasingly withdrawn itself from
human view. Correlatively, Western humanity was blinded to the idea that
human existence is he clearing for the Being of entities. Hence, Western
humanity increasingly came to understand itself as a peculiar entity — the clever
animal — driven to dominate al other entities for the sake of gaining power and
security. Heidegger argued that the emergence of the technological age in the
twentieth century was the inevitable result of the clever animals craving for

power.

From Heidegger's viewpoint in the 1930s, Western humanity could be
saved from technologica nihilism only if Germany were granted another

encounter with Being and nothingness that was as powerful as the beginning
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granted to the ancient Greeks. Such an encounter, so he mistakenly believed,
would be made possible by National Socialism, which revealed that the highest
obligation and possibility of humanity were not to be the master of entities, but
instead to be the historical clearing necessary for entities to manifest themselves
in ways other than merely as flexible raw material. Heidegger insisted that such
a new beginning would require that humanity cease regarding itself as the lord
and master, or the “ground,” of entities. A transformed humanity would
acknowledge its radically receptive, dependent, mortal, and finite status, thereby
allowing itself to be appropriated (erignet) as the site required for the presence
or Being of entities to occur. Only in this way could humanity learn to “let
things be,” that is, to alow things to manifest themselves in accordance with
their own limits instead of in accordance with the limits imposed on them by
scientific constructs and technological projects. Heidegger eventually concluded
that the historical reality of National Socialism betrayed its “inner truth and
greatness’ by promoting a particularly virulent version of the technological
disclosure of things, instead of opening up a new phase of Western history.
Heidegger’'s lifdlong refusal to renounce unambiguoudy his own “authentic’
version of National Socialism will always be a source of concern for students of
his thought.

That modern humanity came to regard itself as the ground or foundation
for entities resulted not from human decision, Heidegger maintained, but
instead from the self-concealment of Being itself. Plato conceived of Being not
as the dynamic presencing of entities, but rather as the eternally present,
unchanging blueprint, form (eidos), or model for things in the realm of
becoming. By conceiving of Being as the permanently present grounding for

entities, Plato initiated the 2,500-year history of metaphysics. Heidegger sought

200



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

to transform this history by revealing that there is no eternal or fina “ground”
for things, that what we mean by “Being” is always shaped by historical factors.

The Romans gave a cruciad twist to the metaphysica tradition by
depicting the metaphysical ground as that which “causes’ things to come into
being. Henceforth, metaphysics became concerned primarily with telling the
story of where things came from, how they were produced or created.
Appropriating the metaphysical tradition, medieva theologians argued that for
something “to be” mean for it to be created (produced) and preserved by the
supreme entity, the Creator of biblical faith. In early modern times, human
reason arrogated itself the divine role as the ground of entities. Beginning with
Descartes, Western humanity began to encounter entities as objects for the salf-
certain rational subject. For something to be meant for it to be capable of being
represented — measured, quantified, known — by the subject. Modern science
forced entities to reveal themselves only in accordance with theoretica
presuppositions consistent with Western humanity’s ever-increasing drive to
gain control of everything. While during the industrial age the achievement of
such control could be described as a means for the end of improving the human
estate, during the technological ere — which may be said to have commenced
with the horrors of World War | — humanity itself has become a means to an
end without purpose: the quest for power for its own sake, which Heidegger
described as the sheer “Will to Will.”

Later Heldegger differentiated his own meditations on Being from
theological and scientific accounts that search for the “causes’ of things. He
focused instead on the manifestness by virtue of which entities can first be
encountered and only subsequently interpreted in terms of theoretical categories

such as cause and effect, ground and consequent. He insisted that human reason
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could not “ground” or “explain” the sheer presencing of things. Following the
German mystic Angelius Silesius, he spoke of such acausal origination by
saying, “The rose is without why; it blooms because it blooms’ (Der Satz vom
Grund, 101-02). Moreover, later Heidegger also concluded that the “clearing”
necessary for the self- manifesting of entities could rot be understood in terms
of the Kantian model of the “tempora ecstasies’ of human existence. Rather, he
argued a “thing” congtitutes the clearing — whether natural or artifactual — that
gathers mortals and gods, earth and sky into a kind of cosmic dance that frees
up the inherent luminosity of things. The “world” constitutes itself by virtue of
the spontaneous coordination or mutual appropriation of the appearances that
arise — un-caused, from “no-thing” — moment by moment. Later Heidegger used
the term logos to name this mutua coordination of appearances; hence, his
claim that language (logos) lets things be. This account of the self-organization
of un-caused appearances, which is close to Taoism, aso provides the key to
Heldegger’ s proximity to Mahayara Buddhism.

G. Heidegger and Eastern Thought: Preliminary Remarks

We know of Heidegger’'s debt to Meister Eckhart, whose writings revesl
many congruencies with Buddhism and other East Asian traditions.*'® And
Heidegger himself was interested in Buddhism and Taoism. In one essay, for
example, he noted the resonance between the Chinese term tao and his own
notion of Ereignis, the “event of appropriation” that claims humanity as the site
for the self-manifesting of entities. Such appropriation would change the course

of Western history by freeing humanity from its compulsion to dominate things

118 seg, eg., D.T. Suzuki, Zen and Japanese Culture (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1970).
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through technica means and by freeing humanity to adhering to the self-
concealing “way” of things themselves (OWL, 92). So intrigued was Heidegger
by Taoism that he spent most of the summer of 1946 working with a Chinese
student, Paul Shih-yi Hsiao, trandating portions of the Tao Te Ching.*'” Otto
Poggeler, one of Heidegger’ s ablest commentators, reports that as early as 1930,
to help settle a dispute on the nature of intersubjectivity, Heidegger cited a
famous passage from Chuang-Tsu.*'® And William Barrett reports the possibly
apocryphal story that upon reading one of D.T. Suzuki’s books on Buddhism,
Heidegger exclaimed that Suzuki voiced what Heidegger had been trying to say
al aong.!'® That the Japanese have published seven trandations of Being and
Time gives credence to the idea that there is an important relation between

Heidegger's thought and Buddhism.?°

Those skeptica of the East Asian influence on Heidegger’s thought point
out his indgstence that the “new beginning” he envisioned for the West could
arise only from the West itself, since it was in ancient Greece that there arose
the “first beginning,” which culminated in the technologica disclosure of al
things — including humans — as flexible raw materia. In 1966 Heidegger said
the transformation of the technologica impulse “cannot happen because of any

takeover by Zen Buddhism or any other Easter experience of the world...

17 payl Shih-yi Hsiao, “Heidegger and Our Translation of the Tao Te Ching,” in Heidegger

and Asian Thought, ed. Graham Parkes (Honolulu, Hawaii: University of Hawaii Press,
1987), 93-103.

18 Otto Poggeler, “West-East Dialogue: Heidegger and Lao-Tzu,” tr. Graham Parkes, in
Heidegger and Asian Thought, 53.

19 william Barrett, Introduction to D.T. Suzuki, Zen Buddhism (Garden City, NY: Doubleday,
1956), xi.

120 13 an unpublished essay, “Die Ubersetzbarkeit Heideggers' ins Japanische,” Noriko Idada

(Tokyo Metropolitan University) has commented on the difficulty of translating Heidegger
into Japanese.
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Thinking itself can only be transformed by a thinking which has the same origin
” 121

and calling.

In making such a distinction between East and West, Heidegger not only
tended to downplay the impact of Eastern thinking on the German philosophical
tradition (beginning with Leibniz and continuing through Nietzsche), but also
seemed to be thinking metaphysically in accordance with a binary opposition
between “East” and “West,” an opposition that seems to privilege the West as
the origin of the technological disclosure of things that now pervades the
planet.'?? Nevertheless, in calling for another beginning that would displace the
Western metaphysica quest for the ultimate ground of things, Heidegger
guestioned the validity of the West’s claim to cultural superiority. Belief in such
superiority hinges on the conviction that Western rationality, especially as
manifested in science and technology, constitutes the ground for things. to be
means to be a representation for the rational subject. In deconstructing
metaphysical foundationalism, however, Heidegger revea ed the groundlessness
not only of rationality, but aso of the historical project of mastery based on
such rationality.

Heidegger maintained that, despite pretensions to the contrary, Western
humanity never had control over its own destiny, including the rise of planetary
technology. If such technology arises from trends in Western history, one might
well make the case that it can best be “thought” in terms of Western discourse.
While Heidegger himself believed that his own thinking could be enriched by

121 «Only a God Can Save Us: Der Spiegel’s Interview with Martin Heidegger.” Tr. By Maria

P. Alter and John D. Caputo. Philosophy Today, 20 (Winter 1976), 267-84.

122 On this issue, see Evan Thompson, “Planetary Thinking/Planetary Building: An Essay on
Martin Heidegger and Nishitani Keiji,” Philosophy East and West, 36, No. 3 (1986), 235
52.
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his encounter with Eastern thinking, he also maintained that radically different
kinds of languages forced Western and Eastern peoples to live in different
“houses of Being.” His dialogue with the Japanese thinker and his incomplete
trandation of Tai Te Ching were efforts to bridge this linguistic gap. Before
moving further into our examination of the Heidegger-Buddhism relation, we
must pause to consider major features of Mahayana Buddhism, especiadly its

idea of absolute nothingness.

H. The Buddhist Conception of Nothingness

Buddhism is a cosmological, psychological, and religious system that
maintains that salvation arises from insight into the truth about redlity.
According to Mahayana Buddhism, the truth is that al things — including
humans — arise moment by moment without causation, hence from absolute
“nothingness’ or emptiness, sunyata. Despite the apparent “solidity” of the
phenomenon we encounter, they are impermanent and “empty.” So long as
humans conceive of themselves as permanent things (such as egos), suffering
ensues from the craving, aversion, and delusion associated with trying to make
the impermanent permanent. Insight into the play of phenomena-arising-in
nothingness reveals that the ego, too, is impermanent and empty, merely a
series of transient phenomena to which we assign the names “1” and “me.” We
suffer because we attempt to make the nothingness or emptiness that we “are”

into a solid and enduring thing (an ego) that needs defending.

As opposed to the usua Western conception of nothingness as the
absence of Being or as mere chaotic negativity, Buddhists speak of absolute

nothingness, sunyata. The Sanskrit word “sunyata’ is derived from a term
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meaning “to swell.” Something that looks swollen is hollow or empty on the
inside. One commentator has noted “this relationship is made still clearer by the
fact that the mathematical symbol for zero was originaly none other than the
symbol for sunyata.”*?® Swelling also calls to mind pregnancy, which suggests
reading sunyata in some sense as a generative source that, because it transcends
all categories that apply to ordinary phenomena, cannot be said either to cause
or not to cause anything. Commentators sometimes speak of absolute
nothingness — which transcends the polarities of Being and nonbeing, cause and
effect, subject and object, time and eternity, finitude and infinity — as the
groundless ground, the unconditioned “origin” of al phenomena. This view of
sunyata became important in Chinese Buddhism, influenced as it was by the

notion of the Tao as the groundless ground of al things.

However, a crucia Indian Buddhist thinker, Nagarjuna (c. 400 c.e),
warned that conceiving of absolute nothingness as such a transcendenta origin
would lead to a metaphysics of sunyata and, inevitably, to a new kind of
duaism.'** According to Mahayana Buddhism, overcoming al forms of
dualism is a necessary condition for emancipation from the suffering brought
about by experiencing the world as divided into ego-subject and objects. In
combating such dualism, Nagarjuna emphasized anatma, the doctrine that there
IS No essence, core, or substance to things. According to this doctrine, all things
arise together smultaneously and are radically codependent in the sense of
mutualy defining one another. This insight regarding internal relatedness or

interdependent causation (pratitya samutpada in Sanskrit) not only undermines

123 Hans Waldenfels, Absolute Nothingness: Foundations for a Buddhist-Christian Dialogue,
tr. JW. Heisig (New Y ork: Paulist Press, 1980), 19.

124 The best available study on Eastern views of nondualism and how they compare with ideas
of Western thinkers, including Heidegger, is David Loy’s excellent Nonduality: A Study in
Comparative Philosophy (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1988).
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the notion of individua “substances’ or “selves,” but also rgjects the dualistic
idea that “sentience” is a capacity enabling some entities to “perceive’ others.
Entities are not perceived “by” the mind, but instead “perception” and “entity”
are different ways of describing a unitary cosmic event of luminosity or self-
manifesting, an event that cannot be understood as merely “mental.” When we
no longer experience the world duaistically as a collection of separate objects
perceived by the mind, but instead as a moment-by- moment manifestation of
interrelated phenomena, then we experience the whole universe as sentient, as

inherently luminous.*®®

The most famous metaphorical expression of this insight, advanced by the
Hua-yen school, is the jewd net of the god Indra. Into this infinite net,
representing the universe, are set an infinite number of perfect gems, each of
which reflects the light given off by all the other gems throughout the expanse
of the net. All the gems codetermine the play of reflected light simultaneoudly,
no one of which stand in a “superior” or “causal” relation to the others.
Mahayana Buddhism holds the phenomena world is akin to such interplay of
reflected appearances, in which each thing is aware of its relation to al other
things. These appearances have no ground; there is nothing “behind” what
appears, no substantial “ground” or “essence” to cause them. All things arise
together in an internally cosmic event of reflection, which is sentient though not
usualy self-conscious. Based on the insight that all appearances are ultimately
empty, Mahayana Buddhists draw the conclusion that form is emptiness and
emptiness is form, a paradoxica concluson whose “proof” demands direct
insight, which argument alone cannot provide.

125 For this point, | am indebted to David Loy.
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The doctrine of the radical emptiness of al forms, derived from the
doctrine of dependent coproduction, suggests that every form, every
phenomenon, has equal worth. Since there are no essences, there is no hierarchy
of phenomena redlity; hence, no one thing is subordinate to or lesser than any
other. Each thing is uniquely itself, like a particular jewel reflecting the play of
al other jewels in the cosmic phenomena play arisng as temporary-form:
within-absolute-emptiness. Insight into the inter-dependency of all things
reveals the falsehood of anthropocentrism: humans are not radically different
from or better than other beings, but instead are moments in the play of

phenomena.

If al things are internaly related, there is no interna “substance’ or
“core’ of entities, including humans. Human suffering (dukha) arises because
people posit and identify with a substantial, unchanging ego at the core of the
flux of experience. By identifying with this supposedly permanent self, we enter
into the state of ignorance known as subject-object dualism. Such dualism is
characterized by craving (desire), aversion, and delusion, which combine to
produce suffering. From one perspective, of course, there do seem to be
individual things (including the ego) that are apparently connected by causal
relationships. Therefore, we speak of the laws of cause and effect at work
among entities. From another perspective, however, as David Loy points out,
“every moment and experience is momentary, uncaused because an end in
itself, complete and lacking nothing.” **® Nothing “here” causes something else
to happen “there.” Attempts to explain how anything — including the self or the
cosmos — “originates’ faills to comprehend the radicality of dependent

congtitutes-production. There is not even a “process’ that “causes’ one to enter

126 David Loy, personal communication through email.
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into illusion and suffering, nor can one “do” anything to free oneself from
illusion, for illusion already is enlightenment. There is no better “place” at
which one should hope to arrive. Ultimately, there is no difference between
nirvana and samsara: the nothingness of the phenomena world of suffering is
the same as the nothingness of nirvana. That is, form is emptiness, emptinessis
form. Recognition of thisis said to be a source of the extraordinary laughter that
often accompanies satori, laughter that occurs when one apprehends that all
atempts to “transcend” the phenomena world in order to become
“enlightened” are profoundly misguided. The longed-for nirvana is not other
than the world or everyday life, although theoretical constructs prevent us from

directly apprehending this liberating insight.

According to Mahayana Buddhism, Gautama Buddha opposed the
traditiona doctrine of the Upanishads and Vedas, according to which eternal
Atman, the unchanging Divine Self, permeates and sustains things by
congtituting their ultimate essence, their true “self.” For the Vedantic tradition,
suffering ends only when one overcomes duaism by ceasing to cling to the
illusory ego and identifying instead with the Absolute Self; for Mahayana
Buddhism, suffering ends only when one overcomes dualism by ceasing to
cling to the illusory ego and recognizing that there is no Absolute Self either.
The conception of Buddhism as a life-denying tradition may be attributed to
those adherents of Hinayana Buddhism who conceived of nirvana, the cessation
of suffering, as being possible only for those few individuals who followed the
arduous process of deconstructing the ego, encountering its emptiness, and
thereby transcending the illusions of the world of appearance. Mahayana

Buddhism affirms the possibility of and the need for saving all beings, since dll
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“beings’ are internally related — therefore, the increasingly active role played by

Mahayana Buddhists in the movement to protect nature from human abuse.*?’

I. The Relation Between Heidegger’s Thought and Mahayana Buddhism

Heidegger’ s thought is close to that of Mahayana Buddhism, particularly
Zen, in severa respects. First, both maintain that inauthenticity or suffering
arises from conceiving of oneself in a constricted manner: as an isolated ego
craving security, avoiding pain, and seeking distraction. Both maintain the
“sdf” is not a thing, but rather the openness or nothingness in which the
incessant play of phenomena can occur. Both criticize the dualistic view of the
self as a cogitating ego standing apart from the “externa” world. Both
emphasize that the un-self-conscious nature of everyday practices reveals that
people are not separate from things, but are rather directly involved with them.
Human hands, diapers, the baby being cleaned up, the mixed fedlings of
aversion and affection — al these are moments of the same phenomenal event.

No particular moment is privileged.

Second, both Heidegger and the Zen tradition maintain that once one is
released from the constricted self-understanding associated with dualistic
egocentrism, other people and things in the world no longer appear as radically
separate and threatening, but instead as profoundly interrelated phenomena
Surrendering one's constricted ego-identity, and thus moving beyond dualism,
enables one to become the compassion (Buddhism) or care (Heidegger) that one

aways dready is. “Authenticity” (Heidegger) and “enlightenment”

127 see Allan Hunt Badiner, Dharma Gaia: A Harvest of Essays in Buddhism and Ecology
(Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press, 1990).

210



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

(Buddhism), then, result from the insight into nondualism, and one realizes that

there are “not two,” neither an “ego-mind” here nor “objects’ there.

There is a different between Heidegger's early and later idea of
authenticity. Early Heidegger maintained that the moment of authenticity
required resoluteness, a decision to alow human temporality to transform itself
into a more radical openness for the self- manifesting of things. Later Heidegger,
however, played down the voluntaristic dimension discernible in resoluteness
and conceived of authenticity in terms of Gelassenheit, releasement from will.
Interestingly, similarities between these two ways of conceiving of authenticity
— as resoluteness and as releasement — are detectable in the Rinzai and the Sota
Zen traditions, respectively. Rinzai Zen emphasizes resoluteness in the face of
the ego’'s resstance to transformation, while Soto Zen maintains that
enlightenment can never be willed but can only be cultivated by learning to “let
things be” in everyday life. The differences between the voluntarism of early
Heidegger and Rinzai Zen, on the one hand, and the “letting be” of later
Heldegger and Soto Zen, on the other, should not obscure their shared belief
that “authenticity” or “salvation” involves becoming the nothingness that we
already are, such that we are open for and responsive to the phenomena that
show up moment by moment in everyday life. Thich Nhat Hanh calls this idea,

“mindfulness.” 128

While maintaining that one can never resolve to become authentic or
enlightened, however, both later Heldegger and the Soto Zen master suggest
that spiritual practices may help put one in the position of a paradoxical

“willingness not to will,” thereby preparing one for the releasement that brings

128 Thich Nhat Hanh, Being Peace, ed. Arnold Kotler (Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press, 1987).
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one into the world appropriately for the first time.*?° While we may be familiar
with the Zen emphasis on sitting meditation, proper breathing, and working
with paradoxica koans, we may be somewhat less familiar with later
Heidegger’'s claim that releasement may be cultivated by meditative practices,
by proper breathing, and by working with paradoxical questions (Heideggerian
“koans’). All of these practices are designed to bring one to the utter silence and
stillness needed to becone attuned to the openness or nothingness pervading all
things.

Third, later Heidegger and Buddhism both discount the primacy of
causality in their account of “reality.” For Heidegger, the self-manifesting or
presencing of entities cannot be explained in causa terms. We can describe
things in causal terms only after they have firss manifested themselves as
things. Likewise for Buddhism, causality is a conceptual scheme for relating
phenomena, but these phenomena themselves are not “caused,” for all
phenomera arise ssimultaneoudly in mutual coproduction. Heidegger’s account
of the dance of earth and sky, gods and mortas, the dance in which things
manifest themselves in the event of mutual appropriation, bears remarkable
similarities to the Buddhist account of the moment-by-moment coproduction of
sef-luminous phenomena. To some extent, later Heidegger's thought and
Buddhism alike are both versions of what we might call “ phenomenalism.” For
them, there is “nothing” behind the appearances that constitute the furniture of
our worlds.

129 \Western philosophers, including Nietzsche, have frequently interpreted Buddhism as
preferring “nihilation” or “extinction” (irvana) to life itself. In Beitrdge zur Philosophie
(GA 65, 170-71), Heidegger spoke in away that suggests he shared Nietzsche's view, one
that is inconsistent with Mahayana Buddhism. Heidegger's remark is somewhat cryptic:
“The more un-entity [is] man, the less he anchors himsdlf in the entity as which he finds
himself, ever so nearer does he come to Being. (No Buddhism! The opposite.)”
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Fourth, later Heidegger's cosmic dance is smilar to Buddhism’'s cosmic
coproduction. Mahayana Buddhism manifests cosmocentrisn by noting that
enlightened humanity exhibits compassion equally for al beings, not just for
humans. Later Heidegger moved closer to the cosmocentrism of Mahayana
Buddhism and away from his earlier anthropocentrism not only by calling for
humanity to let all beings be, but aso by no longer conceiving of the “clearing”
as a human capacity or faculty. As| mentioned earlier, for later Heidegger, it is
not human existence that gathers together a world; instead, the “thing” gathers
together the “Foufold” of earth and sky, gods and mortals. Dasein is a partner in

a dance in which things impart to one another their appropriate place.

Fifth, both Heidegger and the Zen master suggest that, when authentic or
enlightened, the “individual” exists beyond dualistic constraints, including those
imposed by the distinction between “good” and “evil.” In many different
traditions, mystics have said — in effect — “Love God, and do what you will.”
The danger here, of course, is that a person may transgress moral boundaries
when under the illuson that he has become “enlightened” or “authentic.”
Heidegger seems to have been gripped by such an illusion during his period of
fascination with National Socialism.**° Zed for the mystical idedl of anarchy, 3!
that alegedly brings forth boundless compassion, must be tempered by insight

into humanity’ s enormous capacity for self-delusion.

Despite similarities, there are also important differences between

Heidegger’s thought and Mahayana Buddhism. Members of Japan’s famous

1301t is worth noting that, in the Japanese middle ages, Samurai swordsmen sometimes trained
at Zen monasteries, and that even today Japanese businessmen are at times sent to Zen
monasteries to be “toughened up” for competition.

131 I his book Heidegger on Being and Acting: From Principles to Anarchy, tr. Christine-
Marie Gros (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987), Schirmann draws from
Heidegger’ swritingsthe possibility of an anarchistic life, alife led “without why.”
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Kyoto school, such as Keiji Nishitani*?> and Masao Abe'** have offered the
most extensve Buddhist discussions of the limits of Heidegger's thought.
Nishitani and Abe are interested in Heidegger partly because his rigorous
meditation upon nothingness may help to galvanize a Zen tradition that has
become intellectualy flabby. If Zen practitioners are willing to learn from
Heidegger, however, Nishitani and Abe also suggest that Western proponents of
his thought learn from Zen experience regarding the futility of metaphysical
Speculation.

Masao Abe argues that Heidegger, despite his interest in nothingness,
never arrived at “absolute mthingness’ because even his “meditative thinking”
was still too connected with the metaphysical tradition. *** Presumably, in the
Zen Buddhist tradition someone truly “enlightened” would no longer “think,”
even in Heidegger's meditative manner, but instead would live a life without
“god” or “purpose” dthough a life of profound compassion as well.
Heidegger's continued insistence on the importance of thinking also
differentiates him from Me ster Eckhart. As Reiner Schirmann points out, “For
Meister Eckhart geldzenheit as an attitude of man refers to thought only
secondarily. Primarily it is a matter of a way of life — a life without

representation of ends and purposes.” 13

According to Masao Abe, what follows the direct experience of absolute
nothingness may be called Nonthinking to distinguish it from the usua

132 Kaiji Nishitani, Religion and Nothingness, tr. Jan Van Bragt (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of CaliforniaPress, 1982).

Masao Abe, Zen and Western Thought, ed. William R. LaFleur (Honolulu: University of
Hawaii Press, 1985).

134 pid., 129.
135 schiirmann, (tr.) Meister Eckhart (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1978), 204.
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opposition between thinking and nonthinking. Despite his critique of
Heidegger’ s adherence to thinking, Masao Abe warns that,

because of its standpoint of Nor+thinking, Zen has in fact not
fully realized the positive and creative aspects of thinking and
their significance which have been especialy developed in the
West. Logic and scientific cognition based on substantive
objective thinking, and moral principles and ethical redization
based on Subjective practical thinking, have been very
conspicuous in the West. In contrast to this, some of these
things have been vague or lacking in the world of Zen. [Hence,
Zen' 9| position in Not-thinking always harbors the danger of
degenerating into mere not-thinking. 3¢

Masao Abe charges that in spite of Heidegger's talk of nothingness, his
emphasis on human existence “does not necessarily lead him to the completely
dehomocentric, cosmological dimension aone in which the impermanence of
al beings in the universe is fully redized.’®” Heidegger's own student, Karl
Lowith, aso argued that his mentor remained trapped within an
anthropocentrism that blinded him to the cosmocentrism of ancient Greek
thinkers such as Heraclitus.*® Nevertheless, later Heidegger's notion of the
“event of appropriation” Ereignis), which gathers mortas together into the
luminous cosmic dance with gods, earth, and sky, bears important similarities to
Buddhism’'s mutual coproduction and Lao Tsu's tao, both of which are
regarded as nonanthropocentric. Ereignis, sunyata, tao: these may be different
names for the acausal, spontaneous arising and mutually appropriating play of

phenomena. In suggesting that Ereignis “gives’ time and Being, Heidegger

136 Masao Abe, Zen and Western Thought, 119-20.
37 \bid., 67.

138 geg, eg., Karl Lowith, “Zu Heideggers Seinsfrage: Die Natur des Menschen und die Welt
der Natur,” Aufséatze und Vortrége, 1930-1970 (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 1971), 189-203.
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opens himsdf to the criticism that he is inventing a “metaphysics’ of
nothingness. Nevertheless, Dogen (1200-1253 c.e.), founder of Zen's Soto sect,
analyzed the temporality of absolute nothingness in a way that has significant
affinities both with early Heidegger’ s notion of temporality as the “clearing” for
presencing and with later Heidegger’s notion of the mutually appropriative play

of appearances.

While both Heidegger and Mahayana Buddhists criticize
anthropocentrism, both acknowledge that humanity is in some way special. If
Buddhists regard human existence as sunyata brought to self-awareness, and if
Heidegger conceives of human existence as the mortal clearing that allows
things to manifest themsalves, both also argue that this fact brings with it a
distinctive responsibility: not to dominate or to constrict the appearing of
entities, but rather to let things be.

Despite these similarities, we should not forget an important difference
between Ereignisand sunyata: Ereignis supposedly “sends’ the different modes
of presencing that have shaped Western history in its Greek, Roman, medieval,
modern, and technological eras. Mahayana Buddhism might be suspicious of
the way that, in Heidegger’'s “history of Being,” Ereignis seems to take on a
generative, directive dimension that threatens to transform it into a
metaphysical category, thereby undermining the nondualistic thrust of
Heidegger's thought. Nevertheless, it is precisdly because the relatively
ahistorical Mahayana tradition lacks the conceptual resources necessary to

confront the emergence of planetary civilization that Nishitani and other

139 On this topic, see, Steven Heine, Existential and Ontological Dimensions of Time in
Heidegger and Dogen (Albany: State University of New Y ork Press, 1985). While his book
isinformative, Heine sometimes promotes Dogen’ s views at the expense of Heidegger’s.
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members of the Kyoto school have looked to Heidegger's thought for insight
regarding how to relate sunyata to history. *4°

J. Establishing a Dialogue with Heidegger’s Later Thought

The positive reception of Heidegger’s philosophy in Japan can be roughly
into two camps. The first focuses entirely on the earlier period of Heidegger's
thought, as does the great majority of Westerners who appreciate his
philosophy. The second camp views of the later Heidegger with highly positive
value, and tries to reinterpret his early period from this latter standpoint, as
Heidegger himself does. This tendency in Japan is probably due lessto a desire
to follow Heidegger himself very closely than to a recognition of an affinity
with Orienta thought, and especidly with Zen Buddhism, in the later
Heldegger. Thisevauation is largely attributed to the Kyoto School established
by Kitar6 Nishida, who tried to universalize and rationally explain his Zen
Buddhist experiences through his encounters with Western philosophy.

The Western philosophy that Kitard Nishida critically confronted and
assmilated was quite broad, but Nishida only had occasion to learn of
Heidegger’'s early thought, and therefore he could not help but be critical of
Heidegger’'s failure to escape from what he perceived as a subjectivistic
locus.*** Nishida's position was intensified by his term, “the logic of place” in
his later years, wherein he anticipates Heidegger’s “turning” (Kehre) and goes

beyond him, reaching a standpoint of “absolute nothingness’ (which for

140 seg, e.g., Nishitani, Religion and Nothingness, ch. 6.

141 ¢f. Nishida Kitard Zensh(l (The Complete Works of Nishida Kitar) (Tokyo: lwanami
Shoten, 1965-66), 10 406.
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Nishida is aso absolute realism and absolute objectivism, transcending the
polar opposition of subject and object). Nishida's “absolute nothingness’ goes
beyond the standpoint of Hegelian abstraction (dee); it is a philosophy of
fundamental place, that lets things be the self-limitation of this place, and that
accepts the redlity of things as they are, established from that basic standpoint.
According to this philosophy, the working of the self-limitation of “place” is at
the same time the self-consciousness of the historically grounded human self
having a concrete physical body. To make a comparison, as far as its form is
concerned, has the character of a synthesis of the “topological” thought of the
later Heidegger and the “existential” thought of the early Heidegger. Thus the
Kyoto School, which tries to follow the tradition of Nishida, naturaly esteems
very highly the topological thought of Heidegger after his turning. In addition to
structural similarities, of course, the existence of common terms and e ements
also plays an important role in making possible the dialogue between these two
different traditions. At the same time, the danger of lapsing into subjectivity (or
losing our objectivity) always lurks within the posture of such a cross
philosophical dialogue. This danger increases in the philosophies of Nishida
and Heidegger, which are both grounded in basic experience, and also try to go
beyond the usua styles of thinking and forms of expression. To retain aur
objectivity, therefore, we must always be conscious of their differences. This
should be afundamental precondition of our mental attitude towards the appeal
of any foreign philosophica tradition, and serve to shock us out of
preconceptions that might otherwise lead us into subjectivism. With these
provisos in mind, the following sections of the chapter will attempt to interpret
Heidegger's Bremen lectures, Einblick in das was ist (1949), which both
express the fruits of his middle period and serve as an bridge to his later
thought.
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Heidegger gave four successive lectures under the above titlee “The
Thing” (Das Ding), “The Enframing” (Das Gestell), “The Danger (Die Gefhr),
and “The Turning (Die Kehre). Taken as a whole, these lectures connect the
shift fom the “Being-historical-thought” (seinsgeschichtliches Denken) of his
middle period with the notion of “Event” (Ereignis) that is central to his later
thought. To put it another way, these lectures suggest certain relations between
Heidegger's topological-transcendental side and his Being-historical side,
which congtitute the most difficult problem in understanding both Heidegger
and his appraisals by the Kyoto School. While Nishida and the later Heidegger
show some similarities in their topologica and transcendental standpoints, there
is a discrepancy between their views on the historicity of thinking itself, most
visible in their specific critical analysis of the contemporary historical world.
For Heidegger, the modern technical world is analyzed and cheracterized
concretely as the Enframing, which is a privative form of the coming-to-pass
(Geschehen) of Being itself, and this analysis comes from his Being-historical
thought and his topological investigations. Nishida also treats the world as a
concrete historical bodily presence. But even if he formally emphasizes the
historical world, since he sees history in an abstract and formulistic view as the
“sdlf-limitation of absolute presence,” he fails to look specifically at historical
periods and analyze them. The presence or absence of this critical analysis will
not ultimately be due to whether they treat history as a central issue, but to how
radically historically grounded they see themselves as being. | want to focus on
this problem of the historicity of thought as one of the noteworthy differences
between the Kyoto School and Heidegger. | shall treat the problem of the
historicity of thought as a problem of the relationships between Event
(Ereignis) and Enframing (Gestell). In particular, | shall focus on an analysis of

the internal structure of Heidegger's thought, as an attempt to lay the
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groundwork for a concrete philosophical dialogue between the Eastern and

Western cultures.

K. Insights and Problems from the Lecture Series

The overdl title of the lecture series that we are considering here, “Insight
into that which is” is itself sgnificant. This title has a double meaning, which
suggests the twofold nature of the lectures contents. First, “that which is’
signifies the things that exist and present themselves to us. But it does not just
refer only to the various things and events before our eyes. As Heidegger says,
“Without Being... al beings would remain without Being.”**? Thus, beings
have to be seen from the perspective of Being. Moreover, we must take the
relative pronoun “which” (was), following Heidegger’'s technical vocabulary, as
referring to the active expression of essence (Mesen). Then “that which is’
expresses the “belonging together” (Zusammengehorigkeit) of Being itself and
the particular things which are for us within it. “Being could not come to
presence without beings.” *** So “Insight into that which is” implies firstly the
investigation into and thinking about the coming-to-presence of Being, in terms
of beings that are proximally present. Heidegger trests the primary mode of the
Being of beings in terms of technology (Technik). Enframing, in turn, refers to
the destiny Geschick) of Being which controls in and through the form of
technology. If we follow the structure of Being-historical thought, then the
things that are must be taken from the assembling (versammelnde) presence of

history, and thus Enframing is understood as the ultimate completion or

142 Martin Heidegger, Was Ist Metaphysik?, 9 edn. (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1965), Nachwort,
46.

143 pid.
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fulfillment of metaphysics, the collective state of Western traditional
metaphysical essence. In this sense, for Heidegger, the interpretation of the
present period and of historical thought becomes one. So “Insight into that
which is’ is firstly an inquiry into technology, namely a philosophical

investigation of the nature of technology, or Enframing.

If Heidegger's thought had stopped at the standpoint of the traditional
ontological questions, “Insight into that which is’ might have finished with the
guestion concerning technology. This is because ontological issues tend to take
as their central theme the study of the Being of beings; their enterprise begins
and ends there. The system of ontological metaphysical inquiry treats truth as
fixed and static, overlooking the ever-changing reciprocity between truth and
the Being of the people who are inquiring into it. As far as the Being of truth is
concerned, the Being of the inquirer is not necessarily essential to the Being of
truth itself. However, for thinking that takes as its basis the dynamic reciprocity
of truth and the “historical” (geschehende) Being of its inquirers, truth becomes
something whose appearance is dynamically modified through that reciprocity
with existence.}** Therefore a philosophy that looks into the essence, witnesses
or experiences the essential modifications of Being as it is presented to human
beings, within the belonging together of human beings and Being, **°> which in
other terms is the mutua reciprocity of thinking and truth. It is here that the
relative pronoun “which” in his title takes on the secondary meanings of an
active verb. The philosophy that would look into the essence of technology —

that which is — by experiencing the presence of that essence, gains the

144 We can see how the ideas of the appearance of truth in the past century are influenced by
Hegel’ s Phenomenol ogy of Spirit. See H. Rombach, Life and Spirit (Freiburg: Klostermann,
1977), 302.

145 Cf. Heidegger, Identity and Difference, tr. J. Stambaugh (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1969),
17.
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possibility of witnessing a new world different from that technology. In this
sense the “that which is” no longer signifies the modern technological way of
Being, but the coming-to-presence (Wesen) of the new, modified world. This
modification of the world does not of course mean a change in the subjective
perspective of beings. The entire manual interrelatiorship between Being and
beings undergoes a revolution. In my view, “that which is’” means in Heidegger
“what truly is,” and this mean “what essentially is’ (was west), and that is the
essentiadl Being (Wesen) of another new and authentic world as Event

(Ereignis).

It istrue that at the end of his lectures, Heidegger views “that which is’ as
the presence of Being itself. But even Being itself is not something independent
of beings, but refers to the whole, including both elements in their belonging
together. If that were not the case, Being itself would, Heidegger emphasizes,
again become something structurally similar to a metaphysical substance. We
must also interpret from this perspective his postion that the thing has no
specia elemental status in the Foufold (Geviert), when he devel ops the Foufold
in his lecture “The Thing.”

Heidegger takes this changing world (it is still a potentia world) as the
world in which things themselves each express their own peculiar characterics
(dingen). It is a presence (worlding) of the world itsdf in which the four
elements of earth and sky, mortals and gods, are constantly and reciprocally
reverting, particularized into the individual Being, and at the same time unified
in their nature — a world of mirror-play (recall the jewel net of the god Indra).
He cdls this world the Foufold, and these kind of happenings “Event”
(Ereignis).}*® Thus this “Insight into that which is’ is a philosophical inquiry

148 Heidegger, Vortrage und Aufsatze, v.2 (Pfullingen: Neske, 1967), 52f.
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into things (entities), and things as they come to express themselves as things
(entities). But if we take the modifications of this world as the movement of
Being itsalf, then an “Insight” (Einblick) does not smply mean an insight from
the human side. Rather, it refers primarily to a “flash” (Einblit? of the whole
turning of affairs.**” Thus “Insight into that which is’ is aso “The Turning’

(Die Kehre).

Especialy in this case, the relationships between Enframing and Foufold
are not clear and distinct, but harbor problems. While both can be seen as the
presence of Being itsalf, Enframing should be taken primarily in terms of a
refusa of the world as the neglect of the thing.2*® On the other hand, the
Foufold, as the preserver of Being, is aso regarded as the truth of the presence
of Being. Foufold and Enframing are not similar, hut are the same. Yet in
another place, Heidegger calls Enframing the prelude of Event.**° Furthermore,
the world as Foufold is never a single mode of b. here, we once again confront
the distinction between authenticity and inauthenticity from Being and Time,
and the eschatological dimension of Heidegger's middle and later periods.
Whether Heidegger's thought can contribute to modern philosophy depends
largely on how we interpret this relation between Foufold and Enframing.

Thus “Insight into that which is’ comprises first “The Enframing,” then
“The Thing,” and then “The Turning.” What is then the relation of these to the
remaining lecture, “The Danger” Die Gefahr)? If we follow Heidegger, the
Danger means the essence, coming-to-presence itself, of Enframing, which is

the essence of technology. Heidegger tries to explain this curious relationship

147 Heidegger, Die Technik und die Kehre (Pfullingen: Neske, 1962), 43f.
148 pid., p.46f.

149 Thisisfrom Identity and Difference, 25; in other contexts Heidegger uses the expressions
Vor-Schein and Vor-Erscheinung.
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between the Danger and Enframing from the Old High German etymological
root fara, which connotes both urging forward and exposing to danger. Leaving
asde the accuracy of this derivation, we can explain the essence of the
dominant function of the setting (Stellen) within “Enframing” as urging
(Nachstellen), and that urging as Danger (gathering of urgings). At the same
time, the extremity of Danger which we fed within the word we read as
“Danger” points to a peculiar privative “hiddenness’ in the nature of Being
itself. The Danger aso expresses the coming to presence of hiddenness which is
a fundamental tendency of Being itself. “Enframing come to presence as
Danger.” **° Therefore Enframing, as the Being of beings, refers to the present

unhiddenness of beings that are.

Then “The Danger” refers to the coming-to-presence of Being itself which
withdraws itself by conferring Enframing, namely the experience of coming-to-
presence of Being itself in the period in which Enframing dominates. In other
words, “The Danger” comes to refer to a constellation of hiddenness and
unhiddenness as a whole, or the simultaneous presence of both elements. From
another perspective, if we can say that Being itself can turn, then Being itself
can turn in that constellation. This is the terminus of the correlative circular
movement of thought and experience itself (both of which progress from
technology to Enframing). It expresses the extreme experience of Being itself,
under the domination of technology. Here we have the conclusion and gathering
of the workings of the Being-historical thought that Heidegger had carried out
through his middle period. So “The Danger” is “The Turning” from “The
Enframing” to “The Thing,” and that which gives form to the point of contact of

that move. The locus of this movement, which is given form and opened by the

150 Heidegger, Die Technik und die Kehre, p.37.
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Danger, is the one and only place where we can treat the problem of the
relations of Enframing and Foufold. It is here that the experience of the
domination of Enframing, as oblivion of Being, as distress, and as pain comes
to take on a definite meaning, because this experience first proclaims the
possibility of the modification of the world. Thus Heidegger’'s kctures on the
Heldegger, “Insight into that which is” are formulated on the necessary internal
relations of each lecture, and as a whole, they point to one “occurrence’ of

Being — or in Heidegger’ s words, the Event.

Now as was noted before, these lectures occur in the order: “The Thing,”
“The Enframing,” “The Danger,” and “The Turning.” But if we follow the
above interpretation, considering their interna relations, the lecture on “The
Thing” ought to come last. Then why is it placed first? For the time being, we
can only think of two reasons. One is based on the peculiarly cyclical nature of
Heldegger’s thought, on the insight that “Primordia earliness shows itself to
man only at the end.” ! Thus the world of Event presented in “The Thing” is at
once the last element and the earliest origin, and so is placed at the beginning as
the origin. The second point is a problem of methodology that is essentially
related to the first issue. In order to accomplish the fore-project in terms of the
hermeneutic circle, “ The Thing” is placed first and so gives from the star to the
subsequently developed thought a horizon that becomes a locus where the
thought is achieved, and can later serve as a criterion. In this case, too, that
which is placed first can aso be placed last.

As has been often pointed out, the world of the Foufold as Event
articulated and developed in “The Thing” is a Presocratic Greek world
dominated by myth, and is thus the oldest and earliest world. But Heidegger's

151 Heidegger, Vortrage und Aufsatze, 22
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philosophy does not assert simply its recurrence. If we follow Being-historical
thought, the oldest things endure in hidden form and are gathered even into the
present age, as having been (Gewesen). For Heidegger, the oldest thing is at
once the beginning and therefore the origin. Those anciert origins that are now
hidden are in fact the truth of Being itself. So if we want to think about the truth
of Being, we first have to recollect the past itself. That is at the same time not
only the oldest of things, but when we think about it, it must become the first
thing to stand in our memories. In other words, we have to “pre-think” against
the arrival of the earliest origins again in the future. Heidegger writes:
“Recollecting the past is pre-thinking into that which is unthought and should
be thought. Thinking is recollecting pre-thinking.” > Thus the position of “The

Thing” as the firgt lecture is most significant.

There arises here another confusing problem. Even if the world of Event
is based on the past, as long as it is pre-thought to be in the future, then it is no
more than a possible world and not the real world of experience and actual
occurrences. Moreover, the object of this kind of thinking has the danger of
becoming merely a kind of thought-construction or idea. In one dialogue

Heidegger mentions the arrival of Event as follows:

| don’t know if thiswill ever happen or not! But within the

essence of technology, | see the first glimmer of a much
1 n 153

deeper mystery, of what | call the *Event’.

Does it suffice that we treat this as smply another case of Heidegger's
oftentouted prophetic persondity? If we take Heidegger as being merely
prophetic here, then we learn nothing from this statement, for there is neither an

152 Heidegger, Der Satzvom Grund (Pfullingen: Neske, 1965), 159.
153 R. Wisser, Martin Heidegger im Gesprach, (New Y ork: Paragon House, 1990), 73.
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ultimate conclusion nor universal theory of Being within this view of his
forward-looking thought of Event. Rather, it is precisely at this point that we
find the most basic characteristic of Heidegger's perpetua inquiry into “that
which must be thought.” We may say that this is the integrity of Heidegger's
thinking. Thus an interpretation that overemphasizes the notion of Event is in
danger of mistaking the basic direction of his thought. It is here that we see the
decisive gap between Heidegger, who follows the process and direction of
historical thought, and Nishida, who tries to draw out al redlity based on a
didectica theory from absolute nothingness as the ultimate ground. Heidegger
tries to ground the forward-looking character of his thought in a historical
process. Therefore it is more appropriate to take his thought as the ecstatic
unification of the present, the future, and the past, based on the entirety of his
“Ingght into that which is.” This entails a reexamination of the meaning the
lecture “The Thing” in its relation to the whole, from the standpoints of the

cyclical nature of histhought and the structure of the hermeneutic circle.

L. Reconsidering the Hermeneutic Circle

The ontological hermeneutic circle, as present in Being and Time, must be
taken for the basic and necessary structure of human thought of which the basic
is the mutual interdependence or correlativity between historical existence itself
and the object of thought.*>* In the working of the hermeneutic circle, a fore
project takes over the past as legacy, and is revised through concrete
interpretation and then concretely articulated. It we apply this kind of structure

to the present case, then the world of the Foufold presented in “The Thing”

154" Cf. Heidegger, BT, 148ff.
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covertly plays the role of fore-project for Heidegger’ s thought, and is a criteria
horizon through a concrete interpretation of the present world as Enframing it
itself becomes concretized, resulting in a new expression of the world of the

Event.

The world of the Foufold as Event is not smply a world propheticaly
anticipated, rather it is the criterial horizon for the ontological interpretation in a
broad sense of the present technological world. This may be recognized at
severa points. For example, only by using the world of Event as a criterion can
we perceive the deficiencies of previous Western metaphysical systems that
return into Enframing: “oblivion of Being,” “neglect of the thing,” the loss of

true closeness in “uniform distance” . 1°°

The Being-historical thinking of Heidegger's middle period had
continually seen that kind of negative, privative structure within the history of
Western metaphysics, and thustried to interpret and accomplish the fore-project
of Event by making this Event a criterion and clue. This fore-project of Event
was already made within a limited realm and covertly through Heidegger's
turning. Of course this is not something concrete or thematized from the

beginning; it shows its concrete form first through the process of circular space.

Moreover, the criterial characteristics of the Foufold go so far as to take
the privative characteristics of Enframing as the coming-to-presence of Being
itself. For example, this can be seen in the case of “The Question Concerning
Technology.” In this treatise, Enframing is regarded not only as the coming-to-

presence of Being itself, but also as a derivative of the producing and exhibiting

1% Heidegger, Vortrage und Aufsatze, 38.
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seen in the ancient Greek techng.'®® For thereis a similarity between Enframing
and the revealing (Entbergen) as bringing-forth seen in techng. Thus we can
interpret the present world of technology as the working of the revealing of
Being. On this point as well, the world of the ancient Greeks again functions as
afore-projected criterion for drawing out an interpretation of Heidegger. But in
this case, the world of the Foufold as Event which take ancient Greece as its
model is again the recurrent conclusion reached through a hermeneutic circle.

Here we have to reflect more closaly on that circular structure.

The horizon of meanings (Snnhorizont) that bears the role of the fore-
project in the movement of the hermeneutic circle does not exist independently
of itsdf, not is it derived or invented purely from thought. If we follow the
thought of the early Heidegger and of other hermeneutic philosophies, the
horizon of meanings originates and is derived diaogicaly from the past as
history that aready forms its present basis'®’ In this regard, insofar as
Heidegger tries to take over the ancient Greek experience of Being as the true
past, that Greek experience becomes the criterion and the fore-project
underlying al interpretation of Being. But the situation is not so smply when
the problem concerns the ontological horizon of meanings itself, since the
ontological horizon of meanings has aready been transmitted in some form or
another from the past, before meeting with the past clearly and thematicaly.
Gadamer calls this transmitted horizon of meanings “prejudice.” °® Here the
horizon of meanings itself as prejudice is aready a historical past condition,
upon which the thematic engagement with the past can for the first time take

156 1pid., 13, 20.

157 Cf. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, 2° ed., (New York: Publishing Group
International, 1990), 250ff.

158 pid.
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place, and based on which diaogica circle a modified horizon of meanings
becomes possible. The immediate past horizon of meanings, as “prejudice,” is
the primarily transmitted horizon of meanings of the present period, but it is not
necessarily neither self-conscious nor are its origins clearly discerned. Rather, it

is because those origins are unknown that that prejudice wields its power.

But when Heidegger started down the road towards the question of the
Being in Being and Time, the first problem he encountered, in trying to clarify
its meanings and origins, was the ontological horizon of meanings as just this
pregjudice. He did not start his analysis from the authenticity of Dasein, but
rather from “everydayness.” This show that he took the prevalent prejudice for
the fundamental reality, and therefore for the basic issue. Now if we want to
look at pregjudice for what it is, and treat it as a new problem of its own, then we
need a new horizon that is not under the sway of prejudice. Again following the
ideas of hermeneutic philosophy, that new horizon must be formed out of the
dialogica interaction of prgjudice and tradition. In Heidegger's case, the
formation of a new horizon of meanings whereby to take prgjudice for itself
does not come immediately out of the encounter with the tradition of ancient
Greece. Ever since Being and Time the early Greek experiences of Being were
aleading thread to which Heidegger continually referred.

This is not to say that the form and expresson of ancient Greek
experience directly guided al the concepts and analysis of Being and Time
Rather, what first contributed to forming the horizon of pregudice was
traditional Western metaphysics, which he later was to characterize as privation
— especidly the philosophy of the eighteenth century onwards — that had already
confronted and criticized such traditional metaphysics from a limited realm.
(We may consider, among others, the names of Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, Dilthey,
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and Husserl in particular.) But it is Heidegger’ s horizon that becomes a problem
again in terms of its prejudices; it is here that the clear and dialogical encounter
with ancient Greece first takes place. Thereafter, within this encounter,
prevalent prgudice and tradition Western metaphysics, that help form the
horizon by which that powerful Greek tradition is interpreted, become a single
great historical prejudice.

What does all of this clarify? First, insofar as we continue to have a
limited perspective on the structure of the hermeneutic circle, then the new
horizon formed from Heidegger's central encounter with ancient Greece must
be formed from a dialogical encounter between Greece and the (later Western)
metaphysical tradition as the prevalent prejudice. So of course we cannot call
this new horizon objectively and historically equivalent to the ancient Greek
experience of Being. Heidegger himself achieves “the effort to think through
original thinking more originally, *>° and recognizes this point when he calls that
which must come “the other beginning.” Secondly, the newly-formed horizon
becomes a criteria horizon for the interpretation of both ancient Greek
experience and the traditional and currently predominant interpretations of
Being; but insofar as this new horizon is formed from a kind of fusion in the
encounter with these two traditions, we cannot imagine that ether will be

completely adequate for the self- interpretation of this new horizon as a whole.

To put it another way, it is not the case that of the two — the ancient Greek
experience and the predominant modern interpretations of Being — one would
become a gandard of truth, and the other merely a derivative. So, we cannot
take the Foufold of ancient Greek experience presented in “The Thing” as
referring simply either to Heidegger’'s “ protection of the truth of Being,” nor to

159 Nishida Kitar6 Zenshd, Vol. 11, 442.
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a unigue form of the coming-to-presence of the world itself (worlding), nor to
the expression of that which is awaited in the future. Rather, the fore-project
horizon leading Heidegger is not yet adequately and concretely articulated. So
the world of the Foufold as Event present in “The Thing,” even if it appears to
take the final form of a fore-project itsdlf, in the movement of the hermeneutic
circle, is nevertheless in its basic nature something different. Nor can we say
that the world of the Foufold is a criterion by which the Enframing come to be
interpreted. As Heidegger tried to express their relations above, both are
identical in their revealing Entbergen), and with respect to the coming-to-
presence of Being, not equivalent but the same. At the same time, Enframing is
the privation of the Foufold, and the “luminescence of things to come.” But
these complicated expressions show us rather that their relations are not yet
adequately experienced or understood. Heidegger could not achieve a dialogue
synthetically fusing the classical Greek experience of Being and the traditional
Western metaphysics that presently wields power in our prejudices, he was not
able adequately to structure a horizon of meanings fusing the two. If that were
possible, then from the viewpoint of the Foufold, Enframing would be
something other than mere privation; it would be given a concrete bass.
Similarly, the world of the Foufold would be locatable within the united whole
of the present Enframing and the Foufold and not need to be based in some

future state separate from the present.

If we can make a comparison here, Nishida's standpoint of “absolute
nothingness’ tries to combine at one stroke both authenticity and inauthenticity,
by locating it in the self-development of the diaectical self-determination of
absolute nothingness. While this move of Nishida's philosophy bypasses
metaphysics in its traditional sense, by grounding everything at once in absolute
nothingness, it retains the metaphysical character of affirming everything in its
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hierarchic order of Being. Conversely, everything is ultimately reduced to the
absolute presence of absolute nothingness, by which it takes on a trans-
historical position. Certainly Nishida himself thinks of the historical world as
“the self-determination of the absolute present,” and “immanence as
transcendence.” 1°° But the specific historical contents of that self-determination
are the focus of the world and neglected within “unlimited creativity.” Even if
the philosophy of absolute nothingness talks about historical determination it
fails to look at itself within that context. The world of technology that appears
privative to Heidegger is indiscriminately given a positive evaluation as the

active intuition of absolute nothingness in Nishida s philosophy.

By contrast, because he wants to ground his thought in history and to
avoid placing the authentic Event within a transcendentally absolute present,
Heidegger tries to base his thought on the historical future. We do not have the
license to examination the implications of these differences in this study, but if
we limit ourselves to Heidegger's side, we might make the following
conjectures. The fore-project guiding Heidegger’ s thought may best be sought
within the “and” linking Enframing and the Foufold — and the domain opened
through their relationship might provide for the first time a criterion for
interpretation. It is perhaps this question that covertly guided Heidegger's

thinking on this issue.

Contrary to our origina intentions, we have abandoned the standpoint of
looking “Irsight into that which is’ as a complete movement of the hermeneutic
circle for which “The Thing” is both fore-project and result. The lectures in
their entirety constitute an attempt at a dialogue between current prejudices and

ancient Greek experience, inthe progressive pursuit of the formulation of a new

160 pid., 353.
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horizon of Being. From this perspective, “The Danger” and “The Turning’
express the hidden points of contact in the dialogue between “The Thing” and
“The Enframing.” This also sheds light on the role and position of the world of
the Foufold as Event, that are full of mysteries uninterpretable at a glance.
Heidegger’s pre-thinking is not towards the world of the Foufold, but rather
towards the unifying and fusing dialogue of Greek and modern thought hinted
a inthe“and” linking the Foufold and Enframing.

Based on this understanding of the internal relations and the overall
meaning of these complicated lectures, we can gain a better perspective on our
own activities of interpretation. There has been hardly any work done on the
internal criticism of Heidegger's idea of Event, which is centra to his later
thought; nor any work on his lectures on “Insight into that which is’ taken
together — except for the work of Otto Poggeler. This may be partly due to these
lectures not having been published as a whole, but more importantly that his
thinking about Event takes a form that hardly admits any criticism. That
difficulty of criticism rests rather in our own propensity to view Heidegger's
thought on Event as his uUtimate teaching. If so, then the way to the idea of
Event is closed to us, insofar as Heidegger does not indicate any approaches to
Event except through the “Turning of Being” and the “Leap.” For by what
kinds of criteria, in what way can we criticize a philosophy of something we

have never even approached, much less experienced?

At this point, we can ssimply point out certain questions that arise. If the
thought of Event originates in the dialogue with Greek philosophy and takes
ancient Greece as its mode, is it not always something progressively sdlf-
determined, and not the ultimate conclusion of Heidegger's philosophy, nor

adequate to express the entire domain of his problem? If this question is
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appropriate, then it gives us another chance and indeed a sounder ground upon
which critically to reexamine the dialogue that Heidegger is conducting. Such a
critical reexamination would start, not from a one-sided use of ancient Greece
as acriterion, but from the possibility of the fusion of the Greek experience with
the present horizon of meanings. Then we come to wonder whether it is
necessary for the present horizon of meanings to include a diaogue with ancient
Greece — or, whether the “dialogue with ancient Greece” itself is not already
one of Heidegger’'s prgudices, that needs to be reconsidered. The possibility of
this criticism in turn prepares the way for the dialogue with Eastern philosophy.
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Chapter 7

INTO THE CLEARING

Today we are perhaps beginning, belatedly, to understand what an
immanent critique of Being and Time might require — belatedly, for Heidegger
himself, having undertaken again and again since 1930 “to subject the Ansatz of
the question in Being and Time to an immanent critique,” finaly indicated in
the mid-1960s that through this undertaking “the name of the task of Being and
Time get changed.” Changed to what? Heidegger answers the question with a
guestion, these two questions serving to enframe “The End of Philosophy and
the Task of Thinking”: “Does the title for the task of thinking then read instead
of ‘Being and Time': clearing and presence [Lichtung understanding
Anwesenheit]?" 1% But here it is a matter not smply of a change from the text
Being and Time, but rather of an immanent, i.e,, radicalizing, critique set upon
bringing into the open something aready in play, inconspicuousy, perhaps
even concealedly, in Being and Time itself. Let us focus on a moment of the

text in which such stirrings are unobtrusively inscribed.

A. Circling

A circling within the text is completed at that juncture where the analysis
of Dasein comes to be directed specificaly to “Being-in” (Division I, ch.5). For
the “preliminary sketch” (Vorzeichnung) of the constitution of Dasein as Being-

161 On Time and Being, 61, 80.
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in-the-world was drawn by way of a preliminary, orientational characterization
of this moment @T, 12); and following the preliminary sketch, a rigorous
(though of course only “prepatory”) analysis was provided for the other two
moments, world and self, leading finally back to Being-in as a theme for
rigorous analysis. It is at the point of return to “Being-in” that the word clearing

comes decisively into play (BT, §28).

For what purpose? As an interpretive name for Being-in itsdf, as
interpretively synonymous with the names “there” (“Da”) and “disclosedness’
(“Erschlossenheit”). That Being-in is a condtituent of the Being of Dasein
means. Dasein is aways its “there,” Dasein is its disclosedness, Dasein is a
clearing. Later another synonym will be added: Dasein is its truth. The first
connection, however, is more immediate: a clearing (the paradigm: a clearing in
the forest) is a place that can be lighted whenever light shines through the
opening above — or, moreover, a clearing must aways be there already in order
that the light break through so as to the light up whatever stand there in the
clearing. In Being and Time the difference between light (Licht) and clearing
(Lichtun), manifestly in play metaphorically, is still precarious because of the
attachment of the issue of clearing to “the ontically figurative talk about the
natural light in man” (BT, 133). Explicitly, to say that Dasein “is ‘illuminated’
isto say: cleared in itself as Being-in-the-world, not through another being, but
rather in such a way that it is itsalf the clearing.” ¥ The text is unequivoca
here: rather than confounding light (illumination) and clearing, it is a matter of
recovering for the issue of clearing what is redly at issue in that ontically
figurative (and traditional) way of talking about the natural light, of detaching

the issue from the metaphor of light, placing it on the other side. And so,

162 1pid., 62.
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immediately following, the difference is openly traced: “Only for abeing that is
exisentially cleared in this way does what is present-at-hand [Vorhandenes]
become accessible in the light, hidden in the dark” (BT, 133).

With the return to the analysis of Being-in, then, a matter of exhibiting
those moments, those “existentias,” by which Dasein isitsdlf the clearing — that
is, of analyzing the existential congtitution of the “there,” of the clearing. This
return, it turns out, completes another circle, one at a deeper stratum of the text
— or, rather, at this deeper stratum, several circles. For in the analysis of the
existential constitution of the clearing, it turns out that a major constituent s
understanding and that understanding is fulfilled in interpretation; it suffices,
then, to recall that at the outset (BT, 8§7) interpretation was aready identified as
the specific procedure of the analysis to come: the analysis (interpretation) has
become an analysis (interpretation) of interpretation, and in this interpretation of
interpretation it circles in a new way, back upon itsalf, reflexively. Even though
the analysis is limited to inauthentic interpretation — this limitation being
prescribed by the horizon of the entire preparatory analysis, everydayness — the
reflexivity reaches far enough to al that “preliminary sketch” of Being-in-the-
world to be recognized as a moment of that specific fore-structure which
belongs to the existential interpretation; and thus the previous, merely
procedura circle is attached to the circle reflected from the matter itself.

The reflexivity intrinsic to the interpretation of interpretation is not,
however, the only kind that breaks out in the return to “Being-in.” Another is
exhibited in the analysis (BT, §829) of disposition (Befindlichkeit). The relevant
characterigtic of digposition is that according to which it discloses Dasein in its
thrownness — that is, in the “facticity of its being delivered over” (BT, 135).

Dasein is “delivered over to the Being which, in existing, it has to be’ (BT,

238



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

134); it is “ddivered over to the ‘there’” (BT, 135). Dasein’s thrownness is a
thrownness into the “there” into the clearing which it has to be, into
disclosedness. Accordingly, disposition is such that in it “Dasein is brought
before its Being as ‘there” (BT, 134) — that is, Dasein’s thrownness into
disclosedness is disclosed — that is, disposition is that mode of disclosedness in
which is disclosed Dasein’'s character as disclosedness. This reflexivity within
disposition, that it is disclosive of disclosedness, is the source of that primordial
disclosive power which, intensified in anxiety, will later be exploited for the
sake of a more primordial access to the Being of Dasein. How can the
existential analysis exploit the reflexivity of Dasein? How can it avail itself of
the disclosive power of moods without thereby abandoning itself to them and
disclaming itsdf as a theoretical affair? There is only one way: taking its
“distance’ from the dispositional disclosure, it must with appropriate reticence
attend to that disclosure, accompanying it “only in order existentialy to raise to
a conceptual level the phenomenal content of what has been disclosed” (BT,
140).

The reflexivity of disposition points beyond the preparatory anaysis
(Division 1) to the development of a more primordia access to Dasein (Division
I1); athird reflexivity points to Division Ill, to its question, the question of the
entire work, the question of the meaning of Being. For the analysis of
interpretation leads to a determination of the concept of meaning, and the text
explicitly reflects this determination back upon the question of the meaning of
Being. Granted the determination of meaning as that from which something
becomes understandable, the question of the meaning of Being is
correspondingly determined as a question about that from which Being

becomes understandable to Dasain.
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Thus, in return of the analysisto “Being-in,” athreefold reflexivity breaks
out — reflexivity of such extent as to reach out to the entirety of Being and Time
It is little wonder that this return is announced by that word which when the

name of Being and Time eventually gets changed, displaces Being: clearing.

B. Clearing

It is necessary now to narrow the range, focusing on the one constituent of
the clearing: understanding (Verstehen). A retracing of the existential analysis
of understanding (BT, 831) will provide an opening onto those first stirrings in

behalf of “clearing” and “presence.”

AsDasen is no subject, so understanding is no immanent representational
activity of a subject. Rather, understanding is to be taken up existentidly, i.e., in
connection with Dasein’s comportment to its Being, a comportment which,
digtinct from blind relatedness between mere things, is fundamentally a matter
of disclosure. The analysis begins by indicating the major terms in the relevant

disclosive structure;

In the for-the-sake-of-which [Worumwillen], existing
Being-in-the world is disclosed as such, and this disclosedness
we have called understanding. [Reference is made in 818.] In
the understanding of the for-the-sake-of-which, the
significance of which is grounded therein is disclosed aong
with it (BT, 143).

The structure of understanding, as a kind of disclosedness, is such that in
and through something, something else gets disclosed. Two items get disclosed:
existing Being-in-the world and significance. In and through what? The “for-
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the-sake-of-which” — identified in the analysis of worldhood (BT, §18) as
potentiality-for-Being (Seinkénnen), a possible way to be, a possbility in that
sense which, not yet positively delimited, is to be distinguished from mere
logical possibility, from the contingency of things present-at-hand, and from
“free-floating” possibility in the sense of the “liberty of indifference.”
“Significance,” determined in that same earlier analysis, is identica with the
worldhood of the world, i.e., the referential totality by which a concrete world is
structured. “Existing Being-in-the world”: that is, “Dasein,” with emphasis on

its comportment to possibilities.

So, on the one side, the for-the-sake-of-which discloses existing Being-in-
the world — that is, those possibilities to which Dasein comports itself serve to

disclose Dasein. But how isit that Dasein can be disclosed by possibilities?

Dasain is not something present-at-hand which possessesits
potentiality for something by way of an extra; it is primarily
Being-possible. Dasein isin every instance that which it can
be, and in the way in which it isits possibility (BT, 143).

Dasein is not something at hand which then, as a supplement, has a
comportment to possibility; rather, its comportment to possibility; rather its
comportment to possibility determines what it is and how it is in any given
instance. Even further: “Possibility as an existential is the most primordia and
ultimate positive ontological determination of Dasein” (BT, 143f.). Dasein is
disclosed in and through its possibilities, from those possibilities, because “it is
in every case what it can be” (BT, 143).

On the other side of the disclosive structure, the for-the-sake-of-which
discloses significance — that is, a possibility prescribed what must be done to
actualize it (an “in-order-to”); this, in turn, requires that something be done (a
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“toward-this’), et cetera; and in each case what is to be done prescribes that
with which it can be done. The possibility of providing oneself with adequate
shelter prescribes securing the shingles against wind and rain; this, in turn,
prescribes nailing them down properly; and this one does with a hammer.
Within a given context a possbility delinestes with a certain degree of
determinacy areferentia totality; it structures aworld.

The anadyss becomes more precise through the thematizing of
understanding as projection (Entwurf). What does Dasein project in
understanding? Does it project possibilities? Not primarily. It projects itself
upon possihilities.

Dasein has, as Dasein, aways adready projected itself; and as
long asit is, it is projecting. Aslong asit is, Dasain always
understood itself and aways will understand itself from
possibilities (BT, 145).

The primary sense of projection is Dasain’s self-projection, it projection
of itsdf upon possbilities. From those possibilities Dasein is, in turn, given
back to itsdlf, disclosed to itself. Dasein does not disclose the possibilities (by
projecting upon them) so much as the possibilities, being projected upon,
disclose Dasein. Yet there is a sense in which Dasein may be said to project

possibilities:
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Furthermore, the character of understanding as projection

Is such that understanding does not grasp thematically that
upon which it projects — that is, possibilities. Grasping in such
amanner would take away from what is projected its very
character as a possibility and would reduce it to the given
contents which we have in mind [zieht es herab zu einem
gegebenen, gemeinten Bestand]; whereas projection, in
throwing, throws before itself the possibility as possibility, and
lets it be as such. As projecting, understanding is the kind of
Being of Dasein in which it isits possibilities as possibilities
(BT, 145).

In projecting (in the primary sense: projecting itself), Dasein projects
possibilities as possibilities. It does not create or invent them but lets them be as

possihilities.

Another side has now to be added. For Dasein’s sdf-projection is not a

projection only upon possibilities:

With equal primordiality it projects Dasein’s Being both upon
its for-the-sake-of-which and upon significance as the
worldhood of its current world (BT, 145).

Dasein’s projection is two-sided, a projection upon possibilities and upon
significance (worldhood). Because this two-sidedness belongs to it, “projection
always pertains to the full disclosedness of Being-in-the world” (BT, 146). But
how can one and the same projection have these two sides? Where is the unity?
It lies in the connection between those two items on which Dasein projects. a
possibility opens up significance, i.e.,, prescribes, delineates a referentia
totality; and significance opens onto possibility, for, in engaging onesdlf in a

world, one tacitly submits oneself to the certain range of possibilities connected
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with the structure of that world. The unity of possibility and significance gives

unity to the projection: one and the same projection is a projection upon both.

In turn, there is a certain analogous doubling of that self-disclosure that is
correlative to Dasein’s self-projection. Dasein is to some degree disclosed to
itself, not only from possihilities, but also from significance. And thus, globally

considered, projective understanding can assume two forms:

Understanding can devote itself primarily to the disclosedness
of the world; that is, Dasein can, proximally and for the most
part, understand itself from its world. Or el se understanding
throws itsalf primarily into the for-the-sake-of-which; that is,
Dasein exists asitself. Understanding is either authentic,
arising out of one’ s own self as such, inauthentic (BT, 146).

These two forms, authentic and inauthentic understanding, derive from the fact

that one or the other side can be dominant.

A final moment of the disclosive structure congtitutive of understanding is
added in §32. It involves extending to beings other than Dasein a disclosive
connection analogous to that of Dasein: they, too, get projected upon

possibilities and significance, though of course they do not project themselves:

In the projecting of understanding, beings are disclosed

in their possibility... Beings within-the-world generdly are
projected upon the world — that is, upon awhole of
significance... (BT, 151).

As Dasein is projected upon possibilities and significance and thus

disclosed, so beings other than Dasein get projected, generaly upon
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significance, and disclosed therefrom. When such beings have been thus

disclosed, they may then be said to have meaning.

What is meaning? Its determination is grounded on the anaysis of
understanding:

Meaning [Sinn] is that wherein the understandableness
[Verstandlichkeit] of something maintains itself.... Meaning is
the upon-which [Woraufhin] of a projection from which
something becomes understandable as something... (BT, 151).

Meaning is that upon which something is projected and from which it
becomes understandable: possibility or significance, as the case may be —in any
case, an item entwined in that total disclosive structure that constitutes
understanding. But understanding is one of the major congtituents of the
“there,” of the clearing, and its structure is accordingly entwined in that total
structure by which the clearing itself delimited. Meaning has been brought into
the clearing. The analysis of understanding, by grounding the determination of
“meaning,” inscribes the question of the meaning of Being within the sphere of
the clearing, gathers the issue of Being and time into the natura light (cf.
Parmenides, Fr. 1).

C. Presence

But how does the analysis of understanding bring also into play the issue
of presence? Within the text there is only one indication, an indirect one: a
reference appended to the analysis, almost as though it were a passing remark, a

reference to traditional ontology. The reference follows a more extended
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passage devoted to Dasein’s “sight” (Sicht). Understanding is identified as what
makes up Dasein's sight, and the passage serves to extend the analysis of
understanding, just completed, back to the earlier analyses of Dasein’s various
modes of sight: circumspection Umsicht), that sight with which Dasein in its
mindful dealings with equipment holds the equipmental totality in view; and
considerateness (RUcksicht) and forbearance (Nachsicht), those modes of sight
which serve anaogoudy in Dasein’s solicitous dealings with others. To this
appropriation of the issue of sight to that of understanding is then added the

reference to traditional ontology:

By showing how all sight is grounded primarily in
understanding..., we have deprived pure intuition [puren
Anschauen] of it priority, which corresponds noetically to the
priority accorded the present-at-hand [Vorhandene] in
traditional ontology (BT, 147).

The reference is far-reaching and decisive.

Intuition is deprived of its priority. What priority? A text of lectures
comtemporaneous with the redaction of Being and Time is explicit: intuition is
accorded priority in the sense that knowledge is taken to be primarily intuition.
By whom is it accorded such priority? The lecture text answers. by the entire
tradition. And that same text exhibits the ways in which priority was granted by
Hegel, Kant, Leibniz, Descartes, Aquinas. Throughout the tradition, knowledge
is taken as primarily intuition — that is, intuition is the paradigm in such fashion
that al knowledge, to the extent that it is not smply intuition, is charged with
compensating for what it lacks in intuition. Knowledge is idedlly the sheer
beholding of what is present, of what is merely there on hand present to one's

gaze. Thus it is that the priority of intuition is correlative to the priority of the
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present-at-hand, a priority equally accorded by the tradition, a priority called

into question almost from the outset of Being and Time

The anaysis of understanding culminates in a destruction of the priority
heretofore accorded sheer intuitive presence to what is openly present to one's
gaze. It constitutes, thus, aradical break with the tradition. But the text of Being
and Time signals another break, too: “Even the phenomenological ‘intuition of
essences’ is grounded in existential understanding” (BT, 147). The lecture text
marks the break unmistakably, citing Husserl’s “principle of al principles’
(from Ideas §24): “that whatever presents itself originarily to us in intuition (in
its bodily actuality, as it were) is simply to be accepted as that which it gives
itself but only within the limits in which it there gives itself.” The principle
enjoins one to attend to things as they show themselvesin intuition. And thus it
attests to Husserl’s solidarity with the tradition: taking over the traditional
priority of intuition, Husserl elevates it to the rank of an explicit methodologica

principle.

How isintuition to be deprived of its priority? By showing that al sight is
grounded in understanding. How does the grounding of sight in understanding
serve to deprive intuition of its priority? Because intuition is itself a kind of
sight, which, if grounded in understanding, relinquishes its priority to the latter.
Actualy, this priority is aready relinquished in the earlier analyses of sight to
which that of understanding gets referred back, most notably in that of
circumspection (Umsicht): since an item of equipment can show itself (as what
itisinitself) only from out of an equipmental totality, that “sight” to which it is
“given” is grounded in the sight by which the totdity is held in sight — that is,
Dasein’s mindful dealing with an item is grounded in a prior, holistic sighting
(cf. BT, 815).
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Correlatively, that same earlier analysis also deprives being-present-at-
hand (Vorhandensein) of its traditional priority by exhibiting its subordination
to being-ready-to-hand (Zuhandensein) — a subordination that gets confirmed in
the development initiated by the analysis of understanding (cf. BT, 8§33). This
subordination bears decisively on the issue of presence. By displacing presence
—that is, by replacing the sheerly present thing with a thing for which absence is
congtitutive. Under ordinary circumstances an item of equipment is not sheerly
present in a self-contained positivity. On the contrary, it 5 extended beyond
itself into the referential totality by which it is essentidly determind; it is
“elsawhere,” beyond itself, not sheer self-contained presence. Furthermore,
such an item is of such a character that when it shows itsalf most primordially
as what it is (for example, a hammer in hammering), it is never grasped
thematically (that is, as sheerly present) but rather remains withdrawn, holds
itself back in a certain inconspicuousness in favor of the world for which it isin
use. An item of equipment is “in itself” by withdrawing into itself, by being
absent (cf. BT, §15). Drawn back into itsalf, drawn forth beyond itself — both
modes of absence serve to determine the characteristic presence of equipment, a
presence which, thus determined by absence, is distinct from the sheer presence
which, as the correlate of intuition, is accorded priority by metaphysics and
phenomenol ogy.

The grounding of sight in understanding completes what the earlier
analyses initiated. It refers intuition, displaced into concern, grounded already in
circumspection, back to understanding itself. In understanding, Dasein projects
itself upon possibilities. It is its possibilities — that is, it too is extended, extends
itself, beyond itsdlf so as to escape al self-contained psitivity. And by its
manner of projecting upon them, Dasein lets its possibilities be as possibilities,

granting them that reserve of absence that prevents their crystalizing into the
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sheer presence of a given content. Possihilities disclose significance; and
Dasein, projecting upon possibilities, projects also upon significance in such a
way as to let it be as such, to let a referentia totality take hold, to let a world
take shape. But this shape is still more withdrawn than those items of equipment
that come to presence within it. Something exceptional, some disruption, is
required for it to be come even minimally thematic (cf. BT, 816); its peculiar
presence is even less the sheer presence correlative to intuition, is even more a
presence essentially determined by absence. It is little wonder that traditional
ontology, according priority to the sheer presence of intuition, completely

passes over the phenomenon of world.

The grounding of sight in understanding gathers the entire anaysis of
Being-in-the world into the issue of clearing. More decisively, it gathers into
that issue the destruction of sheer presence accomplished by that analysis, the
collapse of sheer presence into the play of presence and absence. In the
gathering of this play into the clearing one hears the first stirrings within the
Sache of Being and Time
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Chapter 8

END(S)

Beginning with a bit of pretense, as one aways does when merely
beginning, let me presume that a discourse about philosophy is still possible (if
it ever was), a discourse about philosophy as such. To provoke such a
discourse, proceeding as though that sense that would orient the entire discourse
and guarantee its coherence were still intact (if it ever was), as though the sense
of sense were unguestionable. Let me pretend that the “as such” has not itself
become questionable, that it has not become questionable as such, withdrawing
thus from the very questioning, the very putting of the question, threatening the
coherence of the theme of the discourse. Let me pretend — if only to begin
prefiguring such transgression — that one could outline coherently the end of
philosophy and perhaps even the task, the end, of a future thinking.

A. Completion

Philosophy is not only world but also deed, is word that as such is deed, is
performative in its peculiar manner. Especially since deed comes to be
understood as end-directed, as teleological, as receiving end from its
orientation, philosophy, too, is oriented to an end. And yet, no deed is an
absolute beginning, no word the first word, and in orienting itself to an end,
philosophy resumes something already begun, resumes it already in the very
name “philosophy,” in thus naming itself. It resumes an already constituted
orientation to an end, to end(s) aready projected. The structure of the
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resumption is quite complex. It is not only a matter of philosophy’s measuring
itself against the end(s) but aso, inseparably, an interpretation which
reanimates, which to that degree (re)constitutes the end(s). It is matter of both
appropriation of tradition and distancing from it. Philosophy achieves sdlf-
understanding — and, inseparably, its (sdlf-)constitution — precisely in drawing
the lines of this configuration.

In amost every case, one can discern to some extent the divergence of the
end(s). One can to some extent measure the distance between the (re)constituted
end(s) and the end(s) taken over — even though such measuring usualy, perhaps
even inevitably, proceeds by smplifying the configuration, by abstracting from
certain complexities in the constitution of tradition. And yet, it is my intention
to cal attention to a case in which any such measuring would border on the
unthinkable, a case in which not just the end(s) but the very sense of end, hence
the very sense of sense, orientation, and deed, as such, are brought into
question. Or rather, | want to resume the stance, to take up the movement, of a
philosophical project elaborated at the threshold of such questioning. The
project is that of Heidegger's Being and Time as elaborated in the lecture course
of 1927 entitled The Basic Problems of Phenomenology.1®3

Let us, then, set the project at the threshold by anticipating the opening
toward which it is in motion. Or, rather, let me refer to a much later text in
which Heidegger glances beck toward that threshold. That text, “The End of
Philosophy and the Task of Thinking,” first published in 1966,is prefaced by an
identification of its own larger context:

163 BT, 1. Die Grundprobleme der Phanomenologie (GA 24). The Basic Problems of
Phenomenology, tr. A. Hofstadter (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982).
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It is an attempt undertaken again and again ever since 1930 to
shape the questioning [die Fragestellung] of Being and Time
in amore primordia fashion. This means to subject the
beginning [AnsatZ] of the questionin Being and Timeto an
immanent critique.*®*

The opening is an attempt at a critique of the beginning of Being and
Time, an attempt at a more primordialy shaped beginning, an attempt in play
throughout Heidegger's later texts, from 1930 on. Presumably, however, it is
not yet in play — at least not in the same way — in the lecture course of 1927,
delivered a few months after the publication of Being and Time The text of this
course, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, can thus be situated, at least
provisionaly: the text lies in the gap, the interval, between the end of Being and
Time and the beginning of the critique of its beginning. The text stands at the
threshold.

What is the end of Being and Time? What are its ends, in the two sense
which most obtrude in the polysemic play of the word, end as completion and
as termination? It is wise to begin with these senses even if they will not for
long remain intact, much less independent. Recall, then, the goa of Being and
Time as initialy projected: it is to work out concretely the question of the
meaning of Being by means of an interpretation of time as the horizon for al
understanding of Being (BT, 1). With the projection of Being upon time, Being
and Time would reach its goa, would come to its end. And yet, this is, of
course, precisely what the work does not do; it merely stops, terminates, breaks
off, short of its end. The end of Being and Time remains outstanding —
something like an unpaid debt, or perhaps like the end of an unripe fruit
prematurely plucked from the vine.

164 On Time and Being, 61.
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In Being and Time the (re)congtitutive interpretation of the end(s)
animating philosophical tradition is already in play, much more even than might
appear on the surface of the text. Here aready, in undertaking a Wiederholung
[framing] of that questioning with which philosophy began in Plato and
Arigtotle and by which it has been continudly, if ever more forgetfully,
sustained — here aready there is an appropriation of the end of philosophy,
operative in that text itsdlf, in its title, “The End of Philosophy and the Task of
Thinking”:

What is meant by the talk about the end of philosophy? We
understand the end of something all too easily in the negative
sense as a mere stopping, as the lack of continuation, perhaps
even as decline and impotence. In contrast, what we say about
the end of philosophy means the completion of metaphysics
[die Vollendung der Metaphysik].1®°

This passage could, of course, sustain a thoroughly classical reading, on in
which it would be taken as executing a decison in favor of one sense of end
rather than another, end as completion rather than as end as termination (in
various subordinate senses: stopping, lack of continuation, decline, impotence).
But the suggestion of such a reading is precisdy the bit of pretense.
Immediately Heidegger corrects such a reading:

However, completion [Vollendung] does not mean perfection
[Vollkommenheit] as a consegquence of which philosophy
would have to have attained the highest perfection asits end.

Rather, the end of philosophy, its completion, is a place, a place of gathering:

185 pid., 62.
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The end of philosophy is the place [Ort], that place in which
the whole of philosophy’s history is gathered into it most
extreme possibility. End as completion means this
gathering. 1

The end of philosophy is a matter of its being gathered into an end, not an
end in the classica sense of completion, end as perfection, but rather end as
extreme possibility. This text — one might be tempted to call it Heidegger’ s final
retrospective text — thus announces a displacement of the very sense(s) of end,
on which, if extended and followed up, would eventualy produce a
displacement of the very sense, would disrupt the securing of completion by
death. But what should be noted is that the displacement of end announced in
this text corresponds quite precisely to a displacement that is aready produced
in Being and Time, in Heidegger’s analysis of the end of Dasein. Death, too, is
cdled an extreme posshility (BT, 250). The end of Dasein, the end of
philosophy — in both instances it is a matter of a possbility that cannot be
outstripped, of a possbility that withdraws all possibilities, that closes off
decisively the opening to a future. It is a matter of an end to which closure and
withdrawa belong, an end in which they replace, displace, openness and

perfection.

B. Basic Problems

Pretending that one could hold this end in view, let us now come back to
the threshold, or, rather, advance from Being and Time to it. The text of the
lecture course of 1927, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, does more than

merely announce the convergence of the end of Being and Timewith the end of

186 1pid., 63.

254



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

philosophy. It shows specifically and in detail how certain traditional theses
about Being serve, when deepened by phenomenologica critique, to generate
those four groups of problems which are regarded as “ constituting the whole of
the basic problems of ontology” GP 321). These four groups of problems,
namely, those of the ontological difference, of the basic articulation of Being, of
the possible modifications of Being, and of the truth-character of Being, are

“the basic problems of phenomenology” (GP 21).

It is not, however, merely a matter of convergence of specific problems
but also a matter of a fundamental orientation, a way of questioning about
Being, that animates al specific problems, whether they take the form of
traditional theses about Being or the more radical form of the basic problems of
phenomenology. Heidegger exposes this fundamental orientation in the course
of his phenomenological critique of Kant's thesis that Being is not a real
predicate. The crux of the critique involves showing how the Kantian equation
of existence with perception must be radicalized by a regress to intentionality
and ultimately to the disclosedness of Being that is ingredient in the full
structure of intentionality. The orientation is thus one which, in order to develop
the question about Being, regresses to the subject. Heldegger insists that such
regress is characteristic not only of modern philosophy but equaly of
premodern thought, for example: “All philosophy, in whatever way it may view
the ‘subject’ and place it in the center of philosophica investigation, returns to
the soul, mind, consciousness, subject, ego in clarifying the basic ontological
phenomena’ (GP 103f.). In developing the question of Being by way of an
onotology of Dasein, Being and Timewould, then, resume in a radical way that
return to the subject characteristic of all philosophy. Hence, it is “clear that the
ontology of Dasein represents the latent goa and constant and more or less
evident demand of the whole development of Western philosophy” (GP 106).
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To this degree the end of Being and Time coincides with the end of philosophy:
both undertake to question Being by way of aregress to the subject. By carrying
through the regress more radically, Being and Time would accomplish that end
to which the entire philosophical tradition was directed; it would bring
philosophy to its completion.

The convergence, the appropriation, is at the same time a distancing, and
indeed only because of its distancing from the tradition, its divergence, can the
Heideggerian project set about to complete what it has resumed. Specifically,
Heidegger's phenomenological critique of the traditional theses about Being
serves to expose a certain difference between the return to the subject as
executed throughout the philosophical tradition and that same return as carried
out in Being and Time Throughout the history of philosophy and most
conspicuoudly in ancient thought, the return to the subject is (according to the
Heideggerian critique) carried out most fundamentally as a regress to
production. By production (Herstellen) is meant that mode of comportment in
which something whose look is imagined in advance is formed, actualized. In
other words, production is the activity of forming or shaping products using an
image, the anticipated look of the product, its picture, as the guide and standard
(cf. GP 149ff.). Ancient ontology’s regress to production has two especialy
decisive consequences. Firgt of all, it serves to generate the distinction between
essence and existence, to accord that distinction universality, and to grant to the
digtinction the status of something unquestionable, self-evident. Heidegger’s
intention, on the other hand, is to destroy the alleged self-evidence of the
digtinction and to restrict drastically its range of validity: hence the
displacement which he produces by declaring in Being and Time that “the
‘essence’ of Dasein lies in its existence” (BT, 42). The second consequence of

the ancient ontological regress to production corresponds to the position
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accorded to sight in the concept of production: sight, the anticipatory sighting of
the product, of its look, is no mere appendage to production but, as guiding it,
belongs at the center of its structure. The consequence is, then, that in ancient
ontology a privileged status is given to pure seeing, to pure intuition, and
correspondingly to what is purely and ssmply present to such intuition. In this
regard, too, Heidegger’ s intention isto disrupt the allegedly self-evident priority
— hence the displacement which he announces in Being and Time at the
concluson of the analysis of understanding: “By showing how all sight is
grounded primarily in understanding..., we have deprived pure intuition of its
priority, which corresponds noeticaly to the priority of the present-at-hand in
traditional ontology” (BT, 147). If one can say that in this sense Heidegger
displaces the metaphysics of presence, it must also be said that he does so
because its underlying regress to production serves ultimately to conceal that

understanding with which the subject comports itself to Being.

To the extent, then, that Heidegger would inhibit the regress to
production, he would diverge from the direction of traditiona ontology. And
yet, this divergence is in service to a more radical convergence with the end of
philosophy, a solidarity so constituted as to make the Heideggerian project the
completion of the tradition ontology that it resumes. The moment of solidarity
is expressed most directly most directly in Heidegger’s reflections on Plato in
The Basic Problems of Phenomenology. To inquire about the meaning of Being
isto inquire about that upon which Being is to be projected, that is, understood.
It is to inquire beyond Being in the same way and direction by which the
Platonic Socrates was led in the Republic to speak of the idea of the beyond. For
Heidegger no less than for Plato, this “beyond” is the end of philosophy; it isan
end which is aso the beginning, “the beginning and the end of philosophy (GP
402), the coincidence possibility and understanding. And so: “We, too, with this
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apparently quite abstract question about the conditions of the possibility of the

understanding of Being, want to do nothing but bring ourselves out of the cave
into the light... ” (GP 404).

And yet, there is a moment of divergence, even if ultimately subordinate.
This moment is expressed in Heidegger's reflections on Hegel in The Basic

Problems of Phenomenology, he reflections on Hegel’ s thought as constituting
the end, the completion, of philosophy:

In Hegel, philosophy — that is, ancient philosophy —isin a
certain sense thought through to its end.... But there exists just
as much the legitimate demand to start anew, to understand the
finitude of the Hegelian system.... Hegel saw everything that is
possible. But the question is whether he saw it from the radical
center of philosophy, whether he exhausted all the possibilities
of the beginning so asto say that he is at the end (GP 400).

Philosophy has come to completion in Hegel; and Heidegger, starting
anew, would complete it again, a second time, but now from its radical center.
Now it is a matter of going beyond Being to — temporality. Now it is matter of
going beyond Being by regressing to Dasein.

The end of Being and Time which one tends to regard as a goa merely
projected, as something which a subject sets before itself as directive end of its
deed, which as the end of philosophy would then be projected by the entire
tradition — this end, these convergent ends, now proves to be anything but a
mere project in that metaphysical sense that | have just outlined. Rather, the end
of Being and Time converges with that end by which is first made possible any
projection whatsoever; the end of Being and Time is congtituted precisdly in its
adherence by defining he basic act of the congtitution of ontology as the
projection of Being uon its “beyond,” upon temporaity (GP 459). This
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projection, this end of philosophy and of Being and Time is, in turn, to be
regarded as the fina term of a series of projections. understanding of beings,
projection upon Being, understanding of Being, projection upon time (GP 437).
Philosophy is precisely the movement of traversing this series of projections
toward its end. This end is aso the beginning in the sense that it generates the
entire series, that is, makes possible all the other projections; it is the source
which overflows toward them. Indeed, the preontological understanding that
infforms Dasaein’'s everyday comportment is smply a matter of perpetualy
drifting aong in the flow from this source. Philosophy, on the other hand,
requires that one turn against the flow and swim upstream. With one notable
exception (cf. GP 466), al the dangers to which Heidegger shows philosophy to
be exposed result from the single danger of being reversed, of being drawn back
into the flow of everydayness.

The solidarity between the end of Being and Time and the end of
philosophy is reflected in the utterly classical character of thisimage that | have
let take shape from Heidegger's text. It simply transposes into another
metaphorical system that image which remains operative in philosophy from
beginning to end, whether as the Platonic image of the cave or as the Hegdlian
image of the inverted world.

C. The Turning

The specific orientation of The Basic Problems of Phenomenology to the
end of Being and Timeis straightforwardly announced by the footnote which at
the very outset identifies it as “a new elaboration of Division 3 of Part | of

Being and Time' (GP 1). The lecture course is directed toward the same end as
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Being and Time and is an attempt to achieve what the text as published in 1927
failed to achieve. The Basic Problems of Phenomenology is an attempt to bring
Being and Time (and hence philosophy itself) to completion. It would fill the
place of the missing third division, the place of the turning (Kehre) from “Being
and time” to “time and Being.” " To what extent does it succeed in filling this
place? And what does its attempted filling of that place, the limits of its effort to
fulfill an end which (as the much later text indicates) is the place of a gathering

—what does this make manifest regarding the displacement of ends(s)?

In The Basic Problems of Phenomenology the turning is carried out. The
regress to the subject, the recovery of Dasein as temporality, gives way to a new
movement: the explication of Being on the basis of temporality, the movement
from time to Being. This new movement, the movement of “time and Being,”
occurs in the analysis of presence (praesens,; Praesenz) that Heidegger offersin
that section of the final chapter entitled, “ Temporality and Being.”

The analysis proceeds from a discussion of equipment aong lines quite
similar to those developed in Being and Time The question has to do with the
understanding of Being that must be ingredient in al circumspective concern
with equipment. How is it that in dealing with the ready-to-hand Dasein already
has an understanding of Being-ready-to-hand or readiness-to-hand, that is, of
the way of Being of the handy? The analysis proceeds by identifying readiness-
to-hand as a specific variation of a single basic phenomenon which may be
designated as presence and absence or in genera as praesens. The problem is:
how does an understanding of praesens enter into Dasein’s dedling with the
ready-to-hand? How does such an understanding enter in such a primordial

manner that it first makes possible any such dealings?

187 ber den Humanismus (Frankfurt aM.: Vittorio Klostermann, 1947), 17.
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The anaysis focuses on the relation between praesens and time. Firdt,
Heidegger ascertains that praesens is not identical with the “now”; the “now”
pertains to the intratemporal, to the ready-to-hand rather than to readiness-to-
hand as such. Praesens is a more original phenomenon than the “now,” which,
according to the analysisin Being and Time, originates in and through the self-
interpretation of primordial tempordity. It is, then, at the level of primordial
temporality that the connection is to be sought. Specifically, Heidegger seeks
the connection in that specific ecstasis of the present that belongs to the
temporality of circumspective concern, namely, Gegenwartigung (making-
present, enpresenting). What, then, is the connection between praesens and
enpresenting (as the specific present ecstasis of circumspective concern)?
Heidegger indsts that they are not identical. Rather: “Enpresenting... projects
that which it enpresents that which can possibly confront us in and for a
present, upon something like praesens’ (GP 435). What is the connection?
Enpresenting projects upon praesens. But what kind of projection is this? And

what, more precisaly, is the connection corresponding to it?

At this point in the analysis, Heidegger introduces one of the most
significant results of the analysis of primordial temporality developed in Being
and Time (cf. BT, 869c): to each ecstasis of primordial temporality there
belongs a “whither,” a horizon, or what Heidegger, alluding to the Kantian
schematism, calls a horizontal schema. This designation of the “beyond”
belongs to the very structure of an ecstasis as a throwing/being-thrown out
beyond. Resuming this analysis, Heidegger proceeds in The Basic Problems of
Phenomenology to characterize praesens as such a horizontal schema:
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As the condition of possibility of the “beyond itsdlf,” the
ecstasis of the present has within itself a schematic
predesignation of the where out there this “beyond itself” is.
That which lies beyond the ecstasis as such, due to the
character of the ecstasis and as determined by that character,
or, more precisely, that which determines the whither of the
“beyond itself” as such in generd, is praesens as horizon. The
present [Gegenwart] projectsitsalf within itself ecstatically
upon praesens. Praesensis not identical with present, but as
basic determination of the horizontal schema of this ecstasis, it
joinsin congtituting the complete time-structure of the present
(GP, 435).

This is the crux of Heidegger's analysis and represents the major
contribution that the lecture course makes toward filling the place of the
missing third divison of Being and Time Here Heidegger focuses upon the
complex structure that is exhibited by primordia temporality even when one
restricts attention to a single ecstasis. That structure includes when one restricts
attention to a single ecstasis. That structure includes not only the ecstasis proper
(e.g., enpresenting) but also the horizontal schema (e.g., praesens). Furthermore,
within the temporaizing, the ecstasis proper projects upon the horizontal
schema. Thus, within the very temporalizing of temporality there is a primordia
projecting, a kind of proto-understanding that comes to pass as, for example, a
projecting of enpresenting upon praesens. “Enpresenting is the ecstasis in the
temporalizing of temporality which understands itself as such upon praesens’
(GP 435f.). It is by virtue of this proto-understanding that Dasein aways
understands the Being of beings antecedently to its dealing with them, that, for
example, it understands readiness-to-hand (as a specific variation of praesens)
antecedently to its dealings with the ready-to-hand: “As remova to..., the
present is a being-open for beings confronting us, which are thus understood
antecedently upon praesens’ (GP 436). In exposing this proto-understanding

intrinsic to the very temporalizing of the ecstases of primordial temporality,
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Heidegger’ s analysis has arrived at understanding of Being on the basis of time:
“Accordingly, we understand Being from the original horizontal schema of the
ecstases of temporality’ (GP 436). In exposing this proto-understanding,
Heidegger's analysis has arrived at an end that is aso the beginning from which
arises the understanding of Being; it has reached that point which, as with the
Platonic completion, is both end and beginning. To the extent that the analysis
genuingly and fully reaches this point, it brings Being and Time and philosophy
itself to their common end, their completion.

But of course Heidegger's anaysis, confined to a few pages in the fina
sections of The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, does not, even by the most
mundane measure, fully reach this end-point. Even the determination of
readiness-to-hand remains quite incompl ete, as Heidegger notes. “ The primarily
praesensia schema belonging to readiness-to-hand as to a specific mode of
Being requires a more particular determination with regard to its praesensial
content” GP 439). The analysis actualy goes no further than to show in
gened how the proto-understanding intrindc to the temporaizing of
temporality is the place in which the ontological difference is first opened p.
The lecture course stops short of those other three groups of basic problems for
which the way has been prepared through Heidegger's phenomenological
critique of the traditional theses about Being. The Basic Problems of
Phenomenol ogy remains quite inconplete. By no means does it fill the place of
the missing third division of Being and Time

Its limitation is not, however, merely a matter of such incompleteness, not
merely a matter of its failing to fill out through specific anayses the end-place
which it exposes. There is a more radical kind of limitation, too. Heidegger

indicates this limitation by referring to the series of projections. understanding
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of beings, projection upon Being, understanding of Being, projection upon time.

He says:

The series... hasits end at the horizon of the ecstatic

unity of temporality. We cannot establish this here in amore
primordia way; to do that we would have to go into the
problem of the finitude of time (GP 437).

The limitation lies, then, in the fact that Heidegger’ s analysisin The Basic
Problems of Phenomenology does not establish the end-place as end, does not
exhibit it in such away asto show that it is the end of the series of projections.
That would require, says Heidegger, taking up the problem of the finitude of
time— that is, showing how it is that primordia temporality is an enclosed end-
place in contrast to the traditiona representation of time as infinite sequence of
now-points. Why not take up this problem? Heldegger says. “It is not possible
to go into further detail here on the finitude of time, because it is connected with
the difficult problem of death, and this is not the place to analyze death in that
connection” (GP 387).

Being and Time does, however, offer such an anaysis (865). In that
analysis Heidegger shows that the finitude of temporality does not refer to some
stopping of time; rather, such finitude is determined by the peculiar negativity
of death, that is, by the character of desth as unsurpassable, as taking away all
possibilities. The finitude of tempordity is constituted by Dasein’s Being-
toward this possibility and hence lies in the ecstatical character of the future.
What is of utmost decisiveness is that Heidegger expresses this ecstatical
character in terms of a closing (Schliessen): “The ecstatical character of the
primordial future lies precisely in the fact that the future closes one's
potentiality-for-Being, that is, is itself closed...” (BT, 330). At the very core of
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Dasain’s authentic disclosedness there is radical closure, a closing which is
itself closed. At the very core of that temporalizing of temporality in which
Dasein would, preeminently, open up the ontological difference, there is radical

closure.

The analysis begin in The Basic Problems of Phenomenology could be
radically extended and the end of the series of projections exhibited as end only
if the closure which constitutes the finitude of temporality were shown to be
aready installed within that end-place in which ontological difference has been
show to open. But is the analysis of the finitude of time and the installation of
closure to which it leads merely something missing in The Basic Problems of
Phenomenology, merely a lack, a gap, that could be filled without affecting the
massive solidarity with the hstory of philosophy proclaimed so openly in this
text? Or would the installing of radical closure in the end of all ends perhaps set
that text moving across the threshold — toward the beginning of the critique of
the beginning of Being and Time, toward the beginning of the displacement of

end(s)?
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Chapter 9

REASON AND EK-SISTENCE

| would have spoken of the crisis of reason if there were such a
Heideggerian discourse. That there is no such discourse may be presumed to
stem from the peculiar circumstance that such a discourse, one organized by the
concept of crisis, would fall within that very state that one would be seeking to
expose and analyze as crisis and somehow to overcome. How could one ever
thematize, much less resolve, a crisis of reason by simply appealing to reason

and to concepts built upon that of reason, concepts such as that of crisis?

On the other hand, the depth of what one might otherwise call the crisis of
reason in Heidegger's texts. For example, in certain of the polemics in the
Letter on Humanism, Heidegger charges that those who conduct a certain
defense of logic, who oppose thus the degradation of reason, turn out to be ruled
by irrationalism, by a denia of ratio. Defense of reason becomes its denia —
that is, the very opposition rational/irrational is disrupted. Is this not tantamount

to what one would like to call acrisis of reason?

To call it that — trandating the word, however, back into Greek, so as to
divert it away from that metaphysical concept of reason on which it is otherwise
built, or at least back toward the origin of that concept. It is a matter of the
separation of reason (to divide or judge) — on which there is, in fact, a
Heideggerian discourse, a strand in the fabric of the Letter on Humanism. This
discourse not only analyzes the crisis of reason as separation but also lays out a

way by which that crisis would be resolved, a way by which the separation of
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reason would be overcome, reason’s condition of separation surpassed,
exceeded, and reason thus gathered. As gthered, reason is called ek-sistence,
and it is to ek-sistence that thinking must become accordant if it is to enter into

a determinate metaphysics.

To take up this Heideggerian discourse in such a manner as to retrace the
way from reason to ek-sistence, the way of the gathering of reason. And yet, the
discourse on the separation and gathering of reason is only a strand to be
disentangled from a much richer discourse. The characterization of its way as
stretching from reason to ek-sistence is therefore incomplete, provisional. Two
respects in which this formulation is provisional need to be marked at the very
Outset.

First of al, the formulation suggests a kind of sequencing that ought not to
be merely presumed. Specificaly, the formulation suggests that is a matter of
first exposing the crisis and then responding to it in away aimed at overcoming
it; that is, the sequence would be, first, to get it in view and then to set about
doing something about it. The problem is that such a sequencing would
reproduce, within what one might want to call theoretical activity, one of those
types of separation at issue in the crisis of reason, namely, the separation
between theoretica and practical. In other words, such a sequencing would
remain within that very crisis that it would be amed a overcoming. It is
imperative, therefore, to suspend al such sequencing, leaving in abeyance the
guestion of how the two moments are interrelated, that is, of how the exposure
of the separation of reason belongs together with the gathering of reason by
which that separation would be overcome. In this connection one could refer to
those lines from Holderlin that are cited by Heidegger at certain critical
junctures:
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But where danger is, grows; The saving power also.'®®

It isfor this intertwining that the space must be left open.

Something else, too, isto be left in abeyance, a certain reflexivity. For that
strand of the discourse of the Letter on Humanism, tracing the way of gathering,
is itsdlf in some sense an operation of that very regathered reason to which that
way leads. Indeed, Heidegger explicitly cals attention to such reflexivity near
the end of the Letter on Humanism: “But just now an example of the

inconspicuous deed of thinking manifested itself (Letter on Humanism, 362).

With these two provisions, let me now venture to outline four stretches on

the way from reason to ek-sistence.

The first is that of the determination of reason, its metaphysica
determination. But caution is required from the outset, caution against taking
for granted a certain linearity, another sequencing. For it is not as though
metaphysicsiis first congtituted as such and then brought to bear upon reason so
as to produce a metaphysical determination of reason. On the contrary, the very
determination of metaphysics occurs in and through the determination of
reason; that is, the beginning of metaphysics, its delimitation, coincides with the

delimitation of reason.

Let us focus on two determinations. The first determines reason as
production. In this determination what is decisive is the relation to production in
the sense of creation, i.e., to production (Herstellen). What is the relation of

reason to production? What is production? Heidegger’ s analysis of production —

168 pje Technik und die Kehre (Pfullingen: Giinther Neske, 1962), 41.
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rather, his account of the Greek analysis — is dready intact in his Marburg

lectures, for example, in The Basic Problems of Phenomenol ogy:

Whatever is shaped is, as we can also say, something formed.
The potter forms a vase out of clay. All forming of things
formed is effected by using an image, in the sense of a mode,
as guide and standard. The thing is produced by looking to the
anticipated look of what is to be produced by forming,
shaping. It isthis anticipated look of the thing, sighted
beforehand, that the Greeks mean ontologically by vision.

The point is that in making something one looks to a model, one envisions
the look of what is to be produced; this vision is, then, what governs the entire
process of production; it is what congtitutes, as it were, the center of the
structure of production. Production is, then, determined as precisely such a
vision carried out, however, independently of production. The determination of
reason as production thus determines it as pure vision of the sheer look of

something, envisagement of the vision.

This is the connection in which to read Heidegger's discussion of
production, at the beginning of the Letter on Humanism. There Heidegger refers
to “the technical interpretation of thinking,” i.e., the interpretation of it as in
service to reason, or, more generally, to productive vision. According to this
ancient interpretation, thinking taken for itself is not practical — that is, it is
determined by a lack and thus exposed to a certain demand that its lack be
overcome. Hence, the characterization of thinking as reason “is a reactive
attempt to rescue thinking and preserve its autonomy over against acting and

doing” (Letter on Humanism 314).

The second determination is more openly linked to the beginning of
metaphysics. Here the pure envisagement of the being comes to be determined
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asavision of the Being of being. The envisagement of the being becomes thus a
holding of Being in view in such a way that beings are represented in their
Being, referred back to it, set back upon it as ground. But such representing of

beingsin their Being is what constitutes metaphysics as such.

Suchis, then, the first stretch on the way, akind of starting point, recalling
the determination of reason as theoretical representation, beginning of

metaphysics as such.

Let us now, secondly, extend this determination toward a separation of
reason, specificaly outlining the separation of reason from what Heidegger
cals its element. To this end, observe, then, that in the determination of
metaphysics, i.e., of reason as theoretica representation, there is operative a
decisive limit. The limit to delimit metaphysics, to open up and demarcate its
proper space; and yet at the same time, it serves to close metaphysics off from
whatever might fall beyond that limit. Heidegger's introduction of the
determination of metaphysics, i.e., of reason, as representation is followed

immediately by an identification of this limit:

Metaphysics does indeed represent beings in their Being and
s0 thinks the Being of beings. But it does not think Being as
such, does not think the difference of both. Metaphysics does
not ask about the truth of Being itsalf. (Letter on Humanism
322).

Another passage clarifies the matter further:
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But when thinking represents beings as beings, it no doubt
relates itself to Being. In truth, however, it dways thinks only
of beings as such; precisely not, and never, Being as such. The
“question of Being” always remains a question about beings
(Letter on Humanism 331).

One could say that metaphysics, i.e., reason, circles between Being and
beings. In that circling alimit is operative, a limit that Heidegger’ s text outlines
in severa different ways. The limit consists, first of al, in the failure of
metaphysics to think the difference between Being and beings — that is, its
failure to think the very space in which it would circle. Thus, second, it never
genuinely things Being as such but only beings as such. Failing to think the
difference, it cannot but turn Being into a being, for instance, into God or some
cosmic ground. Its circling is thus even less extensive than would be presumed:
because its movement from beings toward Being would involve at the same
time a turning of Being into a being, it would be aways aready caught up in a
circling back toward beings and would rever stretch even so far as Being. And
so, third, the limit of metaphysics consists in its failure to ask about the truth of
Being itsalf. Instead of asking about Being itself, it turns Being into a being.

It isin this connection that Heidegger’ s text erects the following counter-

turn, asking about and reserving Being itsdlf:

Yet Being —what is Being? It “is’ It itself. The thinking that is
to come must learn to experience that and to say it. “Being” —
that is not God and not a cosmic ground (Letter on Humanism
331).

And yet, it is not smply Being itsdf that goes unquestioned but the truth of
Being, i.e., the space in which the difference opens, the openness that must

always dready give way (in both senses) to the opening of difference, the
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clearing (Lichtung) into which illumination can stream, lighting up beings in
their Being, allowing beings and their Being to shine in such a way as to show
themselves.

The limit of metaphysics, of reason, isits failure to extend to the truth of
Being and consequently even to Being itsdf in its difference from beings. And
yet, though confined to circling between beings and Being (turned, in turn, into
a being), reason moves nevertheless within the orbit of the opening, of the truth
of Being, taking it — quite literally — for granted, even though the very
determination of reason is such asto render that dimension inaccessible as such,

beyond the limit of reason. It is thus that Heidegger writes:

The truth of Being as the clearing itself remains concea ed
for metaphysics. However, this concealment is not a defect of
metaphysics but a treasure withheld from it yet held before it,
the treasure of its own proper wealth (Letter on Humanism
331f).

And it isin this sense that reason is separated from its element, fallen out
of it, fallen into crisis, set homelessly wandering — separation, fallenness, crisis,
homel essness belonging to reason in its very constitution, belonging to the very

congtitution of metaphysics.

Overcoming the separation of reason, resolving the crisis of reason, would
require, then that the limit be exceeded, that reason be stretched beyond the
circle, extending into the clearing, being gathered to its element. But to exceed
the limit in the direction of the truth of Being would be to exceed reason itself,
since the limit is generated by the very determination of reason. It would be a
matter of surpassing reason as pure envisagement of the Being of beings, of

extending it beyond Being. And it would be a matter — though only and
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precisely in this sense — of a destruction, or, if you will, a deconstruction, of
reason. Stretched beyond Being, reason would no longer be reason. Thus
extended, Heidegger callsit: ek-sistence.

In this stretch of the way, the primary task is to think the “beyond” of
Being. Moreover, what is required is a thinking that would accord with ek-
sistence in such away as to let become manifest the “beyond” into which ek-
sistence stands out, “the dimension of the ecstasis of ek-sistence (Letter on
Humanism 334). This is the dimension toward which the formulation of the
guestion in Being and Time was aready oriented, its formulation as the question
of the meaning of Being, of the horizon from which, within which, Being can
be, and indeed always already is, disclosed. Being and Timewas to have shown
that the meaning of Being is time, not presence, which as ecstasis is the way of
thinking what comes to be called ek-sistence, but rather temporality, the time of
Being. It is again the meaning of Being, its “beyond,” that Heidegger
undertakes D think after Being and Time as the truth of Being. Thus, in the
Letter on Humanism ek-sistence is characterized as *an ecstatic inherence in the
truth of Being” (Letter on Humanism 325), as “standing out into the truth of
Being” (Letter on Humanism 326), or, alternatively, as “standing in the clearing
of Being” (Letter on Humanism 323). Or, again, referring back to Being and
Time, Heidegger identifies what was there called world with the dimension that

the Letter on Humanism calls more often the truth of Being:

“World” is the clearing of Being into which man stands out on
the basis of his thrown essence. “Being-in-the world”
designates the essence of ek-sistence with regard to the cleared
dimension out of which the “ek-" of ek-sistence essentially
unfolds (Letter on Humanism 350).
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It is, then, a matter of extending reason into that “beyond” of Being that is
varioudy called world, truth, clearing — that is, of thinking it ecstaticaly, as
being-outside- itself, as being what it is only from that “beyond” —that is, as the

being whose essence is ek-sistence.

The third stretch on the way does not extend farther but rather cuts across
acertain division that has marked reason from the beginning, its separation into
theoretical and practical. This separation is linked to the so-called technical
interpretation of thinking: thinking is taken primarily to be in service to reason
and production, interpreted as practical reason in a broad sense. Theoretical
reason, pure thought, is then posed over against technical-practical reason, and
an attempt made to shore it in its autonomy over against the practical. And yet,
in a sense it is never redly autonomous but rather fro the outset is too
exclusively determined by opposition to the practical, i.e., al too determined as
the mere negative of the practical. Theoretical reason is from its inception

threatened by crisis (in every sense).

But the plight of reason is not simply the outcome of a misconception of
the theoretical, of a conceiving of it as too dependent negatively on the
practica. Rather, this very opposition, the separation installed classicaly
between theoretical and practical, was, according to Heidegger’s anaysis, built
upon an insufficient determination of the practical. The practica, i.e, the
essence of action, has not been pondered decisively enough, either in the
beginning of metaphysics or till today. Action has been regarded only as
causing an effect, not as essentially accomplishment in the sense of unfolding
something into the fullness of its essence (Letter on Humanism 313). It is only

thus that the separation was and remained installed.
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What happens to this separation when reason comes to be regathered to its
element? Is a thinking that extends beyond (to) Being to be called theoretical ?
Or practicd?

The answer is that such thinking is neither theoretical nor
practical. It comesto pass before this distinction (Letter on
Humanism 358).

Extended beyond (to) Being, thinking at the same time stretches back to a point
anterior to the separation of reason into theoretical and practical, thus exceeds
that opposition, displacing what has already been inverted, deconstructing it.
Heidegger elaborates:

But now in what relation does the thinking of Being stand to
theoretical and practical behavior? It exceeds al viewing,
because it cares for the light in which a seeing as theoria can
first sustain itself and move. Thinking attends to the clearing
of Being in that it puts its saying of Being into language as the
home of eksistence. Thus thinking is a deed. But a deed that
also exceeds all praxis. Thinking towers above action and
production.. (Letter on Humanism 361).

Regathered to its element, thinking is anterior to theoria. It is not a mere
seeing, not even of Being, but rather an attending to the very opening, the space
in which lighting and seeing can take place. As such it is also anterior to praxis
as classicaly determined — anterior, first of al, in the same way that it is
anterior to theoria, namely, as an attending to the very opening within which all
causing of effects can take place. Thinking, regathered to its element, exceeds
praxis in another way too, namely, by extending back from action as classically
determined to action as essentially accomplishment (Vollbringen). Or, rather,

thinking becomes accomplishment, i.e., a matter of unfolding something into
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the fullness of its essence. What does thinking come to unfold or to let unfold?
Nothing less than essence itself — essence no longer determined, however as
accomplishment for a pure thought but rather determined now as the truth of
essence which coincides with the essence of truth, i.e., as the truth of Being.
Thinking isin deed engaged in the unfolding of the clearing.

In al respects, then, the excess of thinking, its stretching back behind the
theoretical, behind the practical, behind the very separation of theoretical from
practical, is a matter of its engagement in the unfolding of the clearing, the
place of al shining and showing, the abode, too, of man. It is thus that thinking

isan originary ethics:

If the name “ethics,” in keegping with the basic meaning of the
word praxis, should now say that ethics ponders the abode of
man, then that thinking which thinks the truth of Being as the
primordia element of man, as one who eksists, isin itsdlf the
original ethics (Letter on Humanism 356).

It is only in attending to this abode which the truth of Being is for man
that one could begin to ponder what might become law and rule for man.
Otherwise, Heidegger ingists, “all law remains merely something fabricated by
human reason” (Letter on Humanism 361) — that is, by reason separated from its

element, by reason in perpetua criss.

Such is, then, the third stretch of the way, stretching from the separation
of reason into theoretical and practical back to ek-sistence as the extension of

man into the clearing, into his abode.

The fourth stretch also cuts across a certain divison, not, however, one

within reason, but rather one within man as such, namely, that separation of
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animality from reason that is broached by the determination of man as rationa

animal.

What happens to this separation when man comes to be regathered into
his abode? What happens to it when reason comes to be extended into ek-
sistence? Can a being of such extended reason still be regarded asiis, in a sense,
guarded — that is, it guards against venturing a definitive statement regarding
non-human beings, marking its reservation with such remarks as: “For as far as
our experience shows, only man is admitted to the destiny of ek-sistence”
(Letter on Humanism 324). Regarding man, on the other hand, there is no

reservation, no reserve of human being this side of ek-sistence:

Therefore ek-sistence can aso never be thought of asa
specific kind of living creature among others.... Thuseven
what we attribute to man as animalitas on the basis of the
comparison with the “animal” is itself grounded in the essence
of ek-sistence. The human body is something essentially other
than an animal organism (Letter on Humanism 324).

As ek-sigtence, man is not smply a specific kind of living creature. He is
not simply a being among others, because, stretched beyond (to) Being, he
exceeds beings in the direction of the truth of Being — not just exceeds but is
that very exceeding. He is dways in excess of beings, stretched beyond them,
and hence is not to be grasped as one among them. Even what most persistently
presents itself as areserve this sde of ek-sistence, as a certain animalitas within
the humanitas — even this, man's bodily being, is essentialy grounded in ek-

sistence. The human body, too, is ek-sstent.

Such is, then, the last stretch of the way that | proposed to outline. It is a
matter of exceeding the separation installed in man as rational animal, a matter
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of regathering the human body to reason, but to a reason that is itself regathered
to its element, reason becomes ek-sistence. The human body, too, would be
stretched beyond the all-too-human, beyond (to) Being, and the way thus
prepared for a humanism for which “the essence of man consists in his being

more than merely human..” (Letter on Humanism 342).
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Chapter 8

MEANING ADRIFT

But for the dightest twist, Nietzsche would be just the last metaphysician.
The story is at least twice-told. Once in Heidegger’ s text “The Will to Power as
Art”: the story of how Nietzsche set out to overturn Platonism, to invert it, to
stand it on its head, of how, according to a familiar schema, he could not but be
caught within that which he would invert, remaining ensnared in it amost to the
end, twisting free of it only at the last moment. During the time the overturning
of Platonism became for Nietzsche a twisting free of it, madness befel him. At
the end, the dightest twist, setting one from that moment adrift from the logic of
opposition, adrift in a certain oblique opposition to logic. Twisting, turning,
drifting — into what? Into the end? Into a beyond? Into madness?

Y et Heidegger only retells — with a certain twist — a story that Nietzsche
himself during his fina year. The story is, of course, that of “how the ‘true
world’ finally became a fable.” 1*° By now the story has perhaps been too often
retold, has perhaps become al too familiar. Who cannot recite its six great
episodes, the history of metaphysics from Plato to Nietzsche condensed to just
over a page! The most fitting preface to every contemporary discourse that
wants to be done with metaphysics, that thinks it can be done metaphysics,
every discourse that in addressing the end of metaphysics, every discourse that
in addressing the end of metaphysics would fancy itself securely installed in a
present perfect, if not a past perfect.

189 Nietzsche, Gotzen-Dammerung, 74f.
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The story ends with high noon:

Noon; moment of the dightest shadow; end of the longest
error; high point of humanity;...

What happens in this fina moment, this end told of at the end of the story,
in the sixth, the final episode? The earlier episodes tell of a certain drift of the
“true world,” a certain drifting away in which that “world” become unattainable
for now, then unattainable as such, and eventualy unknown. In the end, this
drift is what serves to expose the “true world” as an error, as due to be
abolished. And yet, the abolition of the “true world” is not what occupies the
final moment, at least is not what is told of in the last episode. It is, rather, the
penultimate episode that tells of how the “true world” was done away with, of
how well before noon it was thoroughly dismantled, at the coming at bright day,
at breakfast, to the cheers, the infernal noise of all free spirits. The final episode
begins, then, with these words: “The true world we have abolished... ” So,
when it begins, the “true world” has aready been abolished; presumably, it is
thus that the words no longer need be enclosed in those quotation marks which,
in the fifth episode and in the title of the entire story, serve to mark a certain
impropriety. When the final episode begins, the true world has drifted utterly
out of sight, and, thus effaced, has been abolished, done away with. And that
would be the end of it. The end of the supersensible, the end of Platonism, the
end of metaphysics. That would be the end of it, were any of these such as
could end once and for all. But do they indeed have — could they have — an end
beyond which one would ssimply be done with them? Do they smply end? Isit
not rather because there is no smple end that a final episode is required? The
final episode does not, then tell of something after then end, of a “beyond” in
which the end of metaphysics would have left behind. Rather, it continues the
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story of the end, tells of something else that cannot but have been done in and
through the abolition of the true world, something which, though done at the
same time, comes to be realized only after a certain lapse. The end is not a

moment but an interval. It extends from daybreak to noon. At least to noon.

Thus extended so as to encompass (at least) both the twilight of the idols
and the high noon of humanity, the end is anything but smple. Not only in its
extenson but aso in its textudity; for it is, b adapt Nietzsche's words, a
“question mark so black, so monstrous, that it casts shadows upon the man who
puts it down.1"® How, then, does the end cast shadows upon its very inscription?
The end is the end of a story, the story of how the true world finaly became a
fable, of how it findly turned into a story, of how in the end it proved to be
nothing more than a story, not only something told about but something posited
only in the telling, in the story. What story? The story told by Nietzsche,
perhaps for the first time in its full compass, certainly for the first time as a
story and not as the history of being, as the “history of an error” and not as the
history of truth. The story is, then, on the one hand, a story about the truth
world, about its drift and eventua abolition, its drifting into abolition; and yet,
on the other hand, the story is that which the true world becomes, the story into
which it turns. In short, the story is about the true world becoming finally just
the story itsdlf. It is story of the true world becoming the “true world,” words
inscribed within and extending into the story itself. It is, then, a story from
which that of which it tells cannot be simply set apart. It is the story of how the
true world, drifting away into abolition, driftsinto the very story of the drift into
abolition. It is a story whose very meaning is set adrift in language.

170 pid., 51.
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It is thus appropriate that the story begins and ends as it does, enclosing
the drift of the true world between two instances of writing. At the beginning,
when the true world assumes its least remote, its Smple, convincing guise, it is
literally the trandation of a sentence — a “transcription of the sentence ‘I, Plato,
am the truth.”” Product of a rewriting, the true world and its drift could never
have been distinct from the drift in language, the drift of the story, which thus
also ends by telling of awriting:

INCIPIT ZARATHUSTRA

Another story, beyond the story of the end, or, rather, a story that would extend
the end.

The extension, the opening of the end, is produced, or at least decisively
prepared, by what is told of in the sixth episode of Nietzsche's story. What isiit,
then, that happens at the end, disrupting the simplicity of the end, extending it
not only from daybreak to noon but even, perhaps indefinitely, beyond? What is
it that cannot but have been done in and through the abolition of the true world?

The true world we have abolished: What world has remained?
the apparent one perhaps?... But no! with the true world we
have al so abolished the apparent one. [ The punctuation and
italics are Nietzsche' s

The true world has drifted utterly out of sight, has disappeared once and
for dl; and in the end one has now only to proclaim that disappearance. The
point of the find episode is that this proclamation does not leave smply intact
the other world, the apparent world, that has always (i.e., since the beginning of
metaphysics) been simultaneously both opposed and subordinated to the true
world: with the true world we have aso abolished the apparent one.
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And yet, there is a critical difference. What is proclaimed in the abolition
of the true world is the utter disappearance of that world. What is proclaimed in
the abalition of the apparent world is not its disappearance; for those things that
have previously been consigned to the apparent world have by no means
disappeared, but rather, whatever the story told, whatever the proclamation,
they continue stubbornly to appear, to show themselves. What has been
abolished is not that world that has always been understood as apparent but
rather the possibility of continuing to understand it in that way prescribed by the
metaphysical opposing of it to a true world. What has been abolished is any
understanding of the apparent by reference to the true, by reference of the
apparent thing to its meaning in the most rigorous determination; for the drift of
the true world is the drift of meaning, and meaning set adrift can be, for
metaphysics, hardly more than the sheer dissolution of meaning, its
disappearance. What disappears is not the apparent world but its meaning; and
the abolition of the apparent world is the proclamation of its meaningfulness,
moment of the dightest shadow.

One could, of course, say — and it has often been said — that, once the true
world has vanished, then the apparent one loses the character of apparentness,
ceases to be appearance of the true, much less its mere semblance or even its
dissemblance. What then would be required would be an understanding of the
things of that world from themselves rather than one that would proceed by
referring them to the true, to the intelligible, to meaning. And yet, things can be
understood from themselves only by being taken as they show themselves, as
they appear — that is, only by continuing to be taken (though now in a different
way) as apparent, as appearances, if not as appearances of something exceeding
the world of appearances. The things of the true world are to be taken as they
shine forth in their self-showing. It is a matter of letting them show themselves.
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It is, then, toward such a hermeneutics that the end of metaphysics opens.

Afternoon. The shadows begin to lengthen; now in the opposite direction.

It is, then, upon phenomenology that the end of metaphysics opens.
Rigorous openness — that is, engagement in the things themsalves, in their sef-

showing, and, simultaneousdly, reticence before them.

One could say, then, that the end of metaphysics is phenomenology. This
would not be the same as saying (as has now often been said) that
phenomenology is the end of metaphysics — that is, that phenomenology in the
end only repedats, even if most rigoroudy, the founding gestures of metaphysics.
The difference could perhaps be marked — though not without beginning to
disfigure the schema — as that between an end that opens out and one that closes
off.

It all depends on how the things themselves are taken, for metaphysics
too, from Plato to Hegel, appeals to openness, measuring its rigor by its
adherence to this injunction. In any case, to take the things themselves as they
show themselves is never — whether in metaphysics or in phenomenology —
simply to suppress al reference beyond the things; it is never smply to turn the
thing upon itself (though such a turning does become a moment in the
metaphysics of the subject); nor is it ever smply a turning of one thing toward
another, areference of one being to another. It is never a matter of forsaking the
openness for the sake of telling stories merely about beings.'™ It is not
movement within every field of reference that is— or can be — suppressed at the
end of metaphysics but only movement within that field condtituted by the

1 This contrast derives from Plato’'s Sophist, from the same context as that from which
Heidegger takes the passage with which Being and Time begins (244a). Cf. Heidegger, BT,
1,2,6.
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metaphysical opposition between true and apparent, between inteligible and
sensble. What must be inhibited in the face of the things themselves as they
show themselves is the reference to an essence, an openness, a meaning (in its
classica determination). Otherwise, one ends up reconstituting metaphysics
within phenomenology — that is, closing off phenomenology within the end of

metaphysics.

Need it be said that Being and Time opens another field of reference, a
field other than that in which appearing things would be referred to an opening
and thus understood from that openness? Being and Time opens a field that is
both other than the metaphysical field and in a founding way inclusive of that
field, which is thus, in a sense, made possible by the phenomenological field.!"
Being and Time opens a field in which appearing things, things as they show
themsealves, can be understood without the story of the true world having to be
retold.

Let it suffice to recal the phenomenological opening in the most
schematic terms. The field opened by the phenomenological analyses in Being
and Time is not, as with the metaphysica field, one that would lie between
appearing things and something else to which, as to a true world, they would be
referred. Rather, the reference through which things would come to be
understood would be areferral of them to thisfield, a certain dispersion of them
into the field, in no case areferral beyond the field. The phenomenological field
is, of course, what Heidegger calls — at least in the initid anayses — world. To

172 This peculiar inclusion is outlined most directly in the following passage from “The End of
Philosophy and the Task of Thing”: “No look without light — Plato already knew this. But
there is no light and no brightness without the clearing [Lichtung].” On Time and Being, 74.
In this text is opening that is being thought as clearing. A similar indication, but in direct
reference to Husserl, is given in Being and Time: “Even the phenomenological ‘intuition of
essences’ isgrounded in existential understanding” (BT, 147).

285



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

understand something by reference to world is not to refer it to something else
that would shine through it, expropriating its self-showing, but rather to refer it
to an open system of references to which, in its very sdlf-showing, it is aready
referred. To understand something in this manner is to understand it fromitself,
to take it as it shows itsdlf; for what the initid analyses of Being and Time
demondtrate is that self-showing is dways, first of dl, a showing from out of a
system of references, from out of an environing world. Those same analyses,

accordingly, also set about determining intraworldly reference as meaning,

hence broach a redetermination of meaning that would differ radically from the
metaphysical determination.>’® In place of meaning posited over against self-
showing things in such a way as to expropriate their showing, n place of

meaning as it has drifted away out of sight when the true world finaly becomes
a fable, Heidegger's phenomenologica analyses redetermine meaning as
nothing less than the very drift of the world from out of which things show

themsdlves.

Meaning a drift, meaning adrift — as the very site of self-showing. To bein
the world is, then, to mean this drift, to look ahead into it so as to let things
show themselves from out of it. Being-in-the world is being adrift in meaning
[a]drift.

Meaning, thus redetermined, is not smply to be set over against language
as something utterly autonomous that language would only express. Even in

Being and Time any such utter separation is already undetermined, at least by

173 ¢y, BT, 818.
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the inclusion of discourse as one of the constituent moments of the Da of

Dasain, that is, of the disclosive (Erschlossenheit).!™

He callsit also truth, the primordial phenomenon of truth, unconceal ment.
Thus, the phenomenologica andlyses of Being and Time issue in a
redetermination of truth, one which does not metaphysically oppose truth to
appearances, true world to apparent world, but rather displaces that opposition:
truth as the opening/openness of the very site of self-showing. It is precisely for
the sake of enforcing this displacement that Heidegger insists on distinguishing
between truth as unconcealment and truth as correctness, even if findly at the
cost of relinquishing the word truth. This displacement, in turn produces a
displacement of the relation between truth and meaning, dissociating them only
then to set meaning adrift in truth, to redetermine it as the very drift of truth.
A()drift, too, in language.

This double displacement could provide a context for a careful reading of
the recently published text of Heldegger's lecture course of 1942-43 entitled
Parmenides!”™ For that entire text, beginning with the Parmenidean words
on/of the goddess truth, is addressed single- mindedly to the question of truth,
perhaps most notably to recovering the meaning of truth and of untruth, perhaps
most notably to recovering the meaning of truth and of untruth and to retelling
the most momentous story told by the Greeks about truth and untruth, the truth
told at the end of Plato’s Republic. One could perhaps even characterize the text

Parmenides as an assembling of the e ements of the double displacement.

174 Cf. ibid., §828, 34.
175 parmenides, Freiburger VVorlesung Wintersemester 1942/43, v.54 of Gesamtausgabe.
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In Heidegger's use of the word Unverborgenheit — unconcealment. The
word itself contains two indications, which point in two directions. (1) to
Verborenheit (concealment); and (2) to an overcoming of Verborgenheit, akind
of strife with concealment. These indications suffice to alow Heidegger to
propose that truth is never smply present in and of itself but rather is something
contested in strife with concealment, from which it must be wrested. Truth has
—one might say — aways aready drifted away into untruth. The third direction
thus indicated is that of truth as standing in “’ oppositiona’ relations’.*’® Itisa
matter, then, of asking about the counter-essence of conceament. Or, rather, of
asking about the word for the counter-essence of concealment. Almost

immediately the interrogation has drifted into language.

An interrogation of truth and of unconcealment commences, a discussion
of the fundamental meaning of each. But the discussion is abruptly broken off,
or, rather, it is interrupted, and before resuming it on the following page,
Heidegger inserts two very remarkable paragraphs.t’’ It is to this passage that |
want especidly to call attention.

This passage begins:

176 pid., 27.
77 1pid., 31-32.
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In the attempt to trace the fundamental meanings of words
and expressions, we are, to be sure, not infrequently guided by
an inadequate conception of language as such, from which
then arise the familiar erroneous judgments concerning the
investigation of fundamental meanings. We ought not think
that the words of a language initially possess pure fundamental
meanings and that with the passage of time the latter get lost
and become deformed. The fundamenta and root meaning
remains quite concealed and appears only in what one calls the
“derivative.”

Words are not like coins which with the passage of time, with the passage
from hand to hand, get so effaced that their inscriptions become more and more
difficult to discern. Words do not, in this sense, get worn out, used up; the very
model of use and wear arises from an inadequate conception of language. The
fundamental meanings of words do not get effaced in the course of time,
through the use or perhaps misuse, but rather are always already effaced,
concealed, apparent only in what is aready derivative. The root appears only in
the stem.

The passage continues:

But this designation is misleading, because it presupposes
that somewhere there is for itsdlf a“pure fundamental
meaning,” from which others are then “derived.” These
erroneous conceptions, which even today still govern the
science of language, have their source in the fact that the first
reflection on language, Greek grammar, was developed under
the guidance of “logic,” i.e., of the theory of the saying of
assertion, as the theory of the proposition. According to this
theory propositions are composed of words, and words
designate “concepts.” The latter indicate what is represented
universally along with words. This “universal” of the concept
one then regards as “the fundamental meaning.” The
“derivatives’ are particularizations of the universal.
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An erroneous conception, still in force today, has arisen from the Greek
reflection on language, from the reflection on language carried out both within
and then under the guidance of Greek philosophy, preeminently the philosophy
of Plato and of Aristotle, that is, a the beginning of metaphysics. That
reflection proceeds according to the theory of the proposition as composed of
words, the latter designating concepts or universals — that is, meanings as
classically defined, fundamental meanings in distinction from the more
particular meanings that can derive from and even serve to conced the

fundamental meanings.

It goes amost without saying that this reflection on language, setting
meaning over against word, over against language, is inseparable from the
metaphysical tale of the true world over against the world of appearing things.
And equaly, that this reflection is precisely the one that — now that the true
world has finaly become a fable — the phenomenological analyses of Being and
Time radically displace by demonstrating that assertion is a derived mode of
interpretation; and that the apophantica “as,” according to which the
proposition would be assembled from words designating meanings already
detached from the world of appearances, is secondary in relation to the
hermeneutical “as’ and a corresponding speech that would be attuned to

meaning adrift in the world.*"®

But what is the erroneous conception that has arisen from the Greek, i.e,,
metaphysical, reflection on language? Heldegger is explicit: it is the supposition
that somewhere there is for itself such a thing as fundamental meaning.
Somewhere — not only beyond derivative meanings, but, more critically, beyond

the designating words, capable even of drifting away behind the cover of

178 ¥, BT, §33.
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“derivative’ meanings, of having always already begun drifting away, of
drifting away just as, according to that history of an error told by Nietzsche, the
true world has drifted away out of sight, beyond recall. Something to be
abolished.

The passage concludes:

Y et, when in connection with out investigation we think

about fundamental meaning, we are guided by an entirely
different conception of the word and of language. To think that
we are pursuing a so-called “word- philosophy,” which sorts
out everything on the basis of mere word-meanings, is, to be
sure, avery comfortable opinion, but also one so superficid
that it cannot even any longer be designated as a false opinion.
What we call the fundamental meaning of words is that about
them that is originary, which never appears at first but only in
the end, and even then never as a detached and prepared
structure that we could represent for itself. So-called
fundamenta meaning holds sway concededly in al the ways
that words have of telling.

Once meaning has — as the true world — drifted away out of sight, it comes
— unless understood outside the classical definition — to be mere word- meaning,
virtual meaninglessness; and nothing could be more superficial than to sort out
everything on the basis of such word- meanings, except perhaps to mistake for
such a “word-philosophy” an attentiveness to the meaning of words as that
which is originary in them. Fundamental meaning, displaced from the
metaphysical opposition that has always determined it, is, then, that which is
originary about words, that which, invoked by them, housed in them, lets things
originate, come forth into self-showing. The originary in language is nothing
other than world, unconcealment, the open site of self-showing. It is also what
lets metaphysics itsdf originate, enclosing the founding oppostions of

201



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

metaphysics so as to delimit and yet withhold itsef from metaphysics,
remaining inaccessible, never appearing at first, in the beginning, in the
origination, but only in the end, only when the drift of the true world finaly
transgresses the limit. It is not something detached that can be represented for
itself, not only because it is itself drawn into the drift of language, holding sway
in the ways that words have of telling.

Suppose that the originary, which can be called truth and world, were now
to be called the true world. And suppose that one were to tell then of how the
true world drifts along in the drift of language, in the ways that words have of
telling, in their meaning, or — letting the trandation itself now drift ever so
dightly —in the styles in which a fable can be told. One would then have begun
again to tell — though with an ever-so-decisive twist — the story of how the true

world finaly became afable.
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Chapter 11

HEIDEGGER AND THE HERMENEUTIC TURN

The closing decades of this century have been marked by a wide-ranging,
multidisciplinary exploration of the theory of interpretation and its practica
implications. To speak of a revolution in the history of thought is perhaps too
grand, but certainly there has been a genera movement that can be called the
“hermeneutic  turn.” This turn has taken various forms, including
poststructuralist cultural studies, deconstructive literary studies, interpretive
anthropology and socid science, and critical legal studies. Of course, the
specific turns taken in each of these fields are reactions to older ways of
practicing each discipline. But in each case the emphasis on interpretation is
used as an antidote, usually to objectivistic conceptions of the discipline's
methods. However, none of these particular turns would have been imaginable
without a dramatic change earlier in this century, the change brought about in
philosophy by Heidegger in 1927 in Being and Time Heidegger’'s hermeneutic
turn is taken most explicitly in Sections 31 and 32 of that book, where
Heidegger makes interpretive understanding the centrd mode of human

existence (or Dasain).

In 1927 Heidegger himsalf could not have foreseen the diverse effects of
his theory on later thought, and in the final section of this chapter | will describe
his influence on the hermeneutic and deconstructive philosophies that emerged
in the latter half of the century. But at the time Heidegger did see his account of
understanding as a revolutionary break from the traditional philosophical

emphasis on problems about knowledge and on the dichotomy between
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subjectivity and objectivity. To explain this break | will begin by working
through the details of Heidegger’s account of understanding and interpretation
in Being and Time, situating this material against the background of traditional
hermeneutics as well as Cartesian and Kantian philosophy.

A. The Metahermeneutic Turn in Philosophy’s Self-Conception

Hans-Georg Gadamer, who in Truth and Method (1960) was the first
philosopher to develop Heldegger's account of interpretation into a generd
hermeneutics, defines hermeneutics as the philosophical enterprise for which
the central question is, How is understanding possible?*”® This formulation is a
reasonably straightforward way to characterize the hermeneutic philosophy that
Gadamer himsdlf has contributed to twentieth-century thought. However,
before Heidegger, or to any who has not read Heidegger, the question would be
mideading, since hermeneutics might thereby seem to be merely one branch of
philosophy, the one that analyzes the phenomenon of understanding in contrast
to other human activities such as knowledge or language. Hermeneutic
philosophers before Heidegger did think of understanding in this way, and they
therefore distinguished disciplines that could acquire knowledge in an objective
way, as in the natura sciences, from those that could not give lawlike
explanations but instead offered interpretations, as in the humanities (or

Gel steswi ssenschaften).

So classified, since the humanistic disciplines like history, law, literary,

and culturd studies (and perhaps philosophy itself) rarely or never give

1 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, 2" rev. ed., tr. Joel Weinsheimer and D.G.
Marshall (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1989), XxX.
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explanations emulating the causal laws of ratural science, they seem to be poor
cousinsin the family of knowledge. One defense of these Gei steswissenschaften
isto claim a separate status for them and to take them as examples of a distinct
cognitive operation called understanding. This move, which ran through
traditional hermeneutics from Friiedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) to
Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911), has a weakness in that it seems to leave

understanding as a derivative and deficient subspecies of knowledge.

A central part of Heidegger’'s legacy comes from his strikingly different
conception of hermeneutics. Heidegger’'s analysis of Dasein as Being-in-the-
world changes our understanding of understanding from a derivative
phenomenon to the central feature, the keystone, of human experience. As
Gadamer remarks,

“Heidegger’ stemporal analytics of Dasein has, | think, shown
convincingly that understanding is not just one of the various
possible behaviors of the subject but the mode of Being of
Dasein itsdlf... and hence embraces the whole of its
experience of the world.” 18

When understanding becomes the central phenomenon for philosophy,
hermeneutics is no longer conceived of as simply one minor branch of
philosophy. Instead, philosophy itself becomes hermeneutic. Or at least one can
now speak of a distinctively hermeneutic approach to philosophy in contrast to
the traditiona approach running from Descartes through Kant to Husserl. This
traditional approach conceived of the human being as a “subject,” a knower

disengaged from the world and from practica activity in the world.

180 g,
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Heidegger's hermeneutic turn is more radical than earlier philosophy,
then, in that it avoids the traditional model of the subject as the knower standing
over againgt what is to be known, the objective world. His hermeneutic turn
shows both that the mentalistic vocabulary of the subject-object modd is not the
only possible starting point for philosophy and that this vocabulary is derivative
from the more basic starting point where Dasein and world are coterminous in
understanding. Heidegger conceives of Dasein and world as forming a circle,
and he thus extends the traditional hermeneutic circle between a text and its
reading down to the most primordia level of human existence. Traditionally the
paradigm for the hermeneutic circle is the reading of a text, where the parts
cannot be interpreted without an understanding of the whole, but the whole
cannot be grasped without an understanding of the parts. As | shall explain, in
Heidegger's deeper conception of the hermeneutic circle as a feature of human
existence in general, the relation of knowledge and understanding is one neither
of antagonism no or indifference, but one in which the legitimate task of
achieving knowledge is a subspecies of the more general phenomenon of

human understanding.

Heidegger begins his radicdization of the hermeneutic turn in Section 31
of Being and Time by distinguishing his conception of understanding from a
different conception of how a philosopher might be interested in analyzing

understanding:

‘Understanding’ in the sense of one possible kind of cognizing
among others (as distinguished, for instance, from
‘explaining’) must, like explaining, be Interpreted as an
existential derivative of that primary understanding which is
one of the constituents of the Being of the ‘there’ in generd.”
(BT, 182)
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Traditional, pre-Heideggerian hermeneutics distinguished humanistic
understanding and interpretation from the lawlike explanations of the natural
sciences, and it thus put itself in a weak position when the metaquestion was
raised, What is the status of the knowledge claimed by hermeneutic philosophy
itself? Is hermeneutic philosophy itself the one right explanation, or is it only
one possible interpretation? Obvioudy, hermeneutics is not itself giving causal
explanations, so it appears to be at best only one possible interpretation, not the
definitive explanation, of human inquiry and existence. Traditional
hermeneutics, and Dilthey especially, was thus plagued by the threat of
relativism, particularly by the relativism of its own philosophica status.

Now Heidegger too will want to say that Being and Time is an
interpretation. But because he has a degper conception of what understanding is,
he will have a different conception of interpretation, and a different account of
how interpretation arises from understanding. What he means by understanding
is not smply one form of cognition among others, but our most basic ability to
live in and copy skillfully with our world. Of course, this ability must take into
account that the ways in which features of the world show up are constantly
changing, and this constant change requires us to form particular interpretations.
For instance, sometimes must interpret ourselves as students, as family
members, sometimes as consumers, and perhaps sometimes as philosophers.
Yet Heidegger suggests that al these interpretations presuppose a primary
understanding of the world that runs through them. Our shift from one
interpretation to another at the appropriate moment is a sign that we do
understand the world. So a change in interpretation is not necessarily a sign of
lack of understanding, since in these cases the change of interpretation shows

that we can cope with the various demands the world places on us.
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Heidegger is describing the “ primary understanding” that runs through our
various ways of existing in and interpreting the world. What is the status, then,
of this philosophical activity of description? The philosophical description is
itself an interpretation, but it is on a plare different from the interpretations that
flow naturally from our everyday ways of coping with the world. Heidegger
thus distinguishes between Auslegung and Interpretierung. Auslegung, the
standard trandation of which is “interpretation” with a lower-case “i,” includes
the everyday phenomena of ordinary skills like hammering, typing, or driving.
Interpretierung, trandated as “Interpretation” with an upper case “I,” includes
thematized, discursive articulation and theorization. Interpretierung is itself said
to be a derived form of Auslegung, but Heidegger obviously does not mean to
denigrate Interpretierung since that is what Being and Time is. An
Interpretierung is a reflective working through of phenomena, such as is done
in philosophy and philology. So Heidegger claims the status of philosophical
Interpretierung and not “knowledge” or “explanation” as description for what

he is doing.

Whereas the ordinary interpretations are more or less automatic,
philosophical Interpretation of these ordinary interpretations is reflective in two
senses. Firg, it is reflective in that it must explicitly articulate or thematized
what goes on more immediately and less explicitly in everyday coping. Second,
it is logicaly sdf-reflective in that it must itself be one possible manifestation
among others of primary understanding; it will not be a representation of
something that is of a different order from it, but it will be of the same kind as
what it captures. Philosophical Interpretation can be “true to” the phenomenal
activity of ordinary world interpretations because it is itself a form of the same
phenomenon, although a more articulated or explicit form. So philosophical
Interpretation is not smply arbitrary,, and not threatened by the problem of
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relativism, because t is a case of the primary understanding that it is trying to
capture. Philosophical Interpretation may be refined, or it may be supplanted by
later redescriptions of what philosophy should be, but if it is agreed that thereis
aprimary understanding of the world, then the philosophical articulation of that
understanding will be binding to the degree that it is adequate to phenomenal

manifestations of understanding, which include philosophy itself.

Is there any way to test Heidegger’ s philosophical Interpretation? Such an
Interpretation will aim not merely to clarify ordinary usages of terms like

“understanding,” “explanation,” and “knowledge,” but will reinterpret or
reorder them. This reodering is what goes on when Heidegger argues that
something is derived from something else. If Heidegger can argue successfully
that explanatory knowledge is a derived case of understanding, he will thus be
in a stronger philosophical position than traditional hermeneutics, where
understanding is smply an dternative mode of cognition. Heidegger's
“derivations’ are reminiscent of Kant's “transcendental deduction” in the
Critique of Pure Reason, where Kant claims to demonstrate and justify our
assumption that our experiences are not simply subjective but objective.
Heidegger points to Section 31 as an attempt to go deeper than Kant did by
explaining what Kant left unexplained (BT, 184). One metaproblem with Kant’s
attempt to explain the possibility for our scientific knowledge of nature is the
status of the synthetic a priori knowledge claimed by the Critique itsalf. That is,
Kant is often accused of trying to give philosophical explanations of scientific
explanation without reflecting sufficiently on whether the philosophical
knowledge propounded in the first Critique had the same conditions as

scientific knowledge.
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Heidegger can avoid this problem by consistently claiming that Being and
Time is an Interpretation. This Interpretation does not eliminate ratiocinative
operations like explaining, deliberating, reflecting, and deciding, but situates
them within a more general account of how they fit together in a primary
understanding that also includes our everyday interactions in and with the
world. Heidegger's account tells a story about how cognitive explanation
always inheres in a context of intelligibility that is projected in understanding.
Heidegger's account is thus properly construed not as a single, decisive
transcendental argument, but as an Interpretation, that is, a reasonably complete
and plausible reconstruction of the conditions that obtain if the things of the
world make sense, and if beings like ourselves are aso part of the world.
Understanding is among these conditions and is a projection of an inclusive
context or pattern of intelligibility as the background against which particular

instances of sense making succeed.

In sum, contary both to Kant and to traditional hermeneutics, Heidegger is
trying to show us that we need not take “knowledge’ as primary and see
“understanding” and “interpretation” as derived, bu that we can reverse this
derivation. Even if the reversal is successful, however, a further problem arises
if this result tells us simply that either direction or derivation is equally valid.
The entire strategy of reordering or deriving would be undermined if that were
the only conclusion, and relativism would again threaten. But Heidegger thinks
that since traditional philosophy has come up against unsolvable antinomies and
unbridgeable dichotomies, his reordering acquires greater plausibility to the
degree that it avoids such difficulties. Also, Heidegger can urge that by starting
from the more primary phenomenon of understanding, he can make better sense
than the tradition of how knowledge is really possible. Traditiona philosophy

from Descartes to Kant wanted to offer not only a definition of knowledge (for
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instance, as correct representation of the real world), but also an account of how
the knower is connected to the known. Heidegger’s strategy is different from
the Catedan strategy, which starts by assuming a basic ontological
disconnection (e.g., between mental and physical substance) and then looks for
instances of epistemological connection that cannot be doubted (e.g., the
knowledge of the existence of athinking subject). Heidegger’s strategy is to see
Dasein as dready in the world, which suggests that what needs to be explained
is not the connection, which is the basis, but the disconnection. Instances of
disconnection happen obviousdy and frequently, as when humans make
mistakes, not only cognitively but also practically. The Cartesian strategy runs
into difficulty when it fails to explain (eg., to skeptics) connection. The
Heideggerian strategy must show that it does not run into similar problems
when it tries to explain how apparent disconnections could arise, as in the
breakdown of aready-to-hand tool and its transformation into a merely present-
at-hand or piece of junk. A crucid part of Heldegger's account of the
connection of Dasein and world is the section on understanding as the
projection of possibilities, and | will now focus on how the details of that
section contribute to the hermeneutic turn.

B. Understanding, Projection, and Possibility

One question that arises if philosophy is itself a mode of interpretation is,
How can one such Interpretation be said to be better than others? Is it “true’?
Are there other such Interpretations that could be “true’ in the same sense? To
clarify these questions Heidegger distinguishes two senses of truth. One is the
ordinary philosophical sense of truth, where an assertion uncovers or discovers

some fact about the world. Heidegger usually describes truth in this sense as
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being about things that do not have the character of Dasein (BT, 118), using the
term Entdecktheit (discoveredness). The contrasting term, *“disclosedness”
(Erschlossenheit), suggests that the total context is opened up through
understanding. Understanding thus does not consist only of making assertions
about the world, but also of grasping the entire mode of Being-in-the-world.
Understanding grasps the world as such, without which the discovery of
particular features of the world would not be possible. However, understanding
grasps not only the world, but aso Dasein’s way of being in the world. So an

understanding of the world is always a so a self- understanding.

To speak of salf-understanding can be mideading, however, if it suggests
a Cartesian or Kantian ego, which stands at a remove from the objective world
as if it occupied a different, subjective world. Heidegger says instead that
disclosure involves both the world and Dasein at the same time. Dasein's
understanding of its world is thus not distinct from its understanding of itself,
but is a the same time an interpretation of itself. This saf-interpretation thus
does not discover facts about the properties of a menta substance or a
noumenal self, but discloses how Dasein has dedlt with and is dealing with the
guestion or “issue” of its own existence. A student of physics, for instance, is
not smply learning some facts about the physical world, but is learning how to
do physics. The student is thus becoming a physicist, at least to some degree.
Being a student is generally best described neither as finding innate abilities in
onesalf nor as acquiring a mass of facts about he world. Instead, being a
student on Heidegger's account is learning how to go about in the world in a
certain way, for instance, as a physicist or as a philosopher, where who one is

and what one does are inseparable.
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Understanding involves, therefore, more than the discovery of facts about
particular feastures of the world. Understanding is more primordialy the
disclosure of what Heidegger calls possibilities. Heidegger suggests that the
disclosure of possibilities could not be derived from the discovery of factua
features. His philosophical Interpretation is trying to show that both discovery
and disclosure are necessary to human activity. Focusing o the discovery of
facts alone (e.g., as empiricist philosophers might) will obscure the dimension
of disclosure. So Heidegger's Interpretation shows that if the dimension of
disclosure is recognized, then both discovery and disclosure can be accounted
for, since disclosure makes the phenomenon of discovery intelligible. The
isolated, atomistic discovery of one fact after another would not generate an
understanding of a world that was significant and intelligible, but only of a
disconnected aggregate. An interpretation is precisely not a heap of facts but an

account of how these facts are possible.

Possihility for Heidegger is not smply logica possbility, since
understanding is of red relations and situations. Possibility aso does not mean
not-yet-actual, since Dasain is itsalf currently one possible way of existing or
understanding. Dasein exists as “definite” or concrete possibilities (BT, 183),
which it does not choose arbitrarily. Dasein finds itself as already having these
possibilities. We can begin to see what Heldegger means by returning to my
example of what it is to be a student. Heidegger is not describing the process of
explicitly planning to be, say, a physicist or a philosopher, and possibilities are
not the abstract thoughts a student might have about what it would be like to be
a physicist or a philosopher. Possibilities are recognized only in the concrete
activity of doing physics or philosophy and are what limit the range of what it
makes sense to do or to try to do in those activities. What it issensibleto do in a

particular situation is aready laid out in advance in a genuine understanding of
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the concrete possibilities. Dasein may not be explicitly aware of those
possibilities it has let go by, or even of the ones that currently characterize it.
Dasein can also be mistaken about its possibilities, for instance, by trying to fix
them so rigidly that it takes them as necessities instead of as possihilities,
thereby misunderstanding itself and becoming disconnected from a more
primary understanding of itself (BT, 183).

Dasein’s understanding of itself as possibility, and its “knowledge” of
those possibilities of which it is capable, is thus a matter of degree. This
“knowledge’ is often more implicit “know-how” than explicit “knowing-that,”
and it is more a grasp of the worldly situation than a reflective turn inward.
Insofar as Dasein finds itself dready thrown into a Stuation that is not of its
own making, it has “in every case already gone astray and failed to recognize
itself” (BT, 184). Dasein thus does not “know” itsdf from the start, but if it isto
recover or “find itself,” it must come to understand what it can do given its own

possihilitiesin it particular worldly situation.

Understanding thus involves possibilities, and these are not simply
subjective or inner phenomena, but are aways tied to worldly situations.
Heidegger wishes to distance himself from the traditional idea that these
possibilities should be thought of as spontaneoudly free choices, and he rejects
the “liberty of indifference” (BT, 183). So he avoids making “choosing” the
starting point for his analysis of primary understanding, and instead starts from
what he calls “projecting.” Projection involves an understanding of what
matters, and there will always be two sides to what matters. First, there must be
a context of significance, of meanings that are redly possible in the “current
world.” Second, nothing could matter or make a difference unless it mattered or
made a difference to beings that cared, so Heidegger suggests that Dasein’s
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own Being is also projected as that “for-the-sake-of-which” whatever matters or
makes a difference.

Projection is not simply reasoning from alist of all the particular possible
choices that one has, as well as the pros and cons for each choice, to some
decision. Listing al the “facts’ about oneself and one's situation would be an
interminable process, and the idea of specifying al that could be known about
anything may even be uninteligible. Furthermore, “facts’ about humans are
aways dready meaning-laden and interpretive. Heidegger thus draws a
digtinction between “factuality” and “facticity.” Factudity has to do with
nonhuman things, discrete facts about which could be entered in alist. Trying to
draw up such alist for any particular instance of Dasein would always fall short
of characterizing that Dasein, and thus Dasein itsdf aways is something
“more’ than it is (factualy). But a central aim of Heidegger's account of
understanding is to show Dasein’s inherence in the world, which is to say that
Dasein is not some free-floating spirit that transcends its material Situation. As a
projection Entwurf, from the German stem “to throw), Dasein finds itself
“thrown” into a dSituation with concrete possibilities. Possibilities that are
concrete (or definite, bestmmte) differ from purely logical possibilities in that
they come with concrete limitations. So Heidegger speaks of these limitations
as Dasain’s “facticity,” in contradistinction to the other kind of fact that he calls
“factuality.”

Now exactly why something matters or makes a difference may be
difficult to say or explain, either to oneself or to others. Hence, Heidegger wants
to distance his concept of projective understanding not only from spontaneous
choice, but aso from deliberate decisions, conscious planning, or the weighing

of aternatives. He denies that projection consists of making explicit plans or of
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grasping its possibilities “thematically” as explicit contents of the mind. Does
explicit planning or conscious weighing of alternatives and deciding never enter
human action? In Being and Nothingness, Jean-Paul Sartre tkes the strong
position that conscious reflection (or deliberation) has little to do with real

choice, and that one is really just fooling oneself by such reflection to put off
the inevitable need to act. As Sartre says, “a voluntary deliberation is dways a
deception,” one that really postpones a choice that has already been made; so
conscious decision always comes too late, and “les jeux sont faits’ (the dice are
Cast)_lsl

Heidegger need not make such a strong claim, precisely because he has a
different Interpretation of what understanding is. Understanding involves a
holistic projection of a context in which particular possibilities first become
intelligible. Much of what we understand thus remains largely inexplicit.
However, it does not follow that when Heldegger says that understanding does
not grasp its possbilities “thematically” that he must be denying that
understanding is ever thematic in any way. Unlike Sartre, he need not assert that
thematizing (deliberating or deciding) isonly ever away of postponing the need
to take action and is thus inefficacious. The point is instead that more reflective
operations such as explaining, deliberating, or deciding would ever be possible
only by supervening on a larger background features that could never be
explicitly thematized, but that nevertheless were part of the understanding and

thus of the concrete possibilities.

In contrast to Sartre’s claims that “les jeux sont faits” Heidegger's

argument is focused on a different claim, “Become what you are’ (BT, 186).

181 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, tr. Hazel E. Barnes (New York: Washington
Square Press, 1956), 581.
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This dogan has an ancient tradition, going back to the Greeks, but it aso
features famoudly in Nietzsche. The imperative that one should become who
one is seem paradoxical, for one would seem able to become only what one was
not (yet), and a being that aready was what it was could not even try to become
that way. Heidegger’s solution is to say that the paradox may indeed hold for
beings that do not have the character of Dasein. But he asserts that not only can
Dasein become what it is, it can dso fall to become what it is. The facticity-
factuality distinction thus clarifies how “Become what you are” expresses an
imperative that is genuine. Dasein is not its factudity, so it is not what it is
factually. However, because Dasein is understanding, and understanding
involves projection into a concrete “current world,” Dasein is what it is
factically. But because the projection aso involves concrete possibilities,
Dasein can become what it is by becoming what it is aready possible for it to
be. There is a genuine aternative here, for Dasein can equally fail to face these
possihilities, and thus it can become disconnected from itself by failing to own
up to dl that it has been and can be.

C. Interpretation

Becoming who we are requires interpretation for two reasons. First, we
cannot become who we are unless we have an interpretation both of who we are
and of how we can continue to be who we want to be. Second, what we are
interpreting is aready interpretive. How we get to be who we are is through
interpretations, not only of ourselves but also of the possibilities inherent in the
public world, which is already interpreted meaningfully for us. A question that
has plagued hermeneutics, however, is, What makes some interpretations better

than others? Are some interpretations true and others false?
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Since interpretations involve possibilities and not simply facts, the true-
false digtinction may not be the most pertinent one to use when judging
interpretations. If an interpretation of any sort can be said to be “true,” one must
be using truth in a different sense from that in which a statement is said to be
true. Interpretations typically contain or imply many statements, so in speaking
of the truth of the set of statements, the sense of truth is extended. One mght
say that an interpretation is true only if al its assertions are true, but this
reductive claim seems to misconstrue what calling an interpretation true means.
An interpretation may consist of more than simply those assertions that are
uttered, since a good interpretation frees up the possibility of uttering many
other significant assertions. There is aso no reason to think that the set of
possible assertions generated by an interpretation is closed. Furthermore, two
interpretations could conflict with each other on some central claims while each
one contained many other claims that either interpretation would grant to be
true. In sum, interpretive understandings may be better judged by labels other
than true or false, and Heidegger invokes such contrasting normative terms as

authentic or inauthentic, genuine or not genuine, and transparent or opague. 82

Already this traditional philosophical obsession with the truth or falsity of
interpretive clams may be on the wrong track in trying to understand
Heldegger's account. In Section 32 of Being and Time Heidegger is not
primarily concerned with explicit, deliberate Interpretation (Interpretierung) but
with the phenomenon of Auslegung, that is, with interpretation of a practica
sort that may not aways involve articulated judgments or thematizing. Contrary
to present tendencies to think of the reading of texts as the paradigm case of

182 For a detailed account of these terms, see Hubert L. Dreyfus, Being-in-the-World: A
Commentary on Heidegger’s “ Being and Time,” Division | (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
1991), ch. 11.
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interpretation, Heidegger's paradigm cases are everyday activities like opening
a door or hammering. Even Heidegger's philosophical Interpretation is an
interpretation not of atext, but of Dasein. But these cases are analogues of texts
insofar as Heidegger’'s point is that even the most obvious ordinary objects
taken by themselves do not have their characteristics inscribed in them. Instead,
the characteristics of the tools come into being in the concrete interpretation
manifested in activity of using them.

Contrary to an empiricist epistemology that presupposes that we first
“perceive’ objects with their particular properties and only secondarily apply or
use them, Heidegger’ s suggestion is that this type of perception primary. Seeing
does not smply perceive the properties of external objects with the bodily eyes
(BT, 187). Instead of construing seeing as seeing that an object has such and
such a property, Heidegger construes seeing as already interpreting something
as something (e.g., seeing something as a hammer, as a door, or as a table).
Another example of such “seeing-as’ (not Heidegger's own) is found in the
hermeneutic pheromenon of reading. When we read a text, we do not first
perceive black marks on awhite page and then construe their meaning. Instead,
the meaning of the text, and indeed the text itself, comes to be only in the
reading. Hence, for later hermeneutic theory the text and the reading form the
paradigm case of the hermeneutic circle. While the early Heidegger does not
emphasize textuaity to the same degree, his account does not underwrite the
shift of philosophical attention from the epistemological model of perception to

the hermeneutic model of reading.

Since reading involves grasping the meaning of the text, it is appropriate
that Heidegger features the notion of meaning (Snn) centrally. He does so in a
way that will be congruent with this hermeneutic moded and that will block
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some traditional problems that arise from construing meanings as private,
internal, mental states. Meaning for Heidegger is not something that one
imposes on an object, and it is neither a distinctive object of perception nor an
intermediary between the subject and the object. Strictly speaking, says
Heidegger, what is understood is not the meaning but the entity. There is thus a
sense in which Heidegger eliminates the traditional philosophical notion of
meaning from his vocabulary. He thinks that we grasp entities as entities in their
nexus of relations with other entities, not as aggregates of perceptual qualities.
Thus we do not first see some colors or hear some noises and only secondarily
infer that we are seeing or hearing a motorcycle. Instead, we first encounter a
motorcycle, and only secondarily (if a al) do we abstract its properties

(perhaps to hear its “noise’).

“Meaning” for Heidegger thus involves the holistic way in which
something can become intelligible as something in a nexus of relations (BT,
193). Independent of the nexus of meanings, entities are not meaningful, (in this
specia sense). Since this nexus of meaning requires Dasein, only Dasein can be
said to be meaningful or meaningless, as Heidegger understands the rotions. In
other words, unless objects inhere in an interpretive context, they could not be
understood. So they cannot be said to have meanings that are prior to and

independent of their interpretive uses.

The context of meaningfulness is thus what makes t possible to interpret
something as something. For the most part this context is not explicit, but
makes up the background of understanding, or what Heidegger calls the “fore-
sructure” of understanding. For an explicit interpretation of something as
something to occur (e.g., in picking up the hammer and hammering), there are

three levels at which understanding must be running in the background. Firgt,
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there must be a genera grasp of the whole situation (e.g., of the workshop as a
whole). Heidegger calsthisthe “fore-having” (Vorhabe), where, before making
any particular object explicit, we have a background grasp of the totality of
possible practices involved. But to have a grasp of the whole is not yet to make
any particular feature explicit, so the second level required before anything can
become explicit is “fore-sight” (Vorsicht), where we see in advance the
appropriate way in which things can appear. But for something to become fully
explicit in an act of interpretation there would have to be some particular
concepts under which it would be appropriate even to begin interpreting it. So
the third level required before an explicit interpretation can occur is the “fore-
conception” (Vorgriff), where we grasp conceptually in advance the appropriate
way to interpret something.

Each of these levels brings the interpretation close to being explicit, but
none of them is fully explicit. Should we infer from this insgstence on the fore-
structure of understanding that it is “prior to,” which genetically or logically,
the explicit articulation of an interpretation? That Heidegger might be giving a
priority to the prereflective and prelinguistic levels is perhaps reinforced by his
examples, which come from everyday activities such as using hammers and
opening doors, not from more explicitly cognitive activities like reading texts.
Heidegger warns us, however, not to break interpretation up “into pieces’ (BT,
192), and we should not infer that the implicit levels of the fore-structure of the
understanding would function independently of explicit interpretations. The
fore-structure of understanding goes together with the as-structure of
interpretation, and the levels of Vorhabe, Vorsicht, and Vorgriff are al in play at

once in any given act of interpretation.
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Furthermore, while Heidegger wants to show that interpretation takes
place in areas of activity other than those where language is involved, he would
not need to claim that understanding is more essentially prelinguistic than
linguistic. While not al interpretation involves uttering sentences or making
assertions, Heidegger’s point is not to deny but to affirm that asserting is itself
an interpretive practice. He will have a separate argument in later sections that
although not all interpretation involves explicit linguistic thematization, the
being who is Dasein and is able to interpret would aso need to be a being who
could thematized and assert. In this section, moreover, he does include textual
interpretation as a case of interpretation. If he says that philologica
Interpretation is a derivative case, he is not making a derogatory claim about
textual interpretation (BT, 194). On the contrary, he objects to the philosophical
tendency to contrast the “textua” disciplines like historiography and literary
studies with the natural sciences and to conclude that the former are “less
rigorous’ than the latter. While he recognizes that natural science is a
“legitimate task” BT, 194), as we have seen, he thinks that science is a
subspecies of understanding. So instead of thinking that science is a separate
domain of knowledge, and then puzzling about whether history and literature
should count as knowledge, Heidegger is giving an account of human
understanding that will accommodate these different disciplines as subspecies.
Hence, he does not see them either as unrelated enterprises or as a family in

which the humanities are poor cousins of the natural sciences.

To make this case he need not privilege the textual disciplines over the
sciences. So he does not invert the hierarchy and privilege historiography over
mathematics. Mathematics is “narrower,” he says (BT, 195), which is not to say
that it is poorer, but smply that it has defined its limits in a different way than
the humanities. Historiography on his model is not criticized because it is
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incapable of precise definitions and rigorous demonstrations. Instead, when
properly practiced, it can highlight the possibilities, and not smply the factual
consequences, of human action. Historiographic understanding is circular, but
this circle is not the vicious one of an alegedly rigorous deduction that
succeeded only in proving what it aready presupposed. Instead, all
understanding is circular, says Heidegger, in the sense that “any interpretation
which is to contribute understanding must already have understood what is to
be interpreted” (BT, 194). This “hermeneutic circle’ thus characterizes al
understanding, for there must aready be a context of intelligibility for any

discovery to be made, or for any conclusion to be proved.

This insistence on the circularity of understanding raises the problem of
whether one is always trapped within one’s own assumptions, or whether there
is some way to get out of the circle. The solution to this problem will depend on
how *“getting ou” is construed. Heidegger, of course, believes that
interpretations can make discoveries and that they can correct their own
inadequacies. Heidegger grants that we do not smply prove things that we
already know, or limit ourselves to “popular conceptions.” Genuine, primordial
understanding will see that these popular conceptions or standard assumptions
are hindrances to better ways of interpreting (BT, 195). However, Heidegger’s
way of explaining how fanciful interpretations and popular conceptions are to
be avoided may confuse some readers. He says that the task is to check our
prior understanding of the subject matter against “the things themselves’ (BT,
195). This phrase “the things themselves’ might suggest that there is a domain
outside the circle against which our beliefs can be tested. However, Heidegger's
main point is to undermine this strong philosophical assertion of a radicaly
independent “outside.” His point is instead that beliefs can be checked only

against other beliefs. Understanding is holistic and includes a dense pattern of
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interlocking beliefs and skillful know-how, so the idea of “getting out” of it is
not redlly intelligible. Heidegger thus insists that interpretation is never a
“presuppositionless apprehending” of some given (BT, 191).

Even if one is willing to abandon the idea of an independent given
“outsde’ the circle of understanding, one till might object to the holism in the
thesis that all understanding is interpretive.!®® That is, one might think that
understanding is prior to interpretation. This clam could mean that there is an
understanding of something, and that this understanding then gets “interpreted,”
for instance, by applying that understanding to a particular situation (as when a
judge interprets a statute by applying it to a case not explicitly covered by the
abstract legal language). Or the claim might be that when we really understand
something we do not describe ourselves as interpreting it, since to say that we
were interpreting would suggest that there were features that we had not yet
grasped correctly or adequately. Either way expresses the fedling that there
must be something “beneath” interpretation, such that interpretation is not a
circle but an “arch” that remains firmly grounded in its object.®* Behind this
insistence on the priority of understanding over interpretation would be an
episternol ogical intuition, since the worry would be that understanding needs to
be adequate to its object, which somehow anchors interpretation. 8°

183 Or at least, all understanding is interpretive in the sense of Auslegung, not necessarily in the
sense of Interpretierung. Richard Shusterman raises the objection under discussion herein
his article “Beneath Interpretation: A gainst Hermeneutic Holism,” Monist 73, No. 2 (1990),
181-204.

184 paul Ricoeur appeals to the metaphor of the arch in the account of interpretation in “Qu’ est-
ce qu’'un Texte? Expliquer et comprehendre,” in Hermeneutik und Dialektik: Aufsétze 11,
ed. Rudiger Bubner, Konrad Cramer, and Reiner Wiehl (T Ubingen: Mohr, 1970), 181-200.

For the Heideggerian critique of epistemological foundationalism see Charles Guignon,
Heidegger and the Problem of Knowledge (Indianapolis, IN: Hackett, 1983), especially
150-82.

185
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Although many philosophers before Heidegger started from this
epistemological worry, Heidegger’'s own project is to show that this problem
can only arise within the circle of understanding. To start from the problem is
already to disconnect the interpretation and that which is being interpreted to
such a degree that it becomes impossible to reconnect them. Heidegger's
insistence on the circle sees a particular misunderstanding arising only against a
tacit background of shared understanding. While any interpretation may involve
particular points of misunderstanding, it would be a mistake to infer that al
readings are misreadings or that, as Jonathan Culler characterizes the literary
theories of Paul de Man and Harold Bloom (but not Jacques Derrida),
“understanding is a specia case of misunderstanding.” 12¢ Understanding must
generally be a successful practice before particular aspects of the interpretive
understanding could even emerge as mistakes or misunderstandings. Of course,
in the process of interpretive understanding, the interpreter has the sense that
there is something “out there” that is to be understood. Heidegger himself

insists on this phenomenon and gives the following explanation of what is really

happening:

If, when one is engages in a particular concrete kind of
interpretation, in the sense of exact textua Interpretation, one
likes to appeal to what ‘ stands there,” then one finds that what
‘stands there' in the first ingtance is nothing other than the
obvious, undiscussed assumption of the interpreter, which
necessarily lies in every interpretive approach as such, that is,
as that which is pre-given through fore-having, fore-sight, and
fore-conception” (BT, 192).

186 Jonathan Culler, On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after Sructuralism (Ithaca, New
York:: Cornell University Press, 1982), 176. Jacques Derrida explicitly rejects this thesisin
Limited Inc (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1988), 157.
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So Heidegger does not deny that interpretations include some apparent
givens, commitments, or purchase points. However, these points do not lie
outside the circle of understanding, but are already at play within the circle as
tacit aspects of our prior understanding of our world and ourselves. The world is
itsdf in the circle, both in general as its horizon and aso corcretely as the
commitments of any successful practice of understanding. Any particular
assumption may become problematic, and therefore move from being tacitly
taken for granted to being explicitly called into question. Then the assumption
may show itself to be merely a popular misconception or a fanciful, superficial
glossing over of difficulties. But any challenge to any particular assumption can
be made only by appea to other commitments that the interpretation is not
willing to give up. So the challenge is from within the circle and is not to some
independent given “outside” or “beneath” the circle.

If there is no outside to the circle, understanding should not itself be taken
as amenta operation that is distinct from interpretation. Understanding is itself
always redlized in interpretation and is not a separate, prior operation that then
gets reprocessed in a secondary operation of interpretation. Understanding
functions concretely only as interpretation: “In interpretation, understanding
does not become something different, but instead it becomes itself” (BT, 188).
Interpretation is the concrete working through of the possibilities projected by
the understanding. That is, the context of intelligibility that is tacitly understood
provides the background against which specific interpretive actions make sense.
The tacit background and the explicit interpretive action are integral functions
of any instance of interpretive understanding.
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D. After Heidegger

If the pieces of Heidegger's account of understarding and interpretation
are now in place, some concluding reflections on the outcome of the
hermeneutic turn later in the twentieth century are in order. Two thinkersin the
second half of the twentieth century whose work would not have been possible
without these sections of Being and Time are Hans-Georg Gadamer and Jacques
Derrida. Yet the hermeneutic theory developed by Gadamer and the
deconstructive movement fathered by Derrida takes the Heideggerian account
in different and apparently opposed directiors. Gadamerian hermeneutics
appear to deconstructionists to harbor the hidden assumption that the text has an
interna unity of meaning, and that meaning is a single thing that interpretation
must am at reconstructing. The deconstructionists see this faithin the unity and
the coherence of the text as a vestige of metaphysica faith, which they aim to
deconstruct. In contrast to the hermeneutic move to recover and reconstruct the
meaning of the text, deconstruction is the operation of questioning this fait in
the meaning of the text by finding in the rhetoric and style of the language of

the text moments where the assumption of the unity of meaning fails.

At least two problems, then, are raised by these two different ways of
developing Heidegger’s analysis of the circle of understanding. One problem is
whether interpretation should be reconstructive or decongtructive in intent. The
other is whether the interpretation’s account of the meaning of the interpreted
entails a metabdief that the interpretation is goproximating the ideal of the one
right interpretation. | will call the position that believes that thisidea is posited

in al interpretation monism, and the denia of monism | will label pluralism.

The debate about deconstruction is too complex to be summarized in this

study, and | therefore limit myself to the issue of what follows directly from
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Sections 31 and 32 of Being and Time for this controversy. The issue has two
sides, a methodological one and a political one. The methodological one turns
on the question whether Heidegger’s insistence on the circle of understanding
does not simply imprison us in our own outlook, blocking us from recognizing
the otherness or dterity of the text. The political issue arises from Heidegger’s
further insstence that the fore-structure of understanding forms our
interpretations in advance. Thus, interpreters inherit from their tradition much
of background of their readings. From the deconstructive point of view the
hermeneutic position that accepts Heidegger’'s analysis is too traditionalist and
thus politically suspect because it seem unable to challenge the cultural and
political status quo.

The countercharges against deconstruction are easy to imagine.
Methodologically, deconstruction will appear to be fantasizing an escape from
the circle of understanding by its dalliance with an impossible “outside” where
meaning is undecidable and thus hopelessly multiple and fractured. Politicaly,
its critique will seem pointless, since the fantasy of a complete break with
tradition can lead nowhere. Deconstruction will seem to be neglecting
Heidegger's insstence that we find ourselves aready thrown into a socia
stuation, which has specific concrete possibilities but aso rea limitations.
Decongtruction’s own faith that any construction can be deconstructed will lead
to an undirected resistance that will be ineffectual because of its inability to

generate a positive construction of its own. '8’

Unfortunately, these charges and countercharges may obscure the reach of

Heidegger’'s aiginal account of the hermeneutic circle. That account did not

187 Jiirgen Habermas advances this line of attack on deconstruction in Chapter 7 of The
Philosophical Discourse of Modernity: Twelve Lectures, tr. Frederick Lawrence
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1987).
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envision the specific controversy that | have sketched. Without minimizing this
controversy, that is stimulating much current work in literary theory and social
philosophy, | will briefly outline some ways in which Heidegger’s account can
accommodate central features of both reconstructive and the deconstructive

enterprises.

Before this reconciliation can begin, however, the issue of monism versus
pluralism must be clarified. Part of the deconstructive worry about the
hermeneutic recovery of meaning may be caused by a suspicion that this
recovery presupposes that monistic ideal of the one fina, right interpretation.
Much can be said for that idedl, yet | the expostion that | have given of
Heidegger's account | have deliberately stressed the elements in it that | find
pointing toward an antimonistic pluralism. Heidegger’'s account of “meaning”
in his technical sense may seem monistic because it posits awhole, a totality of
involvements, a single context in which interpretation may take place. My
insistence on the holistic nature of meaning in this specia sense suggests,
however, that the context is always revisable, and that revision will come from
within the context of belief itself. This holism implies, therefore, that while the
task of understanding strives to be coherent and unified, it must aways
recognize that there are elements in it that have not been worked through
explicitly and that may be inconsistent with other central commitments. So the
context can aways turn out to include inadequate elements. The drive of
understanding toward a single coherent position is thus compatible with its
allowance for the inevitability of hidden error and bias, and the recognition that
no interpretationis final.

Other aspects of Heidegger’'s account that support the metaposition of

pluralism includes his revison of the ordinary conception of truth and his
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description of the fore-structure of projective understanding. While
interpretations contain true statements, on cannot adjudicate between two
conflicting interpretations simply by counting the true statements that would be
entailed by each one. Other criteria (such as richness, relevance to the present,
genuineness, or authenticity) come into play, and these more normative
considerations can lead us to prefer some interpretations to others. But the
criteria are themselves interpretable and do not obviously support the monistic
belief in a single exclusive interpretation. Furthermore, Heidegger’ s account of
understanding as projection suggests that explicit interpretations always arise
from implicit needs. The appearance of a new interpretation is likely to generate
new needs, and these will in turn stimulate further interpretation. That the circle
of understanding is never closed need not raise the specter of epistemological
relativism. The nihilistic conclusion that our present interpretations are mostly
false and does not follow from the pluraistic thought that they will be atered
by future generatiors, for whom the context and the background conditions will

have changed.

Heidegger may not have fully accepted this pluralistic conclusion about
his own theory of Dasein in Being and Time | noted Heidegger's apparent
desire to outdo Kant with Heidegger's own suggestion that Section 31 rivals
Kant's transcendental deduction. But | also pointed out another reading of
Heidegger’s enterprise, one that takes serioudly this metaposition of interpretive
plurdism alows us to imagine ways in which Heidegger's account of
understanding could be expanded and modified. One way it can be modified is
to take the hermeneutic turn more radically than Heidegger did in 1927,
alowing language a more centra role by modeing the account of
understanding more explicitly on reading, as Gadamer did in 1960. Another

way would be to recognize more explicitly and strategically how understanding
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can directly chalenge meaning and how much more conscious the rhetorical
play of language can become. The latter way was the achievement of Derrida

and the decongtructive movement from the late 1960s to the present.

If these modifications are granted, it must also be recognized that they are
prefigured in Being and Time itself. Whatever Heidegger's persona politics
were, the text of Being and Time allows for the deconstructivist suspicion of
simply recovering the tradition. Heidegger insists that the tradition may need to
be criticized, and he reminds us that the “tradition” is not smply the “past.” The
past is finished, and there would be no point in criticizing it since criticism
could have no effect on the past. What we (and poststructuralists like Derrida
and Michel Foucault) may need to criticize is the present, or more specificaly,
the present’s interpretation of how it has come to be what it is, which is what
“tradition” is. The criticism of the “traditiona” in the present need not be
presented as a complete break with tradition, but more reasonably as a break
with a prevaent but mistaken understanding of the tradition’s possibilities. So
an effective criticism will see places where the present has misconstrued the
possihilities inherited from the tradition, and it will also draw our attention to

concrete possibilities in the tradition that have currently been lost from sight. 8

If political, social, and historical criticism is to be genuinely possible on
the Heideggerian account, however, there must be some resolution of the
methodological question that | rose about whether we are not always
imprisoned in our own cognitive and normative standpoint. This problem seems
to follow from Heidegger's general clam that we can understand something
only from within a context that we bring with us aready. If the circle of

understanding were static, this worry would be justified. But close attertion to

188 See §74 of BT, especially 438.
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Heidegger's text shows that he thinks of the circle as a dynamic process of
making aspects of the implicit background explicit and then testing standard
assumptions to see if they redly hold up, given the rest of what we believe and
do. Hence, he speaks of testing assumptions against the “things themselves’ to
make “the scientific theme secure” (BT, 195). Gadamer’s own theory in Truth
and Method (see pp. 254-71) is built around an explication of these sections of
Being and Time Gadamer replies to the charge that, on the hermeneutic
account, understanding is dways imprisoned in its own standpoint by pointing
out that in interpreting a text our own preconceptions often do not work ouit.
The text may give us a shock by showing us a side of the subject matter that we
had not anticipated. So the circle of understanding is a dynamic one where
preconceptions will either work out or fail. Heidegger had spoken of genuine
understanding as that which gets beyond “fancies’ and “popular conceptions,”
and these are precisdly what come to nothing when the interpreter tries

explicitly to work them out.

Gadamer thus ingists that it is false to conclude that the hermeneutic circle
cannot recognize the aterity of the text. | would add that deconstruction could
indeed be a crucid moment in the circle of interpretation, for its techniques
could be used to ensure that the dterity of the text was taken serioudly enough.
The circle of understanding should not be purely reconstructive, if by that is
meant either that the interpreter reads only what is already familiar back into the
text or that in the effort find a unity of meaning the interpreter should overlook
tensions and contradictions that are also at play. But the circle could also not be
purely deconstructive, since there must first be an assumed meaning that is
deconstructed, and the discovery of tenson and contradiction is itself a

projection of an understanding of what is really going on in the text.
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Heidegger's modd of projective understanding can therefore recognize
both reconstruction and deconstruction as necessary moments of interpretation.
How these are balanced in particular cases is itsdf a matter of judgment and
may be a part of what makes interpretations interestingly different. What makes
some interpretations more interesting or insightful than others is a question that
| suggested at the beginning of this chapter and is an appropriate one with
which to conclude. While the question is alarge one, there is at |east the outline
of an answer in these sections of Being and Time At least one central aspect of
what makes an interpretation better will be whether it understands not only its
object and subject matter, but also itsdf. Interpretations that are
methodologically more self-aware are therefore better if they bring to light
unnoticed features not only of the object of interpretation, but also of the
conditions and procedures of interpretation. A good interpretation, on
Heidegger’s model, will show something about the possibilities of interpretation
as such. An interpretation presupposes a self-understanding, and bringing
crucia features of this implicit self-understanding to light will make the
interpretation insightful (in Heidegger's special sense of sight, which is not
smply the perception of present-at-hand objects, but the disclosure of the total

background or context).

As| have suggested, however, self-understanding is not to be taken in the
traditional sense in which it might suggest grasping some inner, private seif. In
German, “self-understanding” (Schverstehen) has to do with knowing one's
way around. So for Heidegger, who construes Dasein as Being-in-the-world,
self- understanding thus has to do with knowing one's way around in the world
or in some specific worldly subject matter, such as physics or carpentry, or
bond trading, for example. That Heidegger was interpreting Dasein and not

simply atext does nat, in itsdlf, signify a conflict with later hermeneutic theory.
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Instead, his Interpretierung of Dasein brings out a double-sided possibility of
interpretation. On the one side, genuine interpretation will reflect the being that
is interpreting. So there must be some dimension of the interpreter’s context
that is itsalf brought into focus. On the other side, who this being is will itself
depend on its interpretations of the world, including its beliefs and its activities.
So on the Heldeggerian account any good interpretation should disclose
something about both Dasein and the world. Interpretation is, after al, the way
that both meaningful human existence and a significant world become what

they are.
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Chapter 12

ART IN HEIDEGGER'S EARLIER THOUGHT

In this chapter and in the one that follows, | intend to fill out this account
of Heidegger’s thought by dealing with various topics which have either not yet
come to our notice or have been treated only briefly by most authors or as they
found expression in his early writings. Following that, 1 will deal more
intimately with Holderlin and other thinkers that Heidegger engaged. We have
already seen that, beginning from the inaugural lecture, “What is Metaphysics?’
and that additions that were made to it, Heidegger was moving away from the
apparently atheistic and narrowly humanistic or even Promethean beliefs that
some interpreters, notably Sartre, had read into Being and Time By the time we
get to the Letter on Humanism, which belongs to the year 1947, we seem to be
in a very different world, though Heidegger himsalf tended to minimize the
extent of the “turning” (Kehre) that had taken place in his thought and
interpreted the new or apparently new ideas as developments of what was
already implicit in the early writings. But, of course, even he plainly admitted
that the path that he had first tried to follow had broken off, and this fact is
amply attested by the unfinished state of Being and Time

The first topic to be considered is Heidegger's answer to the question,
“What isathing?’ and the way he was answering this question in the 1950s was

decidedly different from what he was saying in 1927 in Being and Time (96-
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97).18 Heidegger is il maintaining that a thing is not primarily a materia
object ‘present-at-hand’ for our observation. That objective view of a thing is
derivative from a much more intimate relation to the thing. The tendency in
Western thought has been to think of the world as a collection of things set over
agang us, and of Dasein itself, not indeed as another thing, but as another
entity ‘present-at-hand’. But Dasein is not just another item in the world, not
even another rather specia item, to be designated by the word “ person.” Dasein
is certainly ‘Being-in-the-world’ and there can be no worldless Dasein, but
Dasaein's Being-inthe-world is quite different from the “innerworldly
(innerweltlich) being that belongs to things. Dasein transcends the world, and
gives to the world its unity as world, for Dasein is the point from which the
world is seen and understood. The multitude of things contain in the world are
seen and understood in the context of the world, within which they are
connected in anetwork with each other and with Dasein (BT, 95ff.).

These things are seen by Dasein as not just present-at-hand or lying about,
but as ready-to-hand, available for use by Dasein in it concernful dealings with
the world. For Dasein’s Being-in-the-world is not that of an observer, but of
one who “dwdlls’ in the world, one who has to carve out aliving in the world.
Thus the things of the world become Dasein equipment (Zeug) for living. As

Heidegger reminded us,*%°

the Greek word for ‘thing’ & pragma, something
that we employ in our praxeis, “activities.” For Dasein, the things of the world

become increasingly a closaly-knit system of instruments that are serviceable to

189 Here again we see Heidegger trying to overcome a duality. When we speak of a thing, we
think of something ‘there’, something lying around that can seen or used. But in
Heidegger's view, this “objective” way of looking at things is an abstraction from an
originally more concrete practical or pragmatic way. Thisis a point at his concentration on
everyday existence does bring us back to a more basic stance of the Dasein in which theory
and practice have not yet been separated.

190 BT 96-97.
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Dasein. This is true not only of artifacts, but even of natura objects thet are
incorporated into the instrumental system. Today, even accentuating articulation
wilderness area may be designated a “national park” and it becomes, so to
speak, equipment for recreation. Thus the world is more and more a human
project.

The example of athing that Heidegger chooses to illustrate his theory isa
hammer. If we ask, “What is a hammer?’ the question is not answered by an
objective description of the hammer as an object in isolation as merely one of
the many things within the world. It can, of course, be described in that way —
we might be told that the head of the hammer is sted, that the shaft is made of
carbon fiber, and so on, but we would not have begun to understand a hammer.
We understand it only when we see someone hammering, and then we
understand also its relations to nails and to wood and to such human activities
as building and furnishing — in other words, we understand it in the context of a
world. The world is aready implied in the hammer, for the world, like Dasein,
is not another thing, but an a priori conception that enables us to see things in
their being, that is, for what they are. We see the hammer as piece of equipment
for hammering; we see the automobile as a piece of equipment for transport,

and so on.

Now, this whole way of looking at the world may seem very utilitarian
and down-to-earth, and indeed it is, for in the divison of Being and Timein
which he discusses the world, Heidegger does say that he is confining his
analysisto “everyday” existence and he even speaks of the world as a workshop
(BT, 100). But the way remains open to a fuller or richer understanding of the
world and this does in fact come, though not explicitly until about twenty years

later in his writings.
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The new understanding comes in an essay fitled “The Thing” (“Das
Ding”)*®* of the year 1950, though we aready note a preliminary alusion to it
in the little piece about “The Country Lane” written in 1949. It is an
understanding that gets away from the somewhat exploitative attitude to the
world expounded in Being and Time and accords more with the claim in the
Letter on Humanism that “man is not the lord of beings, but the shepherd of
Being (Basic Writings, 221).

The new view is expressed in terms of what of what Heidegger calls the
“Foufold” or the “quadrate” 19 (das Geviert). A thing is not only more than an
object, it is more even than a human product or an item in the human equipment
for bringing the earth under control. A thing is now granted the possibility of
having a beauty and dignity of its own. What then is this “Foufold” or
“quadrate’? It means that everything has a Foufold reference, or has four
dimensions of being that together constitute the meaning of that thing. The four
dimensions are: earth and sky, mortals and gods. On hearing these words, we
may wonder whether Heidegger has not dipped over from philosophy into the
realm of myth and poetry. Perhaps he has, but this would not trouble him very
much. Even in Being and Time, he introduced a classica myth about Care into
the middle of his existential analytic, on the ground that this myth shows us a
pre-scientific understanding of Dasein which anticipates the results of
phenomenological analysis, and likewise, from early in his career, he had
recognized that poetry is by no means merely an emotive or norcognitive type
of utterance, but a way to truth, even truth at the deepest level, so that the
thinker may find that he has more in common with the poet than with the

scientist.

191 vortrage und Aufsétze, (Pfullingen: Neske, 1954). GA 7.
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This takes us back to the question of the “turn” in hiswritings, and a brief
explanation of “The Country Lane,” will serve us well when we later discuss
the poetry of Holderlin. Heidegger himself tended to play down the attempt to
contrast his earlier and later thought. He did acknowledge, as we have noted,
that the path on which he originally set out had broken off. He would not have
denied that there had been aturn (Kehre) in the road that he was following. But
he was unhappy with suggestions that this amounted to areversal. Hisam from
the first had been to rekindle interest in the question about the meaning of Being
as such. Those who talked most of areversal were those who had fallen into the
Sartrean error of supposing that Being and Time is primarily a work of
philosophical anthropology, though Heidegger himself could not be altogether
exculpated if people did make this mistake.

Nevertheless, when we look at Heidegger’s work as whole, we do notice
some quite mgjor shifts. Perhaps the most obvious is that there is a shift of focus
from the Dasein known in human existence to Being in the most universa
sense. A second point is that the scientific (vissenschaftlich) character of the
phenomenological method used in the analysis of Dasein gives way to an
appreciation of the language of the poet in interpreting the meaning of Being
and Dasein’'s relation to Being. There is a change, too, in the character of the
thinking. In the early work, the thinking of the philosopher is investigative and
active. In the later work, thinking becomes meditative, even passive, so that
some critics have clamed to see mydtica tendencies in Heidegger. Very
important, too, is the change in the concept of the world. In the early thinking,
the world is an instrumental system, and thing lie ready-to-hand for the use of

the Dasain in everyday concerns. But in the later writings, the world is no

192 1pid., 170ff.
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longer primarily a workshop but has a dignity in its own right, so to speak.
Things are not just “equipment,” but are constituted by the “Foufold” of heaven
and earth, gods and mortals. Thisis also a good illustration of how the language
of poetry, even a quas- mythological language, has replaced phenomenological

analysis.

These changes in Heidegger, though they do not congtitute a “reversal,”
are sufficiently substantial to show a definite ‘turn.” Perhaps it could be
summarized under the last of the points that | noted, “from phenomenology to
thought,” and this phrase was in fact chosen by William Richardson as the

subtitle of his magisterial exposition of Heidegger’s philosophy.

The turn or change began very soon after the writing of Being and Time,
when Heidegger realized that he would have to look for a different path from
the one he was planning to follow. But the turn was not an abrupt one, and we
can observe it going on over several years. Perhaps, as John Caputo has
suggested, we should think not just of one turn in Heidegger's thought but of
several turns.'®® He mentions as the first the turn away from Catholicism to a
kind of independent Protestantism in Heidegger's early years of teaching at
Marburg. Then there was the turn to something close to atheism or even
nihilism extending perhaps through the time of his involvement with National
Socialism. But already during these years there are hints of a “return” — not
indeed to his origina Catholicism, but to what Richard Kroner called

193 ¢. Guignon (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Heidegger (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), 272.
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» 194

“Heidegger’s private religion which was perhaps as much derived from

Greek sources as from hiblical ones.

In 1949 Heidegger wrote a short piece which is quite different from most
of hiswritings. It was called Der Feldweg, or in English The Country Path, and
describes a path leading through the countryside near to Heldegger’ s hometown
of Messkirch. Thiswriting, | say, is different from most of Heidegger’s work. It
is not overtly philosophical, but one does not need much imagination to see this
path as an alegory of Heidegger's own path of thinking, though whether he
intended it to be taken that way, | would not claim to know. The path leaves the
town and proceeds through the fields in the direction of some woods. Near the
edge of the woods stood a tall oak, with a wooden bench beneath it. Heidegger
remembers how in his youth he used to set on that bench studying the great
masters of thought and trying to understand what they were saying. At that time
in his life, | suppose Aristotle must have been one of the authors on whom he
lavished specia attention, perhaps also Heraclitus and Parmenides, certainly St.
Thomas Aquinas and the scholastics, possibly even Nietzsche and Husserl. The
path skirted the woods, where the men of the neighborhood, including
Heidegger's father, had each his own woodpile where he would gather falen
boughs. And here Heidegger thinks of the oak as symbolizing that Foufold
nature which is in al things, though he does not explicitly mention it as a

philosophical doctrine. What he saysisthis:

194 Richard Kroner, “Heidegger’s Private Religion,” in Union Seminary Quarterly Review, v.
1, n. 4(1956), 17.
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The hardness and smell of the oakwood began to speak clearly
of the dow and lasting way in which the tree grew. The oak
itself proclaimed that all that lasts and bears fruit is founded on
such growth done; that growth means to lie open to the span
of the heavens and, at the same time, to have roots in the dark
earth; that everything real and true only prospers if mankind
fulfills at the same time the two conditions of being ready for
the demands of highest heaven and of being safe in the shelter
of the fruitful earth. The oak continually repeats this to the
country lane, whose tracks runs past it... The kingdom of all
living things which grow around the country lane offers a
whole world in microcosm. The very ineffability of their
language proclaims, as Meister Eckhart, that old master of life,
says, God, first God.%°

These sentences from the essay show us how Heidegger’'s philosophy, in
gpite of its complexities and sophistication, has its origins in very simple
experience. But we have to be ready to hear such things. Contemporary man,
Heidegger believes, does not hear the message. “Man seeks in vain to reduces
the world to his plans if he is not attuned to the message of the country lane.” 1%

The lane ends in some marshes by the riverside. Turning around, we see it
leading back toward the town. We can also see the tower of St. Martin’s church,
and as we climb towards the town, we hear the bell ringing the hour, that bell
which Heidegger's father had tended and which had first made him think of
time and temporality. After the bell, there is silence. To quote the essay again,

19 Quotations are from the English translation by Michael Heron in Envoy, v. 3, n. 11 (1950),
71-75; 71.

196 pid., 73.
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The eternal sameness of things surprises and sets free. The
message of the country lane is now quite clear. Isit the soul, or
the world, or God who is speaking?*®’

Is it the soul or the world or God who is speaking? Heidegger does not answer
his own question. Perhaps he would have said that it is the voice of Being,
which we human beings may name as the soul or the world or God, but which is
essentially nameless. It is at this point that we can believe Heidegger had come

close to mysticism, and his reference to Meister Eckhart strengthens this belief.

But certainly the country path was leading back towards St. Martin's
church. | do not wish to appear to conscript Heidegger into either god-belief or
the church, and we shall see that even his later writings are not specifically
Christian, though they have a strong religious tone, | would assert more along
the lines of Buddhism than any other religion. But what can be stated as ssimply
matter of fact is that when Heidegger died in 1976 his remains were interred in
St. Martin’s church yard and a requiem mass was celebrated in the church at the
philosopher’ s request by his old friend and colleague, Father Bernard Welte.

Most of us live our lives in a linear fashion, but often philosophers, such
as Augustine, Whitehead, and Heidegger, tend to live their livesin a vast circle,
returning to the place where they started in life. This may have well been the
case with Heidegger.

Just as he had used the example with the hammer to illustrate his early
understanding of the nature of the thing, Heidegger now chooses the example of
awine-jug or pitcher to elucidate what he means by the Foufold. The jug refers

to earth, because the materia of which it is made, some kind of clay, has been

197 1pid., 75.
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taken from the earth. It refers to the sky, from which has come both sunshine
and rain to swell and ripen the grapes used for making wine. Then there is the
human reference — the jug is the work of skilled craftsman or artist, the potter
who has given to it the form of awine-jug. And what about the gods? The wine-
jug may be used for pouring a libation. Just as with the hammer, it was the act
of hammering that revealed the being of the hammer, so with the jug, it is the

act of pouring out the wine that shows us what the jug is.

Admittedly, one may fedl that Heidegger has to strain matters a little in
order to make the Foufold fit the jug, or possibly to make the jug fit the Foufold
schema. It is the act of pouring that is said to show us the jug as it is, and
presumably, that means in its unity, for we are told that the four aspects of the
jug all belong together and each implies the others. But can we achieve greater
clarity about this “Foufold”?

Although | wrote that the language of Heidegger about the Foufold seems
to be poetic rather than strictly philosophical, his use of the scheme can hardly
fail to remind us of Aristotle’s doctrine of the four causes.®® According to
Arigtotle, every thing has a material cause — his example is the bronze out of
which a statue is made, and we can see that this corresponds to the clay of the
wine-jug. Then there is the formal cause. The statue is, let us say, a Statue of
Apollo and the bronze has been cast into the form that the artist visualized as
that of the god. It is not easy to see how this could correspond to the sky, in
Heldegger’'s scheme. Third comes the activity that has produced the statue,
namely, the work of the artist and his assistants. This third type of cause is often
caled the “efficient” cause, but Heidegger himself, in a brief discussion of the
Aristotelian causes, points out that Aristotle does not use any adjective that

198 Aristotle, Physics 11, 3, inBasic Works, 240-42.

334



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

might be trandated as “efficient.” While it may have been natura for the
Greeks to think of a person as the “cause” of a statue, such language would be
very odd in English. The Greek word which we trandate “cause” (aitia) had a
different semantic range; being more personal and connected with the notion of
responsibility, while the English word is normally used of impersonal causation.
We might think it was somewhat degrading to describe a human being as a
“cause,” and certainly Heidegger held that it was degrading to God to describe
him as “first cause” We can, however, recognize a broad correspondence
between Heidegger’s recognition of the mortal or human aspect of a thing and
the kind of agency covered by Aristotle’ s third type of cause. The fourth item in
Heidegger's Foufold, the gods, is once more difficult to relate to Aristotle’'s
final cause — something is done or made “for the sake of” something or
someone. If the being of the wine-jug is revealed not just in pouring wine, but
specifically in pouring a libation, then perhaps we could say that in Heidegger
the end (telos; purpose) of the artifact is to glorify the gods. We might in turn
link this with what Heidegger has said about sacrifice in the Postscript to “What
is Metaphysics?’ 19°

There are, of course, other questions that may be raised at this point.
What, for instance, does Heidegger mean by “the gods’? Probably he uses this
expression because of his fascination with the Greeks, and likewise with the
poetry of Holderlin, in which there are many mentions of the gods. It would be

wrong to read into the expression “God” in atheistic sense, but the word “gods’

199 «sagrifice i's taking farewell of all the beings on the way to the maintenance of the favor of

Being.” Heidegger, Existence and Being, tr. Werner Brock (South Bend, Indiana
Regnary/Gateway Press, 1979), 359. We have to bear in mind, however, that this Postscript
to the Freiburg lecture was not written until fourteen years after the lecture was delivered,
and considerable changes had taken place in Heidegger’'s thought during that time. If we
now go back and examine the Introduction which brings us on to 1949, the changes are
even more striking. Now Heidegger comes out clearly in his disillusionment with
metaphysics and his desire to achieve the “ overcoming” of metaphysics.
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does stand for what might be called a “spiritual factor” in al reality, something
holy in which every thing participates. The early Heidegger seemed to be
depicting a world that is entiredly secular and governed by utilitarian
considerations. Heidegger has not drawn back from his view that temporality
and historicity belong to all redlity, not just humanity but also Being and the
gods. But in the philosophy that he develops in his middle years, he finds room
within time and history for the divine and for the human spirit with its
aspirations. As | have remarked before, this is not a Christian philosophy but
more of a Zen Buddhist perspective. However, his perspective toward
gpirituality and the gods is compatible with Chrigtianity, and that no doubt
explains its attraction for some of the leading theologians of the twentieth

century.

But how does this highly idiosyncratic theory of the thing as Foufold
apply in the technological society that in which we live today? One can see that
they early Heidegger's way of seeing the world in terms of the ready-to-hand as
a kind of vast workshop would be a philosophy amost tailor-made for the
technological world, but in broadening his conception of thinghood, he seems to
have moved over to some form of romanticism. This might be understandable,
when we remember that Heidegger is a man of the countryside. Y et on the other
hand it would be hard to square with those important elements in his thought
that reflect the spirit of the twentieth century. Is there a split in Heidegger's
thinking? Is he trying to come to terms with the actual world that we know and
inhabit today, while at the same time clinging to past ideas that are just not able
to find a secure place in our current paradigm?

These problems emerge very acutely if we consider what Heidegger says
about technology, and | doubt if clear answers are to be had. He hasin fact been
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very much aware of the dominating role that technology has come to play in the
contemporary world, but what he has written on the subject.?% is both obscure
and ambiguous, and the confusion seems to have spread to his commentators.
On the one hand, Heidegger obviously cannot be happy with technology,

because it seems to commit what for him is the cardina sin of becoming
absorbed in the beings and so becoming oblivious of Being; yet on the other
hand, common sense tells him that we are already (a fateful word in
Heidegger's writings) deluged in technology and there is no way back, so we
have to learn to live with it. As with so many other matters in both public and
private life, it is too late to ask whether we want to live in a technologica

society, for such a society is aready our factical sSituation — we have been

thrown into it without choice.

Heidegger goes on to tell us that the essence of technology is “enframing”
(Ge-gtell) and this in turn is described as a “gathering together” in which the
world is regarded as akind of fund of goods, or a stock of goods for production
and consumption. The motivation behind this vast activity is the will to power.
But the trouble, as Heidegger envisagesiit, is that the said vast activity seems to
have no clear goals. This is expressed quite clearly in one of his essays where

he writes about the harnessing of the Rhine for the production of electric power.

200 “The Question Concerning Technology,” in Basic Writings ed. David Farrell Krell, (New

York: Harper & Row, 1977), 283-317.
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The hydrodectric plant is set into the current of the Rhine. It
sets the Rhine to supplying its hydraulic pressure, when then
sets the turbines turning. This turning sets those machinesin
motion whose thrust sets going the eectric current: the energy
concedled in nature is unlocked, what is unlocked is
transformed, what is transformed is stored up, wheat is stored
up is distributed, and what is distributed is switched about ever
anew. 201

Perhaps these sentences help to clarify in a concrete way what is meant by
the abstract term Ge-stell. Clearly, however, there is atouch of irony or even of
caricature in Heidegger's word picture, a hastening on from one phase of
activity to the next, without much idea of the final destination. There is aso
something like nostalgia in Heidegger’s final remark: “Even the Rhine itself
appears as something at our command” (Basic Writings, 298). The great river
has been reduced to a piece of equipment. | imagine that the Rhine is to the
Germans like the Volga to the Russians or the Nile to the Egyptians, not just a

Foufold but a manifold, with innumerable links to the nation, its history, and its

mythology.

Ambiguous, too, is the way in which technology has gained its hold upon
humanity. We have noted Heidegger’s acknowledgement that it is too late for
people to wonder whether or not they wish to live in a technological society.
They are dready in it, and have to make the best of their time. But how did they
oet into it? Was that the result of some initial decisions in the past? Heidegger
seems to suggest that the technological erais a destiny that Being sends on the
human race. Wherever humanity has settled, it has been a builder.?

201 pid., 297-98.
202 1pid., 300, 306.
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Enframing sends into away areveding. Enframing isan
ordaining of destiny, asis every reveding.

We have aready met this notion of destiny in Heidegger, and we should fedl
uneasy about it. But after saying that “destining holds complete sway over

men,” Heidegger suddenly changes course and tells us:

That destining is never afate that compels. For man becomes
truly free only in so far as he belongs to the realm of destining
and so becomes one who listens, though not one who smply

obeys. 2%

Can we disentangle some reasonably clear teaching about technology
from the obscurities, ambiguities, and paradoxes that Heidegger has employed
in expounding his ideas on the subject? | shall try, but | do not venture to claim
that what | say represents what Heidegger thought, or that other interpreters
would agree with my findings.

A point from which we may begin and which is, | think, indisputable, is
Heidegger’s own contention that whether we like it or not, we have come into a
technological age. We need not, of course, accept Heidegger’s further claims
that this is some kind of destiny (Geschick) that Being has sent upon us. We
may have got into it by the choices made by our ancestors, but however it may
have come about, it is part, even the dominant part, of our factica heritage, so

that we have to come to terms with it and live as members of a technological
Society.

| think we can further agree with Heidegger that there is danger in

technology. The danger is that what was originaly instrument and equipment
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runs out of control and begins to determine the lives of those who were its
masters. | suppose we were chiefly conscious of this at the time when the arms
race between East and West was at its height, when deadly nuclear weapons
were being piled up in that stock or store which istypical of Ge-stell, and when
we al seemed helpless to prevent a race to destruction. That particular danger
has given way to a growing globa environmental danger, but the genera
danger remains that humanity itself becomes part of the stock.

One further point in Heidegger's analysis seems acceptable, namely, his
belief that the cure for the dangers of technology cannot come from technology
itself. When something goes wrong in some part of the system, the temptation is
to believe that an improved technology will right it. But that could be the case
only within narrow limits. Technology, as Heidegger indicates in his remarks
on the use of the Rhing, is instrumental, or, at lead, if it has gods, these are
either ill defined or short-term. We need more clarity about goals, but these are
not fixed by technology. At this point, however, we might blame Heidegger
himsdf for never having developed an ethica side to his philosophy. Indeed, it
could be complained with some justice that from his early thinking onward, he

consistently avoided ethical questions.

In the last part of his essay on “The Question Concerning Technology,”
Heidegger seems to raise our hopes, but even there the ethical question is
passed by. He writes,

203 pid., 306.
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The threat to man does not come in the first instance from

the potentially lethal machines and apparatus of technology.
The actual threat has already affected man in his essence. The
rule of Enframing (Ge-stell) threatens man with the possibility
that it could be denied to him to enter into a more original
revealing and hence to experience the call of a more prima
truth. Thus, when Enframing reigns, thereis danger in the
highest sense.?%

But he quotes Holderlin:

But where danger is, grows
The saving power aso.

The very danger of technology pushes toward a new revealing. Heidegger
reminds us that in ancient Greece techne was the word used for both craft and
art. Perhaps in the fine arts we may find a way forward, and it is to art that we

turn next.

Heidegger’s views on art, especialy visua art, are to be found chiefly in a
lengthy essay, “The Origin of the Work of Art,” published in 1950. It had
originated in a lecture as early as 1935, but this lecture was later revised and
expanded to become a series of three lectures. Towards the end of the lecture,
he claims that it is “the linguistic work [of art], namely, poetry, that has a

privileged place among the arts,” 2%

and he wrote quite a few pieces on poetry,
especialy the poetry of Holderlin. But we shal leave consideration of poetry
until later, and for the present confine ourselves to Origin, where his concern is

mainly with such arts as architecture and painting.

204 1pid., 316.
205 pid., 185.
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Most people, Heidegger thinks, would find the origin of the work of art in
the artist. We think of him or her as the one who creates the work. But his
answer is not satisfactory, for we then want to ask, why do we call this person
an artist? Is it not the case that the artist becomes an artist and is recognized as

an artist with the production of the work of art?

The artist isthe origin of the work. The work isthe origin

of the artist. Neither is without the other.... In themselves and
in their interrelations, artist and work are each of them by
virtue of athird thing which is prior to both, namely, that
which also gives artist and work of art their names— art.?%

So there is circularity in naming the artist as the origin of the work, and we have

to search more deeply.

The work isitself athing. Indeed, in the modern world where art like sport
and virtually everything else have become commercialized, works of art are
shipped around from one exhibition to another and from one auction room to
another, then mass reproduced in posters “like coal from the Ruhr and logs from
the Black Forest,” as Heidegger expresses it. Works of art are undoubtedly
things. But can anything about art be derived from this fact of thingliness?

In the context of this essay, Heidegger raises the question that he has
already raised in Being and Time and will again in other essays, “What is a
thing?’ It was just about the time when Origin was published that Heidegger
was working on his idea of the “Foufold” as constituting the nature of
thinghood. The Foufold does not appear explicitly even in the fina version of
Origin, though we shall see that something rather like it was in his mind. But

206 pid., 149.
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when he first discusses the nature of athing in this essay, he is criticizing views
that he had dready criticized in Being and Time — views in which a thing is
considered primarily in objective terms as something that confronts Dasein in
an external way as an item encountered in the environment. We need not go
into these criticisms in detail in this study, because in principle they add nothing
to what he had said earlier. It brings us round to the equipmenta view of the
thing developed in Being and Time where Dasein views the thing
pragmatically as belonging with aworld projected by Dasein.

At this point, Heidegger introduces a new example, and as usua the
concrete illustration goes far to clarify some of his more abstract utterances. The
example of a thing that he chooses is a pair of peasant shoes. Such a pair of
shoes is thingly, but we are reminded that it can aso be a theme for art. The
famous painting by Van Gogh is skillfully used by Heidegger to link thinghood
with art. | suppose that peasant shoes would not usualy be considered in
themselves a work of art. They are certainly equipment, and like the other
equipment we have considered, are understood when we see them in use —
when the owner of the shoes is wearing them at work in the fields. But they
would seem to be objects of utility rather than of beauty. But how then was Van
Gogh able to make them the subject of his painting? Perhaps the answer is that
although a ready-to-hand thing is characterized by utility rather than beauty,
some element of beauty may be there. Shoes specially made for, let us say, a
princess or a ballerina might be a work of art as well as a piece of equipment.
Heidegger does suggest that it would be hard to draw a hard line of demarcation
between the craftsman and the artist, both of whom are designated in Greek by
the same word, technites. Perhaps there is no well-formed equipment that does
not begin to have the properties of a work of art; while, on the other hand, the

good artist who works in stone or meta or pigment will be also a craftsman.
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There is a remarkable paragraph in which Heidegger talks about the

significance of the peasant shoes in the Van Gogh painting:

From the dark opening of the worn insides of the shoes the
toilsome tread of the worker stares forth. In the stiffly rugged
heaviness of the shoes there is the accumulated tenacity of her
dow trudge through the far-spreading and ever-uniform
furrows of the field swept by araw wind ... Thisequipment is
pervaded by uncomplaining worry as to the certainty of bread,
the wordless joy of having once more withstood want, the
trembling before the impendi n% childbed and shivering at the
surrounding menace of death.*’

| have curtailed the above passage severely, but we see how the work of
art draws out into the open, shall we say, the manifold reference of the thing
which it portrays — whether a Foufold reference or even something more to a
sensitive imagination. Heidegger specifically mentions that the equipment
belongs to the earth (the first item in the Foufold) and then that it belongs aso
to the world of the peasant woman, and that world encompasses the remaining

three items.

But, he adds, perhaps it is only in the painting that we notice all this about
the shoes. Perhaps a pair of shoes by themselves would not call forth such
reflections. What about the woman who wears them? Does she smply wear
them? Heidegger thinks there is more to her experience than that. She
presumably does not reflect on the shoes in the manner that Heidegger did on
seeing them in Van Gogh's painting, but she believes in the reliability of her

equipment and this amounts to being implicitly sure of her world.

207 pid., 165.
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What then happens when we are confronted with Van Gogh’s painting?
As Heidegger expresses it, the painting speaks “It discloses what the equipment
is in truth.” For the Greeks, as we have heard often enough from Heidegger,

truth is the unconceal edness of beings.

If there occurs in the work [of art] a disclosure of a particular
being, disclosing what and how it is, then there is here an
occurring, a happening of truth at work. In the work of art, the
truth of beings has set itsalf to work ... Some particular being,
apair of peasant shoes, comesin the work to stand in the light
of its Being. The Being of beings comes into the steadiness of
its shining. 2%

Heidegger seems to be suggesting here that the discovery of truth is not
just a result of human search, but that Being opens itsalf in truth. The Greek
word physis, usualy trandated as “nature,” would, according to Heidegger, be
better trandated as “emergence or emergent.” Furthermore, physis is “being”
and is cognate with the English word. So we could say “Being is emergence.” If
one accepts this, then art, which, it was argued, is prior both to the artist and to
the work of art, has its origin in Being. “The essence of art would then be this:
the truth of beings setting itself to work.” 2% Heidegger goes so far asto say that
in great art, the artist remains inconsequential compared with the work. Could
we say of the work of art that it brings into the open, into unconceal edness,
what was aready there implicitly in the beings represented in the artwork? If
everything is Foufold in its nature, then is its character unfolded in the work of
art? This might sometimes be the case, and it might be an acceptable
interpretation of Van Gogh's painting of the peasant shoes. But art comes in so

many guises that the interpretation would also sometimes fail.

208 |pid., 164-65.
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Heidegger soon brings forward another illustration, also taken from the
visual arts, but this time from architecture, and unlike Van Gogh'’s painting, the
architectural work of art does not represent any thing. The example is a Greek
temple. It stands in a valey, and enclosed within it is the figure of the god,
concealed yet halowing the whole precinct. This temple gathers around itself
not just a Foufold but a manifold field of meaning in which there is the unity of
“those paths and relations in which birth and death, disaster and blessing,
victory and disgrace, endurance and decline acquire the shape of destiny for
human being.” 21°

Heidegger is not normally an elegant writer, but occasionally he does rise
to a considerable height of eloquence. He did that when he wrote about the
peasant shoes in Van Gogh's painting, and he does it again when he writes
about the temple:

Standing there, the building rests on the rocky ground. This
resting of the work draws up out of the rock the obscurity of
that rock’ s bulky but spontaneous support. Standing there, the
building holds its own against the storm raging above it and so
first makes the storm itsalf manifest in its violence. The luster
and gleam of the stone, though itself apparently glowing only
by the grace of the sun, yet first beings to radiance the light of
the day, the breadth of the sky, the darkness of the night. The
temple's firm towering makes visible the invisible spaces of
ar. The steadfastness of the work contrasts with the surge of
the surf, and its own repose brings out the raging of the sea 2!

209 pid., 165.
210 pid., 168.
211 pid., 1609.
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This emerging and rising in itsdf illustrates what was meant by physis, and

likewise it illustrates the meaning of stable earth.

Heidegger comes near at this point to a sacramenta view of the universe.
As long as the figure of the god remains in the temple and offerings are made,
the sense of the holy is there. The statue is not just a portrait of the god, to make
it easier for us to imagine him. It is awork [of art] that lets the god be present,
and thus is the god himsdlf.

But the important words in Heidegger's discussion are the contrasted
terms, “earth” and “world.” The work of art sets up aworld and it sets forth the
earth. This setting (stellen) is obvioudy very different from the setting we met
in Ge-stell, the “Enframing” that is typical of technology. Neither is it some
imaginary framework that we subjectively add to the multitude of things we
encounter in the world. The world, as we have dready learned, is not a mere

collection of things.

Theworld worlds, and is more fully in being than the tangible
and perceptible realm in which we believe ourselves to be at
home.?*?

World and earth contrast with each other, are even at strife with each other
because, in the setting up of a world, things are brought into the light of being
and truth, things that have long been conceded in the depth of earth. A simple
example that symbolized the whole process is the bringing forth of the marble
for the temple from within the earth. For the first time, it can be marble in all
the beauty of polished gleaming stone. This illustrates another point that
Heidegger makes, and although he was writing long before the environmental

212 pid., 170.
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guestion became a modern issue, what he said still has relevance. When the
earth’s materia is used equipmentaly, it is at the same time used up; art, on the
other hand, lets things be what they really are.

Y et world and earth are not just to be contrasted, they need each other. As
Heidegger says more than once, earth juts into he world. Although he does not
himself use the illustration, his words remind me of the Dome of the Rock in
Jerusalem, where though the smooth floor of the sanctuary there juts forth the
rocky peak of Mount Moriah on which the building has been erected.
According to tradition, it was there that Abraham was about to sacrifice |saac,

many centuries before there was any temple or mosque on the spot.

The concept of “world” which we find in these middle and later writings
of Heidegger has developed far from that instrumental world of work that he
expounded in Being and Time Whether it incorporates that Foufold conception
of the thing that Heidegger uses in some of hiswritings is a matter for debate. It
certainly moves toward a much richer conception than is found in the early
writings, but perhaps the Foufold was spelled out too precisaly, and certainly
there is difficulty in applying it to particular cases. The smpler or seemingly
simpler conception of earth and world is also more flexible. But whatever of
these two conceptions we prefer, | think both do justice to the richness of
human experience, and to the being of Dasein who exists smultaneoudly in
truth and untruth.
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Chapter 13

THINKING, LANGUAGE, POETRY

In this chapter, as in the one that precedes it, we shall direct our attention
to the three topics that were important for Heidegger and that are closely related
to one another — thinking, language, and poetry. And just like the previous
chapter, this will serve too adumbrate a deeper discussion of these same topics
later in this study. In seeking to understand the progression of his thought on
these topics, we shall pay specid attention to those moments in this thinking
that touch closely on the questions that are the main concern of this chapter,
Heidegger's relation to Christianity and how this is influenced by his
understanding of time and temporality.

In his early writings, there is not much explicit discussion about thinking
in general. We have, however, already noted that Heidegger had quite a lot to
say about phenomenology and that he adopted its methods in order to carry out

the existential analytic in Being and Time?:

Phenomenology is a way of
thinking, a way which is strict and disciplined, and which was claimed by
Husserl and his followersto be “scientific” (wissenschaftlich) in the broad sense
in which that word is understood among German academics. A major
characteristic of phenomenology is the emphasis that it lays upon description as
distinct from inference and speculation. This was the type of thinking that
Heidegger employed in setting forth the ontology of Dasein. As William

Richardson holds,

213 BT, 49-63.
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If phenomenology is the method chosen for the meditation
upon Dasein which isto prepare the way to interrogate the
sense of Being itsdlf, this means that it is the way that the
Heidegger of 1927 goes about the thinking of Being.?**

We ought to note the use of the word “meditation” in Richardson’s
remark. “Meditation” suggests a kind of thought in which the mind is docile
and receptive to whatever it is thinking about. Such thought may be contrasted
with the active investigative thought of the natural sciences as they probe into
the properties and behavior of the various domains of nature. It would be going
too far to say that Heidegger is against science, but on more than one occasion,
he bluntly declares that science does not think.?*> To hear that science does not
think is a surprise to those of us who have grown up in an epoch in which there
is a virtually superdtitious respect for the sciences, and as purveyors of
trustworthy knowledge. No doubt Heidegger used the expressing, “ Science does
not think”, partly with a view to the shock effect of such words. He explains
more fully what he has in mind when he says that no matter where and however
deeply science investigates beings, it will never find Being.?!® For Heidegger,
that which is worthy to be called “thinking” must have a relation to Being. The
sciences, as he believes, are concerned only with beings, and dismiss “Being”
as nothing at all, or a mere philosophical fiction. Scientific thinking is classed
by Heidegger as “calculative’ thinking, the kind of thinking that can be done by

computers and artificia intelligence machines. One wonders how much of this

214 W.J. Richardson, Heidegger: from Phenomenology to Thought (The Hague: Martinus-
Nijhoff, 1974), 47.

215 \What is Called Thinking? tr. F.D. Wieck and J. Glen Gray (New York: Harper & Row,
1968), 135; Was heisst Denken? (Tubingen: Niemeyer, 1954), 8. Hereafter abbreviated as
WCT.

216 Martin Heidegger, Existence and Being, ed. W. Brock (Chicago, LL: Henry Regnery
Company, 1949), 353.
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was a reaction to logical postivism, which was at the height of its popularity
during the 1940s.

Of course, one may say that he is grossly unfair to the scientist. No doubt
there is much “cdculative” thinking in the sciences, but there are adso the
creative, imaginative moments of discovery, events of unconcealedness, to use

Heideggerian language. These are surely major achievements of thought.

Heidegger aso excludes the theologian from the ranks of the thinkers. For
the true thinker, everything is — and remains — problematical. But in
Heidegger's view, the theologian believes that he has attained to secure
knowledge through reveation. (This is a curioudy delimited understanding of
theology.) In denying that the theologian is al'so a thinker, he is contradicting his
own pronouncement that “there is a thinking and questioning elaboration of the
world of Christian experience, that is, of faith,” that this enterprise is theology,
and that it has a“true greatness.”

But we need not engage in arguments over the relative merits of
philosophy, science, and theology. Let us rather go on and see what more
Heidegger has to tell us about the nature of thinking. The first lecture course
that Heidegger gave on being restored to his teaching position at Freiburg after
the period of suspension on account of his political activities was on this very
subject of thinking. The materia of this lecture course is difficult to understand,
and even the title that Heidegger gave to it is open to various interpretations. In
German, the title is, Was heisst Denken?. The English trandation is known as
What is Called Thinking?. Heidegger suggests four different ways of
understanding this title. (1) *"What is called thinking?’ says in the first place,
“What is it we call thought and thinking, what these words signify? What isit to
which we give the name thinking?”’ (2) ‘”What is called thinking?’ says also,
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in the second place, “How does the traditiona doctrine conceive and define
what we have named thinking? Why does the traditional doctrine of thinking
bear the curiousttitle logic?”’ (3) *”What is called thinking?’ says further, in the
third place, “What are the prerequisites we need so that we may be able to think
with essentia rightness?”’ (4) ‘"What is called thinking?’ says in the fourth
place, “What is it that calls us, as it were, commands us to think? What is it that

cals usinto thinking?"’ 2’

Heidegger had begun his course of lectures by saying:

We come to know what it means to think when we
ourselvestry to think. If the attempt is to be successful, we
must be ready to learn thinking. As soon as we allow ourselves
to become involved in such learning, we have admitted that we
are not yet capable of thinking. 8

Thinking is certainly a possibility for the human being; this being has been
defined as the “rational animal,” the finite being having the capability of
thinking. Y et we are still not thinking, Heidegger would claim.

Who are included in the “we” who are not yet thinking? Is it
contemporary society in genera that constitutes the “we’? Maybe, for this age
of science, information, and technology, we have aready heard Heidegger's
charge that science does not think. He holds that scientific thinking is

calculative thinking, and we have aso heard that for him the true thinking has a

217 Martin Heidegger, WCT, 113-114. It should be explained that the fourth way of formulating
the question arises from an ambiguity in the German very heissen. It can mean “to bear a
name”, “to be called”, and that isthe signification understood in the first three formulations.
But it can also signify “to command”’. Was heisst Denken can mean “What commands
thinking”, “What calls forth thinking?’, or “What evokes thinking?’ The fourth meaning is
for Heidegger the most important one.

218 pid., 3.
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meditative character. As we shall seeg, it is more likely to be found among poets
than among scientists, in Heidegger's view. But meditative thinking is
responsive thinking. It is thinking that is called forth by that which is “thought-
provoking” (or thought-evoking). So we already begin to see why Heidegger
regards as most important the fourth way of interpreting the question “Was
heisst Denken?” — “What calls forth thinking?’ rather than “What is called
thinking?’ Then again, perhaps the “we” in “we are not yet thinking” has a
more restrictive sense. It may refer to Heidegger himself and to those who are
listening to his lecture or even to the philosophical community. Around this
time, Heidegger was coming to believe that the great philosophical enterprise of
Europe was coming to an end, and he wasn't alone in that view. In an essay
with the somewhat apocayptic title, “The End of Philosophy and the Task of
Thinking,”?*° he confesses that ever since 1930 he had been seeking to rethink
the problematic of Being and Time in a more adequate way. In following the
development of his thought, we have dready seen how his reorientation
involved a more direct encounter with Being rather than indirect approach to the
guestion of Being through a preliminary study of the human being. This has led
him into a new way of thinking, a thinking that is no longer the
phenomenologica investigation that he considered gpropriate in Being and
Time, but a meditative type of thought that is responsive to the thought-evoking
influence of Being. Of course, this new way is adso in some respects a
repossessing of the origins of Western thought, the insight of early thinkers,
such as Parmenides, whose saying about thinking and being®®® has obviously
had a great influence on Heidegger. To come back to the title of the essay, “The

219 On Time and Being, 55-73.

220 «ITheworld] islike a sphere, single, indivisible and homogenous, timeless, changeless and,
since motion is itself one form of change, motionless as well. It has in fact no perceptible
qualities whatever.” From G.S. Kirk and JE. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers. A
Critical History with a Selection of Texts (Cambridge University Press, 1960), 279.
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End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking”, this title is not smply
apocalyptic, for the final words about the task of thinking suggest that there is
something that thinking can do even if traditional philosophy runs into the sand.
This would be a new beginning, comparable, one may suppose, to the new
beginning which may be possible through art when the current obsession with
technology has run its course. Heidegger seems to suggest the paralel. He
remarks that the carpenter responds to wood, in a similar way as the thinker
responds to that which evokes thought; but where in modern industry, he asks,

is there anything comparable to the carpenter and his wood?°%

The transition from the phenomenology of the existential analytic to the
meditative thinking on Being is the core of that turn (Kehre) that students of
Heidegger have noted. It is aso, presumably, the reason for his beginning to
speak of himself as athinker, rather than a philosopher. But thinking and Being
are s0 closdly related in Dasein that if we begin with the one we are led to the

other. Yet it would see too that there is no direct way over from one to the other.

Every philosophical —that is, thoughtful — doctrine of man’s
essential nature is in itself alone a doctrine of the Being of
beings. Every doctrine of Being isin itself alone adoctrine of
man’'s essential nature. But neither doctrine can be obtained by
merely turning the other one around. No way of thought, not
even the way of metaphysical thought, begins with man’s
essential nature and goes on from there to Being, nor in
reverse from Being and then back to man. Rather, every way
of thinking takes its way aready within the total relation of
Being and man’s nature. 222

221 \WCT, 14-17, 23.
222 pjid., 79-80.
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In the further elucidation of what it means to think, Heidegger relies to a
large extent on linguistic considerations. When we come to his teaching on
language, we shdl examine his methods more closdly and attempt an
evaluation. Meanwhile, we shall attend to what he has to say about thinking and
his answers to the four formulations of the question, “What is called thinking?’.

One has first to listen to the language, to attend to the actua words. A
whole family of Germans words come to mind: Denken (think), Gedanke
(though), Gedachtnis (memory). With the exception of “memory,” which we
have borrowed from Latin, the English words in this family are obvioudy
cognate with the German ones and presumably have a similar semantic history.
Closdly connected with these words are the German danken and its English
equivaent “thank”; to thank someone is to have that person in one's memory
and to think gratefully of him. Heidegger asks. “Is thinking a giving of thanks?
What do thanks mean here? Or do thanks consist in thinking? What does
thinking mean here?” The memory is not just a container for thoughts, and
thoughts are not just ideas and opinions. The relation to thanking shows us an
origina sense of thinking, which Heidegger explicitly compares with Pascal’s
famous teaching that the heart has its reasons, something that Pascal tried to
retrieve in the face of mathematical thinking, which was coming into the

ascendant.

In this part of the discussion, Heidegger resorts to a religious or quas-

religious type of language.
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In giving thanks, the heart gives thought to what it has and
what it is. The heart, thus giving thought and thus being
memory, givesitsalf in thought to that to which it is held. It
thinks of itself as beholden, not in the sense of mere
submission, but beholden because its devotion is held in
listening. Original thanking is the thanks owed for being. 223

These remarks on thinking, memory and thanking, help to explain Heidegger's
answer to the question, “What is called thinking?’ in the first and fourth of the
four ways in which that question may be understood.

A true thinking is more than an intellectual operation, it is a disposition
infused with thankfulness. This disposition is addressed to that which is above
al thought-worthy and thought-evoking. To quote: “How can we give thanks
for this gift, the gift of being able to think what is most thought-evoking, more
fittingly than by giving thought to the most thought-evoking?’ Thinking
therefore is for Heidegger close to worship, and the expression, the “piety of
thinking” is not misplaced when applied to him.?%*

Now the second way of understanding the question, “What is called
thinking?’ asked about its meaning interpretation he tradition of Western
thought. This tradition, especially in modern times, seems very different from
what Heidegger has been talking about. Pascal, it seems, lost his battle to
maintain the reasons of the heart as against the omnicompetent rationalism of
the Renaissance and the Enlightenment. For the mainstream of philosophical
thinking (the one that Heidegger thinks is drying up) took its clue about the

essential nature of thinking not from the German words denken/danken but

223 |pid., 141.

224 The Piety of Thinking is the title given to a collection of Heidegger’s writings on theology
from 1929 to 1964, tr. J.G. Hart and J.C. Maraldo (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1976).
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from the Greek Logos, and made “logic’ the measure for thinking. This is a
different and independent tradition, and it is obvioudy the one that has been
essential for the rise of Western science and technology. It obviously has its
own right, and no one can reject it, not even the skeptic or the deconstructionist
who, in abolishing truth and logic, thereby abolishes aso his own claim to be
heard as a serious disputant. How this other tradition of thinking can be
reconciled, is a question that remains unanswered. Perhaps that is why
Heidegger warned us that we have not yet attained to thinking, that is to say,
thinking in its fullness, thinking as a part of our human experience in time, not
aswhat Bradley once called a“ballet of bloodless categories.”

We have then Heidegger’s answers to the first, second, and fourth sense
of the question, “What is called thinking?’. He does not appear to give any clear
answer to the third form of the question, which asked about the prerequisites for
correct thinking. Perhaps that is a question that could only be answered after we
had learned how to reconcile the two understandings of thinking set out in the

answers to the first and second formulations.

Before we can leave the topic of thinking, there is one other writing to
which we must attend. This is the short book published in 1959 with the
German title, Gelassenheit. The book takes up again the theme of thinking, and
thisis reflected in the title of the English trandation, Discourse on Thinking.2%°

The word Gelassenheit is difficult to trandate into English, and whatever
trandation one uses, it will be unsatisfactory in one way or another. In the
published English trandation, Gelassenheit is rendered by *“releasement,”

though thisis not a recognized English word and will not be found even in good

225 Discourse on Thinking, tr. JM. Anderson and E.H. Freund (New York: Harper & Row,
1966).
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dictionaries. “Collectedness’, “calmness’, “serenity” are other possible
equivaents, though they miss the sense of separation or even abandonment.
Another possibility is “detachment,” something like the Abgeschiedenheit of
Meister Eckhart, and Gelassenheit does have mystical associations. In the
following brief treatment of this text, | shall not feel bound exclusively to any

onetrand ation of the term Gelassenheit.

Once more we are told that in the contemporary world there is a flight
from thinking. This is true in spite of al the research that goes on. For (so
Heidegger believes) this research takes the form of calculative thinking. He

clams:

Cdculative thinking races from one prospect to the next.
Calculative thinking never stops, never collects itsalf.
Calculative thinking is not meditative thinking, not thinking
which contemplates the meaning which reigns in everything
that is. %2

If we are to attain to that collectedness or peace of mind denoted by the term

Gelassenheit, we must cultivate this other thinking, meditative thinking.

So far the message is much the same as we have heard in What Is Called
Thinking?. But what seems to be new in the text now being considered is the
gpecia stress laid on the idea that thinking is not primarily a human activity but
an activity induced in man or even infused into man by a redlity beyond the
human — what in the earlier treatise on thinking was called “Thought-
provoking” or the “Thought-evoking.” In Discourse on Thinking, we seem to

reach the furthest remove from that bold Promethean moment in Being and

225 hid., 46.
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Time when Dasein expresses joy in the freedom of facing death without
illusions.??” Now we are told that joy or peace of mind is not something willed
by Dasein through resoluteness but a gift that is offered. Let me quote two or
three sentences from the conversation of a scholar, a teacher, and a scientist that

forms part of the text of Discourse on Thinking:

Scholar: So far as we can wean ourselves from willing, we
contribute to the awakening of releasement.

Teacher: Say rather, to keeping awake for rel easement.
Scholar: Why not, to the awakening?

Teacher: Because on our own we do not awaken rel easement

in oursalves.
Scientist: Thus releasement is effected from somewhere e se?
Teacher: Not effected, but let in.

Are we then simply dependent on something beyond ourselves, so that we
can only wait and hope for releasement to be let in? This, it is said, would be a
poor consolation. Presumably, we can prepare ourselves and open ourselves.
The problem raised here is rather like the theological one of divine grace. Does
the human being surrender his or her own will completely, which would seem
to imply becoming less than human, a mere puppet? Or must there be some
responsive acceptance or appropriation on the human side, some element of
synergism, to use the theologica term? Something like this seems to be hinted
when it is said that the attainment of releasement is neither active nor passive,
but somehow beyond that distinction. 228

227 Death enables Dasein to achieve a meaningful pattern within a limited lifespan, living in
anticipatory awareness of death as one' s untransferable and uttermost possibility.

228 Martin Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking, tr. J. M. Anderson and E. H. Freund (New
Y ork: Harper and Row, 1966) 60-61.
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But the apparently anthropocentric emphasis of Being and Time is how
explicitly abandoned, though Heidegger here as in some other places, gives the
impression that he is reinterpreting the earlier passage rather than moving on to

aquite new and different view of that matter. What he actualy saysis:

One needs to understand “resolve’ asit is understood in Being
and Time asthe opening of Dasein particularly undertaken by
him for openness.?%®

We move on from thinking to language, and this can be treated more briefly
since some of the questions replicate those aready met in the discussion of
thinking. Although Heidegger seems to believe that some thinking is possible
without being expressed in language, most of our thinking does require

language, and the two are intimately connected.

Already in Being and Time Heidegger was showing his interest in
language, or, to speak more accurately, in discourse (Rede). Discourse is placed
alongside understanding and disposition as one of the major existentialia or
basic characteristics of Dasein.?®® Astime went on, Heidegger attached more
and more importance to language. Of course, aready in Being and Time, apart
from his explicit remarks on discourse and its inauthentic manifestation as “idle
talk,” Heidegger in his philosophical method was implicitly making use of ideas
about language and the importance of words for philosophical understanding.
We shall come back to this shortly.

In its general direction, Heidegger’s teaching about language follows a

path roughly paralel to what he says about thinking, thet is to say, the focus

229 pid., 81.
20 BT, 171.
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moves from the human activity to a source beyond man in Being or whatever
other expression may be used for the comprehensive reality within which
humanity has its place. In An Introduction to Metaphysics, Heidegger sees
language as not a human instrument or a human invention, but as a pervading
presence of Being in the finite human being. In discussing a chorus from

Sophocles, he writes:

How far man is from being a home in his own essence

is revealed by his opinion of himself as he who invented and
could have invented language and understanding, building and
poetry. How could man ever have invented the power which
pervades him, which aone enables him to be aman??3!

In language and thinking Heidegger sees the mysterious connection between
Dasein and Being — a connection that, he believes, was first seen among
Western thinkers by Parmenides, whose saying about being and thinking he

never tires of repeating. 232

The dependence of human speech on the gift of Being is repeated in the

Letter on Humanism.

1 Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, tr. G. Fried and R. Polt (New Haven,
Connecticut: Yale University Press, 2000), 156. Hereafter abbreviated IM.

32 3.8 Kirk and JE. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical History with a
Selection of Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1960), 279.
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Before he speaks, man must first et himself be addressed (or
claimed) again by Being, with the risk that when so addressed,
he will seldom have much to say. Only thus will the
preciousness of its essence be once more bestowed upon the
word, and upon man a home for dwelling in the truth of
Being.”>%

It isin this writing too that we first find language itself described as the *house

of Being,” an expression that will occupy us later.

Heidegger's fullest treatment of language is the book, On the Way to
Language. The German edition appeared in 1959, and consists of six essays,
written between 1950 and 1958. In this book, language, like thinking, is seen as
making an essential connection between Dasein and Being. We are told, “The
capacity for speech is not just one power of the human being alongside others; it
is what distinguishes the human being as human.”#** In Being and Time, the
point had been made that the philosophica definition of man as zoon logon
echon should be trandated not as the “rational animal” but more fully as “that
living thing whose being is essentidly determined by the potentiality for
discourse.” 2*° So speech is made the essentiad mark of the human being. At the
same time, language is given an essential place in the structure of Being as
such. “The being of everything that is dwells in the word. Hence the vaidity of
the statement, ‘ Language is the house of Being’.” 2*® Does this mean that Being

itself comes to speech in human language?

233 Martin Heidegger, Basic Writings 2nd edn. Ed. D.F. Krell (San Francisco: Harper-San
Francisco, 1993), 199.

234 On the Way to Language, tr. P.D. Hertz (New York: Harper & Row, 1954), 241. Hereafter
abbreviated OWL.

25 BT, 47.
26 OWL, 166.
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Obvioudy there is much in Heidegger that hinges on this deep connection
that language is alleged to provide between Dasein and Being. Does language
provide, as it were, an ancient memory of Dasein’s origin from and kinship
with Being? (Here we may think what he has said about thinking, memory, and
gratitude.) Or does an understanding of Being already lie hidden in the depths
of language? (Here we may recall that at the beginning of Being and Time
Heidegger suggest that we could not raise the question of Being unless we
aready had some understanding d the meaning of Being, however vague it
might be))*’

If there is any possibility of answering these questions affirmatively, then
there would seem to be some justification for Heidegger’s frequent appeals to
language and the supposed origina meanings of words and their etymological
connections, in the working out of his philosophy. Language would indeed be
the “house of Being,” a kind of treasure house in which are hidden all the riches
of God. And it would justify the claim that there is a thinking that listens and is
open for aword of God.

But these are highly controversial matters, and it must be confessed that
some of Heidegger's etymologies are speculative, and that he is by no means
congstent in his appeds. For instance, if we take the important Greek word
Logos, literaly “word” or “discourse’, he tells us in Being and Timethat logos
means the same as deloun, “to make manifest,” and he uses this identification to
elucidate the meaning of phenomenology.?3® In An Introduction to Metaphysics,
he takes a different line. Heidegger claims the word logos and the related verb

legein, “to speak,” did not originally refer to speech. Their original meaning

237 BT, 27-28.
238 |pid., 55-58.
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was that of gathering or collecting, as we see aso in the cognate German verb
lesen, “to gather” and also “to read.” A gatherer of wood in the Black Forest isa
Holdeser.®° If we move on to What Is Called Thinking? we find a third
explanation of logos and legein. Now Heidegger tells us that these words are
cognate with the German verb legen, “to lay” or “to Et lie” He trandates a
saying of Parmenides, “chre to legein...” as “Useful is the letting-lie-before-
us...."2*% | do not say that Heidegger could not if required produce evidence in
favor of all three ways of interpreting logos, but it is difficult not to be skeptical
or even to suspect that his trandations are to some extent made to conform to

his own philosophica position.

Further doubts arise when one considers linguistic points that he makes
concerning the centrality of the problem of Being. It is true that “we” can utter
scarcely a couple of sentences without using some part of the verb “to be,” and
this would seem to imply that we have some understanding of what it means “to
be,” though we might find it difficult to say exactly what it is. But we have to
ask, “Who are ‘we’ who claim this understanding?’ The answer is that we are
speakers of Indo-European languages. When he writes a chapter on “The

Grammar and Etymology of the Word ‘Being’” in An Introduction to
Metaphysics, the discussion covers only German and Greek. Admittedly, he
does suggest that German and Greek are the only possible languages for any
worthwhile philosophy. Still, not everyone would agree. And what about
Semitic languages, or even an Indo- European language like Russian, where the
word “is’ is rarely if ever used? Perhaps “being” is implied or thought in
everything we say, as St. Thomas suggested. But to show this would require

more than linguistic evidence.

239 |\, 124-25.
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Incidentally, Heidegger's attempts to derive philosophica points from
etymological or other linguistic considerations may be compared to the
fascination of some Anglo-Saxon philosophers with “ordinary language.”
However differently Heidegger and these English-speaking philosophers apply
the principle, they seem to be agreed thet there are hidden stores of wisdom in
the way we talk. Yet on both sides there is agreement that language is very
falible and may conceal more of it that it revedls.

The text of On the Way to Language contains a number of
autobiographical alusions, some of which are relevant to our own specia
interest in Heidegger’s relation to Christianity and theology. One of the pieces
records a conversation between Heidegger and a Japanese scholar. In the course
of it, Heidegger, recalling his early linguistic and hermeneutical studies in the
seminary, frankly admits: “Without my theological origins, | would never have
atained to the path of thinking.” ** Later in the same conversation, the Japanese
scholar tells him, “For us, the void (das Leere) is the highest name for what you
cal Being.”?* This remark raises the question of Heidegger's relation to
mysticism, and aso helps to explain why, in Japan, he has never been suspected

of nihilism.

It will be remembered that when we considered Heidegger’'s view of the
fine ats and the part that they might play in renewing Dasein when threatened
by the constrictions of his own technology, we learned that he believed poetry
to have first place anong the arts. Now that we have attended to what he says

240 \WCT, 198ff.
241 OWL, 96.
242 pid., 109.
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about language, we are in a position to turn to poetry as that particular form of

language that in a signal way lights up Being.

Some preliminary remarks need to be made. Back in the eighteenth
century, the eccentric German man of |etters, Johann Georg Hamann (1730-88)
put forward the theory (not widely held today) that the most primitive human
language was poetry.

Poetry is the mother-tongue of the human race, asthe garden
is older than the field, painting than writing, song than
declamation, parables than inferences, barter than
commerce®*

Heidegger seems to have accepted this theory, at least during one period
of his life. Obvioudy it fitted well with his belief that the beginning of
something like language has a greatness that soon gets lost and that we must try
to recapture in a repetition or retrieving of the creative moment. Some such
idess lie behind his claim that “primitive language is poetry, in which being is
established.”?** The emergence of Dasein as a temporal and historical being
depends on language, especially poetic language.

However, dthough Heidegger sometimes speaks as if he was referring to
poetry in general, he was in fact mainly taken up with the poetry of one man —
Friedrich Holderlin (1770-1843). This German poet, a contemporary of Hegel,
had been stricken in his thirties by schizophrenia, and he was virtualy ignored
during his lifetime and for the rest of the nineteenth century. But, like
Kierkegaard, he was discovered in the twentieth century, especidly after the

243 3.G. Hamann, “Aestheticain Nuce,” in R.G. Smith, ed., J.G. Hamann: A Sudy in Christian
Existence, with Selections From His Writings (New Y ork: Random, 1971), 196.

244 Heidegger, Existence and Being, 284.
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publication of his collected poems in 1913.>*° Heidegger was among those
attracted, even fascinated, by Holderlin. Why was this so? Perhaps the first
reason was that Holderlin had explicitly testified to the same understanding of
the poet’s role as Heidegger was reaching toward in his studies of thought and
language. Heidegger declares that Holderlin was, “in a pre-eminent sense, the
poet of the poet,” that is to say, the poet who reflected upon and expounded
how he understood his own activity as a poet. He saw secondly the poet as a
kind of intermediary between the gods and men. We shall consider shortly what
this implies. A third reason was that Holderlin in his poetry was reading the
present phase of history in the West in a way close to Heidegger's own way.
Both men were unwilling to go along with Nietzsche's assertion that “God is
dead,” but were aware of the absence of God in the modern age, attributing this,
however, to his withdrawal, rather to his demise. A fourth point is that both
Holderlin and Heidegger had a virtually unlimited admiration for the Greeks,
and for the rise among them of the original impulses of Western culture and
civilization. It may also be sgnificant that both men were a one time
theological students. Towards the end of his life, HOlderlin's poems were
moving away from Hellenic toward Christian values. Whether something
similar would be true of Heidegger is a point that this study will not consider.
But for now, let us examine these points more fully by illustrating them from
some passages in Holderlin's poetry, and, where appropriate, from Heidegger's

comments on that poetry.

245 For the English-speaking reader, Holderlin's work is most easily accessible in his Selected
Verse, ed. Michael Hamburger (Vancouver: Anvil Press Poetry, Limited, 1998). This
edition gives German texts with English translations. Although | have confined this study of
Heidegger’s appreciation for poetry to his reactions to Holderlin, other poets also made a
strong impression, notably Stefan George (1868-1933), and Georg Trakl (1887-1914).
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On the firgt point, let me quote two lines from a very late writing of
Holderlin, which had to be edited by an intimate companion when the poet’s

mind was confused:

Voll Verdienst, doch dichterisch wohnet
Der Mensch auf dieser Erde.

It is not easy to render this into English. Obvioudy, a contrast is intended
between the first two words and the rest of the sentence. | think it would be true

to Holderlin' s intentions to trand ate as follows:

Though he hasto earn aliving,
Man dwells poeticaly on this earth.

What does this mean? It means that for most of his or her time, a human
being would be engaged in what Heidegger would call “everyday” existence,
that is to say, the routine affairs of work and business. But for a truly human
life, something more is needed, what is here called the “poetic’ dimension in
which things are seen in the light of Being, in their intrinsic truth and beauty.
The Buddhist concept is “mindfulness.” The difference between the two
experiences can be expressed as a difference in the experience of temporality
and time. When poetry (or a language approaching to poetry) comes into play,
time ceases to be a series of unrelated or only externaly related “nows’ — the
past is preserved and through its return in meditation or memory (Andenken)
swings over our present and comes to us as future. So we become temporal
beings, living in the three “ecstasies’ of past, present, and future. This, we are
told, is what makes history possible (as the repetition of authentic possibility)
and this argument does not seem to depend on Hamann's theory of language.
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On the second point, Holderlin's poem “Homecoming” is particularly
enlightening. The poet has been abroad and now comes home. We see him
crossing over Lake Constance from Switzerland to his native Germany. This is
the pattern of the poet’s existence — he must leave his native place, sojourn
abroad, and then return to share what he has learned. Hélderlin literally made
that kind of journey, but the pattern can be understood alegorically. For both
Holderlin and Heidegger, the poet is a go-between — he converses with the gods
and then comes back with his message to the people. Thisis the same patter that
we see in prophets and founders of religion — a revelation, perhaps in itsalf
ineffable, which the bearers break down into language. In Heidegger and
Holderlin, the function is transferred to poets. They operate in the region
between gods and men. It is hard existence, to be exposed to the heavenly fire,

and then to bring it to one' s fellows:

Y et it behooves us, under the storms of God,
Y e poets! with uncovered head to stand,
With our own hand to grasp the Father’s lightning-flash

And to pass on, wrapped in song,
The divine gift to the people.

But what seems to be missing in this poetic account of revelation is any
ethical content. The poets names the holy, opens up truth and beauty, but where
is the call to righteousness and love that we find in Jesus, Moses, Mohammed,
or the Buddha?

On the third point, the signs of the times, especialy the absence of God,

we go to Holderlin’s poem “Bread and Wine” for a striking statement:
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But, friends, we have come too late! The gods are, indeed,
aive,

But above our heads, up there in another world.

There they are endlessly active, and seem to heed little

Whether we are dive: that’s how much the heavenly ones
care.

We recognize here something close to Heidegger’s own teaching. God is
not dead, but he has withdrawn himsef. Combined with the article in Der
Soiegel, “Only a God Can Save Us,” something like an eschatological tone has
come into his thought — the readiness for an advent of God. But this word
“God” is quite ambiguous in the present context. It seems hardly likely that
Heidegger means the God of Christian faith, though thisis not impossible. But |
say ‘hardly likely’, because, as we have seen, Heidegger seemed more attracted
to classical Greece than to Christianity, at least in his middle years. He speaks
often of the “the gods” as of God. Even in the Der Spiegel**® interview, heis
not speaking of “God” but of “a God”, and that provokes the question, “What
God?’ It is even less likely he means the Zeus or even all the gods of Greece.
He might smply mean a divine revelation or showing of some sort, a new event
(Ereignis) of Being. Heidegger's idea of the retrieva of the past and his
attraction to Nietzsche's eterna recurrence theory may well mean that the
coming God is a new advent of a God who has aready come but been

forgotten, even the God of Christianity.

The fourth and last point concerned the strongly Hellenic coloring of
thought in both Holderlin and Heidegger. Who are the “gods’ who have
departed, and who are the coming “gods’? Presumably not literally Zeus,
Apollo, Poseidon, and the rest. Of course, beyond the Greek gods was moira,

246 «Nur noch ein Gott kann uns retten: Spiegel-Gesprach mit Martin Heidegger am 23.

September, 1966.” Published in Der Spiegel, no. 26, 31 May 1976, 193-219.
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and perhaps beyond what Heidegger calls God or the gods is Being, as akind of
destining. He can aso say that the Holy is older than the gods. “The holy is not
holy because it is divine, but the divine is divine because it is “holy” in a way
proper to itself.” This may remind us of the enigmatic question about the
meaning of “God” in the Letter on Humanism. But does not this strong
Hellenism, and the idea of some ultimate beyond God make Heidegger finaly
incompatible with Christian thought? In reply, | would say that we should not
jump to conclusions too quickly. There have been Christian thinkers, not all of
them mystics, who have thought that behind what we call by the much-abused
name of “God” there is a Godhead beyond our conceptionality. Dionysius the
Areopagite talked of a “God beyond God,” and so more recently did Paul

Tillich. Even the great catholic theologian, Karl Rahner, sometimes refers to
God as the Nameless or Ineffable. We can pursue the question only when we
have thought about the phrase Heidegger used frequently toward the end of his
life: “Only agod can save us.”
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Chapter 14

ART ASFUNDAMENTAL PHILOSOPHY

A concern for art and, indeed, the privileging of the place of art in
humanity’s relation to Being, is often adduced as one of the defining
characteristics of the later Heidegger. Is this ‘turn to art’” a matter of Heidegger,
having conquered the heights of phenomenology and ontology, and having
made important contributions to the history of philosophy, now expanding his
repertoire and applying his methods and insights to the field of aesthetics? Or is
it an integrd part of his fundamental philosophical program? In this chapter |
shdl argue that his interest in art is more of this latter kind. Indeed it is
guestionable whether it belongs to aesthetics in the narrow sense a al, for
aesthetics, no less than metaphysics, is regarded by Heidegger as gripped by the
spirit of enframing. Is it, nevertheless, a manifestation of Heldegger's
fundamental romanticism that, faced with the typical post-Enlightenment choice
between art and science, he chooses art? So how does this turn to art connect his
politics and the global confrontation with technology, which will be discussed
much later in this study?

To attempt to answer these questions, we must go back to 13 November
1935, when Heidegger dedlivered a lecture “On the Origin of the Work of Art”
to the Art-Historical Society of Freiburgim-Breisgau. This lecture was
subsequently repeated in Zdrich (in January 1936) and in Frankfurt (in
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December 1936), being revised and expanded in the process. It was not

published until 1950, when it was included in the collection Holzwege.?*’

The timing of the lectures isitsalf potentialy significant for understanding
Heidegger’s engagement with questions of art. For the origin of the 1950 text
goes back to the time when, on Heidegger's own account of things, he had
come to redlize that National Socialism was not going to fulfill the expectations
he had atached to it.2*® Already in 1934 he had resigned from the rectorship.
Can this text, then, be read as an early marker on his path of inner immigration?
Suggestive here is the early adumbration of the critique of technology, a
question that, as we have seen, i intimately connected with Heidegger's initial
enthusiasm for and later disenchantment with Nazism. But if this is so, and
taking into account the first series of lectures on the poet Holderlin, dating from
1934-35, does it mean that we are to interpret the turn to art as an archetypal
gesture of romantic thought, a retreat from the glare of public life and the rigors
of a totaly mobilized society into the inner sanctuary of a private aesthetic
sphere?

Appearances, however, can be deceptive, and as we look further into the
text it soon becomes clear that this is not a work of aesthetics in the narrow
sense of a sub-discipline of philosophy, nor isit exclusively about art. Indeed, a
closer look at the title might suggest that Heidegger did not himself claim that it
was about art but about the origin of the work of art. And, just as we have

learned that the origin of technology is nothing technological, so we should now

247 Thismay be translated ‘ Forest Paths.” However, it means more specifically the kind of path
that turns out to lead nowhere, petering out or running into thick undergrowth.

248 1t will be clear from what follows that | do not accept the view that Heidegger sturn to art
reflects that aestheticism of Nazi politics, interesting as that ideais— partly, because, as will
become clear, Heidegger’ s concern is, at one level, not with ‘art’ at all.
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be prepared to hear that the origin of the work or art is nothing ‘artistic.” It is
unsurprising, then, that as we follow Heidegger’s account of this origin we are
led into a domain that, as he understands it, is prior to art in the sense in which
the term is generaly used (i.e, in relation to what are called the fine arts).
Indeed, this domain is prior to the split between art and science that is one of the

characteristic features of our civilization.

In light of this comment, it can be claimed that, in terms of Heidegger's
own intentions, we should not read Origin as a simple expression of romantic
withdrawal, aretreat from the world in which technology and politics hold sway
as the final outcome of the metaphysica worldview. Rather, in Heidegger's
own terms, it is itself a thinking confrontation with the fundamental decision
facing humanity in relation to the advent of planetary technology. Even more
grandly, it become possible to read Origin as a key to the origin not only of art
but also of history, and of humanity’s historical existence and destiny. Thinking
of Origin in thisway also helps us to see how it can be taken as an early fruit of
the ‘later Heidegger.” For whereas historicity was conceived in Being and Time
in terms of the individual subject (although, as the rectorial address showed, this
could be interpreted in terms of the nation or Volk, regarded as a corporate
individual), ‘decision’ is no longer a matter of will and resolution but involves a
much higher level of receptivity to what comes, as it were, from beyond

humanity.
How, then, does Origin itsdf arrive at this point?

We can begin with the first work of art mentioned in the text, a painting of
apair of shoes by Van Gogh, and, before we come to the controversia question
of the shoes themselves, it is worth considering why Heidegger should pick on
awork by this particular artist, by Van Gogh.
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Heidegger had been very taken with Van Gogh's Letters, which he read
when they were published during the First World War. Why? On the basis of
Heidegger's own letters and comments made in the lectures on ontology, one
element would seem to have been the way in which Van Gogh's decision to
give up training for Christian ministry and devote himself to poverty and
painting reflected just the kind of existentiell confrontation with existence that
preoccupied Heidegger in the years leading up to Being and Time When
Heidegger cites Van Gogh's assertion that he would prefer to die in a natural
way rather than learning to understand desth academically, we can see how the
painter could serve the philosopher as an existentiell paradigm of authenticity,
grounded as his concept of authenticity was in the individua’s resolute
confrontation with death. ?*° However, the kind of use to which Heidegger puts
his comments on the painting of the shoesin Origin points away from this idea

of the artist as lonely existentialist hero.

In fact, as the text proceeds it becomes ever clearer that one of
Heidegger's ams in it is to break the spell of an understanding of art that
focuses exclusively on the creative figure of the artist. This view that, in
Heidegger's own words, “the work arises out and by means of the activity of
the artist”, is, he says, the ‘usud view’, and this ‘usual view’, he declares in the
opening paragraph of the lecture, is what he is setting out to overthrow, or
minimally, to supplemert, by focusing — as the title suggests — on the work
rather than on the artist. For, as he asks, “by what and whence is the artist what
he is?” Answer: “By the work...” And, Heidegger adds, both artist and work

249 see Otto Poggeler, “Heidegger on Art,” in Harries and Jamme, eds., 1994.
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are what they are only in relation to something ese, to ‘art’ itself, which is
“prior to both.” 2*°

It is extremely important that the ‘usual view' that Heidegger here
confronts is aso the focus of discussion in the lectures on Nietzsche from the
winter semester of 1936-37, lectures collectively entitled ‘ The Will to Power as
Art” Here Heidegger identifies the conviction that “Art must be grasped in

terms of the artigt” 2>

as one of the defining statements of Nietzsche's whole
approach to art. This is further complemented by Nietzsche's other basic
principles of art, as expounded by Heidegger: that “art is the most perspicuous
and familiar configuration of will to power;” that “art is the basic occurrence of
all beings; to the extent that they ar, beings are self-creating, created;” that “art
is the distinctive countermovement to nihilism;” and that “art is worth more

than ‘the truth’ .” 2>2

Set against the horizon sketched by these principles, and even without
going into any further explanation of them, we can see how Heidegger's
determination to challenge the ‘usua view' of art will involve him in far-
reaching decisions on a variety of issues. For if Nietzsche, far from being an
‘untimely’ or eccentric thinker (as he so often pictured himself), is in face
representative of the basic metaphysica outlook of modernity, then
reconceptualizing the relationship between artist and artwork will require giving
consideration to the nature of will to power, how beings are, nihilism and truth.

20 Martin Heidegger, Poetry, Language, Thought, tr. Albert Hofstadter (New York: Harper &

Row, 1971), 17.

Nietzsche: Volumes one and two, tr. David Farrell Krell (San Francisco, CA: HarperCollins,
1991), 71.

252 pid., 75.
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To put this in terms without argot, the most usua view of art in our
culture, we might guess, is that art is primarily a way of representing things, an
attempt to depict the world, and to show the world what it is like. The person on
the pavement doesn't like Picasso, because Picasso’s paintings aren't lifelike.
Simple redlism, it could plausibly be claimed, is the most commonly held
aesthetic of our time. However, even everyday talk about art does not stop
there. Let us condider a different medium: cinema. Three people come out of a
movie, perhaps a new film by Scorsese. “I didn’t like it,” says one, “there was
too much swearing and violence. | like to be entertained when | go out.” “But
that’s how the characters would behave in real life,” says the second (a simple
realist), “Y ou wouldn’'t expect small-time New Y ork gangsters to be otherwise.
That'swhat | like about the film: it really shows you what that kind of life must
belike” “Maybe,” says the third, “But thisis no documentary, this is about the
themes of al great art down the ages. passion, betrayal, redemption. The Last
Temptation of Christ or Mean Sreets — these are the archetypa Scorsese
themes!” “But that's just my point,” retorts the first speaker, “What is he so
obsessed with violence, why can't he show us something more cheerful,
something more edifying?’

None of our characters are great aesthetic theorists, but the terms of their
discussion reflect some of the most difficult debates in aesthetics. The second
character has been portrayed as a smple realist: the success or failure of awork
of art isin terms of its faithfulness to life. The third character more obviously
embraces what Heidegger regards as the ‘usua view,’ i.e, that art is primarily
an expression of the vision of the artist and that, consequently, the meaning of
art lies in the subjectivity of the artist. At this point, however, the first speaker
reminds us that there are widely differing and often conflicting ways of

evaluating such a vision, over and above the debate as to whether the work
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effectively communicates what the artist wants to show to the recipient. The
artist’svision is itself an expression of values that the recipient may or may not
find acceptable. The judgment on the work of art, then, become a judgment
about values, in this case about whether Scorsese’s view of the world is on that
we should be ready to embrace. But this judgment itself hinges on how we
judge the world to be: is Scorsese's vision itself complicit in the violence it
portrays, and do we too become complicit by enjoying it voyeurigtically, or
does he show us a truth we need to confront if we are to know the whole
meaning of human life? Now this last question is no longer the question as to
the simple representational accuracy of the film. It is about what matters most in

human life.

This imaginary conversation has brought into focus three of Heldegger’'s
five points. that the meaning of art is grounded in the activity of the artist; that
art manifests will-to-power in the sense that it embodies the artist’s will to
communicate his vison to the audience; and that art represents the basic
occurrence of beings, in that the kind of evaluative appraisal of the work of art
hinges on fundamental decisions concerning what the world is like. But it also
throws light on the remaining points (that art is the counter-movement to
nihilism and that art is more important than truth). For it is precisely the
outcome of the debate between the first and third interlocutors that decides what
meaning the phenomenon itself — in this case the life of the gangsters portrayed
in the film — is to have. Art provokes the question as to the meaning of what, in
itself, is a bare concatenation of events. this is the life these people lead, no
better, no worse, no different ontologically from any other kind of life, but what
are we to make of it? Whatever we do make of it, we will need to make a
judgment that involves an imaginative and evaluative envisioning of life that is

essentially of the same kind of the judgment involved in appraising a work of
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art. So, finadly, art is more important than truth, in the sense that art exemplifies
the kind of evaluative vision that determines how we see and how we judge the
values embodied in the world and it is this vision that decides what, for us, is to

count as truth in human affairs.

For the purposes of this study, it is not necessary to suppose that what
Heidegger calls ‘the usua view' is the universa view. Even in our imaginary
conversation we have alowed another voice, that of the exponent of art-as-
imitation, to be heard. All that matters, for now, is that Heidegger’s point — and
thus his subsequent argument — redly does take its departure from how art is
experienced and (if only by implication) understood in the everyday encounter
with art — although it may be added that, in his own cultural context, where
Nietzsche was such a massive influence both on artists and aestheticians,
Heidegger's assumptions that this is the usua view is perhaps more plausible

than in some other contexts.

All of this, however, leaves open the question as to whether this ‘usual’
way of talking and thinking about art is adequate or justifiable. If not, what are
we to do? Might we, for example, reconfigure the order of precedence between
artist, work, and object such as that object takes first place and the tyranny of
the creator-artist is overthrown?

It might be supposed that this last move was the one Heidegger was about
to make, but in fact he argued for something much more far-reaching. For the
production and reception of works of art was, as he saw it, not merely a matter
of individual vison and could not be improved merely by talking up the
objective aspect of art. For his examination of the work of art will call into
guestion what it means to represent or to perceive anything at all, or, more

precisely, to represent or to perceive anything as anything. In other words, it
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leads to the question as to why we do not just see the world but, instead, see the
world (and dl the particular things within the world) in a certain way, as a
world of such and such akind, comfortless or welcoming as the case may be. In
this way, then, Heidegger invites us to ponder how we mean by
‘representation’, ‘reality’, and ‘world'.

But if Heidegger's am is to unsettle the ‘usual view’ and its one-sided
privileging of the creator-artist, why does he begin with Van Gogh, a painter
who, more than most, stood for the modernist idea of the anguished cresator-
artist, the solitary genius compelled to overthrow all the prevailing rules of
artistic representation so as to give shape to his own unique vision ard who, in
so doing, become incomprehensible to his contemporaries in order to bequeath
to us a whole new way of looking at the world? Later on in the text Heidegger
looks at works of art — works like a Greek temple — that are more obvioudy
suited to his own purposes. Why begin with an artist who would seem to

exemplify the view he wants to overturn?

The question itself suggests one possible answer: that, if Heidegger is to
succeed, he must do so against the strongest of counter-examples. If his new
approach provides a better way of looking at this (supposedly) supreme
example of the individual creator-artist, then it will have little to fear from
whatever other counter-examples are brought against him. In other words, heis
not saying that works produced by creator-artists are dangeroudly subjective and
should be brushed aside in favor of other, perhaps more contemplative, works.
The am is not to introduce away of deciding between good and bad or between
acceptable and unacceptable works of art, but to find a better way of
understanding art as such. And that, again, is why he must take the question

back to the most basic questions of representation.
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Other explanations have, however, been offered in the secondary
literature. One that has a certain currency is that Heidegger is not redly
concerned with Van Gogh's painting at all, except insofar as it provides a
convenient, though specious, jumping-off point for his idyllic evocation of the
world of the peasant woman whose shoes the painting supposedly represents.
Thisisin turn seen as part of Heidegger's Nazistic and uncritically sentimental
valorization of Germanic peasant life. Worse still, as the art critic Meyer
Schapiro famoudy pointed out, there is no reason to suppose that these shoes
belonged to a peasant woman at all. More probably they were the painter’s own
shoes! Heidegger, then, is doubly reprehensible. First, he is smply mistaken,
and, second, his mistake reveals al too clearly the role of Nazi ideology in his
whole intellectual project.?>3

Schapiro’s point invites two initial comments. First, as we have seen, one
of Heidegger’s amsis to undermine the ‘usua view’' of art. Primarily this mean
toppling the creator-artist from the pedestal onto which late Romanticism had
elevated him. But it does not stop there, since it also involves challenging the
equally conventiona form of the art-as-imitation view. Precisely with
references to the shoes, Heidegger asks rhetorically ‘Is it our opinion that the
painting draws a likeness from something actual and transposes it into a product
of artistic — production? By no means. The work, therefore, is not to be some
reproduction of some particular entity that happens to be present at any given
time' (PLT: 37). This suggests that the historical identity of the actual shoes
used as a ‘model’ by Van Gogh is not in itself important for understanding the
world of art qua work of art. In this respect it is perhaps regrettable if Heidegger
has made afactua error, but that does not of itself destroy his whole argument.

253 see Derrida, The Truth in Painting (Chicago, IL: University Press, 1987).
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However, a careful reading of the text does not justify the assertion that
Heidegger ever actualy claims that Van Gogh's painting is a painting of a pair
of peasant woman'’s shoes. To be sure he does use the painting to accompany
his evocation of the world of the peasant woman, but nowhere does he say they
are her shoes that Van Gogh painted. Indeed, he does not directly address the
question of the ‘ownership’ of the shoes at all.

These comments may seem to have left the more serious charge
unaffected: that, whoever’'s shoes these may have been, Heidegger uses Van

Gogh's painting as an excuse for a piece of Nazi cultural propaganda.

Although I will not argue it here, | do not believe that we can conflate
Heidegger's penchant for a pre-industrial agrarian way of life with the Nazi
ideology of ‘Blood and Soil’. A similar caution is caled for with regard to the
interpretation of the ‘peasant’ shoes, but the situation is, | believe, still more
complicated. To see this, however, it is necessary to look again at the context of
the Origin.

One of the most notorious cultural events of the whole Nazi era was the
1937 exhibition of degenerate art. The category of degenerate art was fairly ill-
defined and perhaps, even, incoherent, but it included contemporary movements
such as Expressonism — of which Van Gogh was generdly taken to be a
precursor. Andreas Hiineke has described as ‘crucid’ in determining whether a
work of art was degenerate in the Nazi’s sense of the term such factors as
“Digtortion” of natural form particularly of the human figure, and “unnatural”

colors.?®* In the light of such *criteria it isnot at all surprising that a number of

254 Hineke, A., ‘On the Trail of Missing Masterpieces’ in Barron, Stephanie (ed.) ‘ Degenerate
Art’: The fate of the avant-garde in Nazi Germany (New York: Harry Abrams and Los
Angeles CA: Country Museum of Art, 1991), 124.
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paintings by Van Gogh were taken into the haul of 17,000 works impounded
from museums and galleries, and five of them appeared in the 1937 exhibition
in Munich Although the exhibition of degenerate art was not held till 1937, and
therefore post-dated the lectures on which Origin is based, the ideologica line
on Van Gogh had been made public long before that.

A further aspect of thisis that the very concept of degenerate art was, of
course, linked to Nazi raciad theory and the biological interpretation of
Nietzsche' s will-to-power, an interpretation which understood will-to-power as
a kind of quasi-Darwinian life-force. In this connection it is not merely Van
Gogh’ s works but his personality and madness that also ‘prove’ the degeneracy
of hisart. For Heidegger, however, it was axiomatic that will-to-power was not
a biological concept, and that even in Nietzsche's own terms the concept of a

biologically degenerate art made no sense.

What does this tell us about Heidegger’s procedure in Origin? The mere
fact that Heidegger is taking as his point of reference a painter held inill repute
by Nazi ideologists does not seem to throw much light on his philosophical
intentions. Are we to draw the conclusion that this is some kind of intra-party
squabble and that Heidegger is trying to persuade those who first heard his
lectures that it is dl right for Nazis to like Van Gogh, since the painter shares
their own affinity with traditional peasant ways of life? However, we should
remember that the period when Heidegger was giving these lectures was
precisely the period in which he seems to have been beginning what might be
caled his inner immigration, a period of disillusonment that had especially to
do with the Party’s failure to break loose from the grip of technological
thinking. The world of the peasant woman, in this context, is not so much a

Nazi icon as a reminder of what Heidegger regards Nazism as turning away
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from. At the same time, and this is perhaps a crucial point in mapping
Heidegger's complex stance towards modernity, Van Gogh was undoubtedly
know as a modernist, avant-garde painter, and it is driking that the other
painters to whom Heidegger was particularly attentive, Cézanne and Klee, were
also digtinctly modernist. The world of the peasant woman, as disclosed by Van
Gogh's painting, then, is not smply a piece of the rural past, but, insofar as we
only gain access to it through the work of art (and quite particularly, this work
of modernist art), it is a world to which we can relate only and exclusively on

the basis of our own modern experience.>°

There are, then, a number of elementsin Heidegger’ s account of the shoes
as a means of controverting the ‘usua view' of art that, at least implicitly,
undermine some of the bedrock principles of Nazi aesthetics. This is, as we
shall see later, vitaly important in assessng the way in which Heidegger
construes the relationship between poet and nation (especialy as exemplified in
Holderlin). If thereisa‘true’ or ‘spiritual’ Germany, it is not to be found along
the path of racia purity but in the lived world of away of life, and furthermore,
it is most easily accessed by means of an artistic vision that, itself grounded in
the experience of modernity, overreaches the accidental genius and anguish of
the individual artist.

Heidegger showed little interest in art until the mid-1930s, and then it
appears in the company of severa related interests: the presocratic philosophers,
whose works are often in poetic form and are more closdly related to Greek

poetry than, say, Kant is to German poetry; philosophers such as Schelling and

25 This point shall be more fully adumbrated in the next chapter, in discussing Heidegger's
reading of Holderlin.
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Nietzsche, for whom art has a centra position in philosophy; and language,

which, for Heidegger, originates with poets.

In Origin Heidegger regjects two widely held doctrines. First, that art is
concerned only with beauty and pleasure: “art is rather the disclosure of the
being of beings’ (IM, 111). Second, that a work of art is primarily a thing, and
that aesthetic value is superimposed on it by our subjective view of it: for
Heidegger it is art that shows us what a thing is. There are nevertheless two
ways that an artwork isathing. First, awork, such as a painting, can be moved
and stored like other things. (He later rejects this way of viewing artworks. It
treats them as objects present at hand, in the way that an art dealer or a mover
does[PLT, 13]). Second, it has a thingly aspect: “There is something stony in a
work of architecture, wooden in carving, colored in a painting, spoken in a

linguistic work, sonorous in a musical composition” (Origin, 19).

What then is a thing? There are three traditional accounts: a thing is (1) a
bearer of properties; (2) the unity of perceptual sensations; or (3) a composite of
form and matter. Heidegger rejects (1) and (2), the latter for the reason that “we
never readly first perceive the throng of sensations.... We hear the door shut in
the house and never hear acoustical sensations or even mere sounds’ (Origin,
26). He prefers (3), the form matter account. This was originaly derived from,
and is best suited to, intrinsically useful equipment such as a jug or shoes. But
equipment is only one of three types of athing: a“mere thing” such as arock,
equipment, and an artwork. An artwork differs from equipment and has
something in common with a mere thing. Like a natural rock and unlike shoes,
an artwork is not produced for a specific use or purpose, though unlike the rock

and shoes it is not “self-contained” Origin, 29): it calls for an observer or
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interpreter. Still, since the tradition gives priority to equipment, Heidegger
decidesto look at that first.

Heidegger does this by introducing his first exhibit: Van Gogh's painting
of asolitary pair of worn peasant shoes. We cannot just look at the shoes we are
wearing, because attention distorts our view of them: shoes are essentidly
inconspicuous to their wearer. From the painting, Heidegger argues, we see that
the shoes are involved both with the world — the world of human products and
activities— and with the earth — the natural foundation on which the world rests.
This is overlooked both by the ordinary user and by the form matter theory.
Owing to their excessive familiarity, the user regards his shoes as smply things
for walking. Or, to take a different example, someone familiar with a baseball
bat regards it as an instrument for hitting balls. The form matter theory refines
this account. Focusing on the manufacture of shoes and bats, it says that shoes
and bats are pieces of matter (leather, nails, wood) with a form (their utility)
imposed on them. The user and the theory neglect much else that would need to
be explained to an uninformed alien: the involvement of the shoes with the
world of the peasant, and the wear and tear they undergo from earth; the
involvement of the bat with the world or baseball (bases, foul lines, et cetera)
and the earth on which it is played. But what they neglect becomes apparent in
the painting: “the equipmentality of equipment first genuinely arrives at its
appearance through the work... The nature of art would then be this: the truth of
beings setting itself to work (Origin, 36). The work is not a thing with artistic
qualities added: the work reveals the nature of things.

Heidegger then presents his second exhibit: a Greek temple. He does so
partly to distinguish his own view from the view that art is imitation: the temple
is not representational. But partly also because he wants to argue that a work of
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art not only opens up a world; it dso sets up a world, a world to which it
belongs. The Van Gogh opens up the world of the peasant. But it does not set it
up, nor does it belong there. The temple, by contrast, unifies and articulates the

world of apeople: it

...first fits together and at the same time gather around itself
the unity of those paths and relations in which birth and death,
disaster and blessing, victory and disgrace, endurance and
decline acquire the shape of destiny for human being (Origin,
42).

The world of a people is the familiar structured realm that they know their way

about and make their decisions.

The temple not only sets up world. It sets forth world’s counterpart, earth.
It is surrounded by “earthy” nature, buffeted by storms and resting on rock, and
it dso consists of earthy natural materials. It thus reveals earth as earth, and
grounds the world on earth. All artworks set forth earth in their way. In
equipment, earthy raw materials are “used up,” that is, fused into the artifact so
that they are no longer noticeable: it does not matter, and we do not notice,
whether shoes are made of leather or of some functionally equivalent material.
In artworks, materials are only “used,” not “used up”: they remain conspicuous
within the work (Origin, 47f.). The earthy materials of poetry, the poet’s words,
are, unlike the words of common discourse, conspicuous and resistant to
paraphrase. It matters whether the Parthenon is made of marble or plastic. In

one way or another, all artworks set forth earth.

World is the human environment in which we lead our lives: the tools we
use, the houses we dwell in, the values we invoke. Earth is the natural setting of

this world, the ground on which it rests and the source of raw materias for our
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artifacts. World and earth are opposites in conflict. World strives for clarity and
openness, while earth shelters and conceals, tending to draw world into itself.
Each needs and sustains the other. The artwork straddles both contestants. The
temple' s static repose is the product of the conflict between earth and world. 1t
is a happening, an event — the event of truth as unconcealment. Only if beings
are unconcealed can we make particular conjectures and decisions. But since
we finite creatures never wholly master beings cognitively or practicaly, there
is aso concealment. With conceament there would be no objectivity, no
decisons, and no history: everything, the past, the present, and the future,
would be wholly transparent to us, leaving no hidden depths to things, and no
scope for choices with uncertain outcomes. (The two pairs of opposites, earth
world and concealment-unconcealment, do not exactly coincide. Earth is partly
unconcealed, and the world is partly concealed.) Truth happensin the work:

Setting up aworld and setting forth the earth, the work is the
fighting of the battle in which the unconcealedness of beings
asawhole, or truth, iswon (Origin, 55).

Heidegger plays down the role of the artist and tends to regard the work as
the product of an impersonal force, such as truth or art itself, that uses the artist
to actuaize itsdf. In “great art” the atist effaces himsdf: he is like a
“passageway that destroys itself in the creative process for the work to emerge’
(Origin, 40). But an artwork is essentially “created” (Origin, 56f.). Creation is
quite distinct from the manufacture of a tool: art is not craftsmanship plus

something extra, any more than awork is atool plus something extra.

Why must truth happen in awork? The conflict between concealment and
unconcealment is a conflict between an old paradigm and a new paradigm,

between, say, an old religion and a new religion. An artwork is like a fortress or
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standard marking the ground newly won for truth: “Clearing (ichtung) of
openness and establishment in the Open belong together (Origin, 61). There are,
Heidegger concedes (Origin, 62) other ways of staking our claim to truth: an
“act that founds a political state’ (e.g., the U.S. Constitution); the “nearness of
that which is not smply a being, but the being that is most of al” (the
conversion of St. Paul); the essential sacrifice (e.g., the Crucifixion); or the
thinker’s questioning. (Science is not an “original happening of truth.” It fillsin
the details of a “domain of truth already opened... Insofar as a science passes
beyond correctness and goes on to a truth,... it is philosophy.”) But art is the
main way that truth happens. Not only the temple but also Greek tragedy lay
down the paradigm, the values and categories, in terns of which a people view

the world and make their choices.

Why must the artwork be created? A work involves a “rift” between earth
and world, and, unlike equipment, composes conspicuous earthy materias into
areposeful form. The notion of rift, Riss, links with that of a blueprint (ground-
plan) or paradigm, a Grundriss (Origin, 64). But it dso means that work is
conspicuous, owing to the tension it embodies. A broom fades into the
background of other equipment, its constituent materials “used up,” smoothed
down into its usefulness. A work is solitary, tensed, and striking. It is especialy
suitable as a marker of truth. But the very existence of the work cries out for
explanation. A work, unlike a tool, bears the scars of its production. The rift

needs a creator to contain it.

A work needs an audience or “preservers’ as well as a creator. The work
draws its preservers “out of the realm of the ordinary” into the new world it
opens up, and suspends their “usual doing and valuing, knowing and looking”

(Origin, 66). The appropriate response to a work is neither knowing now
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willing, but a “knowing that remains a willing, and willing that remains a
knowing” (Origin, 67). It is not carrying out some plan one has aready formed,
but “resoluteness,” the ecstatic entry into a new into a new realm of opennessin
which al one's old beliefs and desires are suspended. It is somewhat like St.
Paul’s conversion; opening up a new field for knowing and willing that is
disconnected from one's previous notions and plans. Great art, like the voice of
God, is not consumer-led: it changes one’'s whole way of viewing the world and
of finding one's way about in it. But the work is not like a drug, and the
experience is not private: the work is communa and grounds our relations to

one another.

A work, Heidegger has said, is not athing or atool with something added;
things, stuffs, are inconspicuous in equipment and revealed only in works. But
what about the artist? Must not he know about nature, about the things and tools
he portrays, before he creates art? No. It is the work that draws out the rift
(Riss) and draws the sketch (Riss) (Origin, 70). The artist does not first have a
clear view of things and then embody it in a work: nature is opened up for him,
aswell asfor us, only inthe work. The work needs creators, who “put truth into
the work,” and also preservers, who “put it to work,” actualize it, that is, in their
communal knowing-willing Origin, 71). But the work aso makes creators, as
well as preservers, possible. Creators are agents of a force larger than

themsdlves; art.

Truth comes, in a way, from nothing. We cannot account for Van Gogh’'s
painting by supposing that he came across some old shoes, and painted what he
saw. For, first, the shoes alone could not account for the way in which Van
Gogh saw them. And secondly, he did not see them in a new way before his

painting emerged: “the opening up of the Open, and the clearing of beings,
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happens only as the openness is projected” (Origin, 71). Art, like Paul’s

conversion, comes as a bolt from the blue.

All art, then, is essentially Dichtung (Origin, 72). Dichtung here has a
wide sense and means something like “invention” or “projection.” What the
artist puts into the work is not derived from the things around him, but invented
and projected. All great art involves a “change... of the unconcealment of
beings’ (Origin, 72): it illuminates the ordinary, it rips us for a time out of the
ordinary into another world, or it changes our whole view of the world. In a
narrow sense, however, Dichtung means “poetry” (Poesie), and poetry is
Heidegger's third exhibit. He does not believe that all other arts are, or stem
from, poetry. What he believes is this. Language is not just a medium for
communicating what we know. Language used for this purpose is “actual
language at any given moment.” Language also brings beings out of “dim
confusion” into the open by naming them for the first time, and thus gives us
something to communicate about. This is innovative language or “projective
saying” (Origin, 74). It lays down what can and cannot be said in the language
of communication. Since poetry isin language, and since it is aform of art, that
is, of the lighting projection of truth, poetry must be projective saying, an
original, innovative use of language to name things and thus open up arealmin

which we can communicate.

Poetry is not, however, only one among several arts. The other arts —
architecture, sculpture, painting, music — operate within arealm aready opened
up by language. The disclosure effected by language, that is, by poetry,
preceded disclosure by the other arts. So poetry is prior to the other arts, just as

linguistic disclosureis prior to other forms of disclosure.
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All art is dichterisch, inventive or projective. So too is the preservation of
awork, since the preserver hasto enter the realm disclosed by the work. But the
essence of Dichtung, Heldegger continues, is the founding of truth. “Founding,”
Stiftung, has three senses, and art involves founding in al three senses. First,
“bestowing.” The setting into the work of truth involves a paradigm-shift: it
thrusts up the extraordinary and thrusts down the ordinary. So truth cannot
derive from what went before. It comes as a gift. Founding is an “overflow,” the
bestowal of agift (Origin, 75).

Second, founding is “grounding.” Truth is cast not into a void, but to
preservers, historical persons. It comes from nothing, but is addressed to a
people. Three factors involved in a people. The first is the people's
“endowment,” their “earth”: the land on which they live and which they
cultivate, but also relatively permanent features of their world such as the
German language that they speak. The second is the ordinary and traditional,
the old “world,” their pagan customs and beliefs, for example. The third is the
new “world,” their “withheld vocation,” the beginnings, say, of Christianity
among them (Origin, 75f.). The creation of, say, a Christian work of art cannot
be explained by these factors, especialy not by the old world. But they guide it.
It is composed in German, adapted to their endowment, and it presents a
Chrigtian message. It makes the people's destiny explicit, and grounds it on

their native sail.

Thirdly, founding is “beginning.” A beginning is in a way direct or
immediate, but is may also require long preparation — like a leap (Sprung) for
which we need to prepare ourselves. A genuine beginning is not smple or
primitive; it contains the end latent within itsdlf; it is a leap forward
(Vorsprung), that leaps over everything to come (Origin, 76). Homer’s epics,
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for example, are not primitive and smple; they aso implicitly contain the
tragedies that later opened up the world of the Greek city-states. The history of
art is not a steady cumulative process, but is punctuated by massive explosions
of credtive energy that leave future generations to do what they can with the
pieces.

“When beings as a whole require grounding in openness, art always
attains to its historical essence as founding” Origin, 75). Such art alters our
whole view of being. This has happened three times in the West. First, and most
radically, it occurred in Greece, with its conception of being as “presence”
(Anwesenheit). Then in medieval times, when the beings disclosed by the
Greeks were transformed into things created by God. And findly it occurs in
modern times, when beings become “objects” to be enumerated and
manipulated. (This is what lies at the root of “technology.”) Each time a new
world arises; unconcealment of beings happens, and it sets itself into work, a
setting accomplished by art. When art happens, a thrust enters history and
history begins again. Art grounds history, not history, not history in the sense of
important events, but history as the entry of a people into its native
endowments, and its movement towards its appointed destiny. Now we
understand the word “origin” in the title of the essay, “The Origin of the Work
of Art.” “Origin,” Ursprung, means a “leap forth” (Origin, 77f). Art lets truth
leap forth. Art is the origin or leaping brth of the work of art. Thus it is the
origin of the creators and preservers of the work, and that means of the

existence of a historical people.

Like Being and Time, this work ends with a discussion of Hegel (Origin,
79-81). Is art, Heidegger asks, still an essentia and necessary way in which
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truth happens that is decisive for our historical existence? Hegel answered that
it is not. But Hegel’s answer was given in the framework of a truth of beings
that has already happened, the truth that has informed Western thought since the
Greeks. If ever Hegel’s claim comes up for decision, the decision will involve a
quite different conception of truth. At present we are too entangled in the old
conception to assess Hegd’s clam. All we can do is continue to reflect on art.
This cannot force art into existence, but it prepares for it: “Only such
knowledge prepares a space for art, a way for creators, a location for
preservers’ Qrigin, 78). Heidegger conceives himself as a sort of John the

Baptist for the new art and the new world that isto come.

Heidegger used the word “turn” (Kehre) to refer to two things: the shift of
perspective involved in the trangtion from Divisons | and Il of Being and
Time, the analytic of Dasein, to Division 11, on being and time; and the change
from forgetfulness of being to the remembrance of it that he hoped would come.
Often “the turn” is used to refer to a change in Heidegger’s own thought that
supposedly occurred in about 1930. Can we detect signs of aturn in this third
sense? Has Heidegger changed his mind between Being and Time and Origin?

There is plainly much continuity between the two works. Heidegger is
still concerned with Dasein and its world. But the focus of interest has changes.
Being and Time was concerned with the nature of Dasein in an aready
established world. Origin asks a different question: How is the world set up in
the first place? Heidegger approaches this question through a series of
increasingly fundamental works of art. First, aVVan Gogh, which revealsto us a
world that is aready in place. Second, a temple reveals a world, which is often

the dominant, structuring center of a city-state. Here he aso refers to tragedies,
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which originated in a particular city-state, though they were often performed in
other cities. And finally, though implicitly, the Panhellenic poetry of Homer and

Hesiod, poetry regarded as the common possession of the Greek world.

Heidegger no doubt exaggerates. Is art adways so crucia for world-
building as it perhaps was for the Greeks? Was the Christian world set up by art
or only celebrated (or set forth) by art? Might not equipment — the first
automobile or the latest space ship — set up aworld as effectively as an artwork?
Is every dominant, world-structuring monument (such as Trafalgar Square) a
great work of art? But these queries are by the way. The main point is that
Dasein cannot play the pivotal part in the founding of a world. It cannot, as it

doesin the first two divisions of Being and Time, occupy the center of the stage.

Dasein then, is essentialy in the world. Ordinary human discoveries,
communications, decisions, and activities presuppose a familiar background or
values and categories, customs, and routines. How does this world get
established? How for that matter can it be radically changed? Not by ordinary
Dasein, for Dasein is always already in the world. By extraordinary Dasein,
then? The artist, the poet, or even the thinker? Heidegger, in the wake of
Holderlin, sometimes describes the poet as a sort of demigod, standing in a no
man’s land between the gods and the people, and transmitting the hints of the
gods to the people. It is in this no man’s land that it is decided who man is and
where he established his existence.

The artist or the poet cannot do his work in any norma human way, in
any way that aready presupposes the world that he is to set up. He must be

something like the vehicle of an impersona force — art or truth or being itsalf.

395



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

The artist must be “resolute,” entschlossen, ecstatically “opened up” to this
force. The resoluteness that originally seemed to be away of conducting oneself
authenticaly in this world has found a new role: resoluteness enables the

creator, and the preservers, to found a new world.

Language, too, has found a new role. In Being and Time language grows
out of the significant involvements of the already established world. In Origin it
plays a more fundamental part. Projective language, the naming of things for
the first time, helps to found a world. Human beings, too, cannot devise
language, in the norma human way, which already presupposes our possession
of language. So language, too, at least projective language, is an impersona
force that congtitutes Dasein and its world, not smply an instrument for
communication. This is why Heidegger writes: “Language speaks, not man.

Man only spesks when he fatefully answers to language.” 2°°

Has Heidegger’s thought changed? Or is it only his questions that have
changed? Or have new questions simply developed out of his earlier questions?
Perhaps we should attend to what he says about the “beginning.” A genuine
beginning, he said, is not smple or primitive; it leaps over what is to come.
Might this be true of his early work? Origin, for example, speaks of earth as the
counterpart to world. Being and Time by contrast, makes no reference to
“earth.” Yet already in lectures of 1925 Heidegger spoke of “earth” as that on
which the world of our work and activity rests.>®” Earth is not yet, asin Origin,

in conflict with world. It is a familiar outlying @t of our world, the semi-

26 The Principle of Reason, tr. R. Lilly (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1991), 96.
(Lectures given in 1956, first publication 1957.)

27 History of the Concept of Time: Prolegomena, tr. T. Kisiel. (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1985).
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domesticated nature on which we graze our livestock. It isnot, asin Origin, the
threatening, hostile, if indispensable, earth from which a world has to be
wrested. But this is because the questions asked in the two works are different.
The concept of earth remains inconspicuous in Heidegger's early works, but
ready for a more significant role later. The early Heidegger is perhaps the
Homeric epic from which develop the tragedies and temples of the later
Heidegger.

A. What IsaThing?

In declaring his intention to move beyond ‘the usua view' of art,
Heidegger seeks to shift the emphasis from the artist to the work. As he does so,
he is struck by the contrast between the spiritua or rapturous state of mind
typically ascribed to the creator-artist and the fact that the work of art is athing.
The Van Gogh painting gets its first mention as an example of this ‘thingly’
aspect of art, as an object that can be carted around like any other thingly object,
such as coal, logs, or a sack of potatoes. This thingly element, he says, is
something that all works have, and the examples he chooses — the painting or,
later, the Greek Temple — seem wadll-chosen to illustrate this. But even an
artwork of an apparently more spiritual or ethereal kind — Beethoven's string
quartets, to use another of Heidegger's own examples — cannot escape the
dimension of thingliness, for when not being realized as music scores ‘lie in the
storerooms of the publishing house like potatoes in the cellar (PLT,19). Even
the work in performance is inseparable from the thingly element of sound itself
as vibrations in ar. The same is a fortiori true of architecture, sculpture,
painting, and the other arts.
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Naturaly, Heidegger is very well aware that this is precisaly the opposite
of what much academic and popular talk about art has chosen to think about.
Such talk usualy emphasizes the ways in which the artwork is not a ‘mere
thing but a bearer of meaning, functioning as alegory or symbol to manifest
‘something other’ (PLT, 20). This ‘other’ dimension of meaningfulness is
generaly regarded as the authentic element in art, what makes it art, but once
again Heidegger refuses to let this usua view pass unexamined. On the
contrary, he suggests that we cannot have an adequate understanding of the

work unless or until we have taken its thingliness into account.?*®

Heidegger therefore goes on to list the three conceptions of the thing that
have dominated thinking about the subject in the West, and that have done so to
such an extent that they are regarded as self-evident and enter into everyday use

without being seen as problematic.

The first view isthat of the thing as the bearer of properties. The block of
granite is the bearer of such properties as hardness, heaviness, extension, bulk,
lack of shape, roughness, color, dullness, et cetera®® This everyday
understanding of the thing is expressed in the Latin philosophical vocabulary of
the West in terms of the relationship between the substance of a thing and its
accidents. This conceptual schema has been widely assumed to be Al
encompassing and has been applied to everything from God and His attributes
to the block of granite. It is aso reflected in (or is it, perhaps a reflection of ?)

258 Heidegger does not pause to discuss this, but he will have been very well aware that, even
when the material substratum of art is acknowledged and given its place in aesthetic theory,
it was usual for the different forms of art to be hierarchically graded according to the extent
to which this materiality was sublimated and subordinated to the ‘meaning’ element.
Hegel’ s aestheticsis an outstanding example of this.

29 |t is characteristic that Heidegger mixes such philosophical-sounding properties as
‘extension’ and ‘heaviness’ with ‘lack of shape’ and ‘dullness’.
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the basic sentence structure of our language, in which meaning is constructed

by means of the relationship between subject and predicate.

But this conception of the thing, Heidegger tells us, ‘does not build upon
the thingly element of the thing, its independent and self-contained character’
(PLT, 25). We sense, he says, that this construal of the thing is an inappropriate
rationalization that does violence to its object. Thus, to take an example
Heidegger hints at and discusses elsewhere, religious believers spontaneously
feel repelled by the God of the philosophers, the Absolute Being accompanied
by such imposing attributes as being-hissown-cause, omniscience,
omnipresence, infinity, et cetera. Such a God, they say, is not the God know in
worship and prayer. At the other end of the scale, an understanding of the block
of granite framed in terms of the relationship between substance and accidents

will never let us see what a stonecarver sessin it.

In What is Called Thinking? Heidegger invites his audience to abandon
for a moment the standpoints of scientific inquiry and, even, of philosophy, to
step outside the lecture hall and just ook at a tree in bloom. * The tree faces us.
The tree and we meet one another, as the tree stands there and we stand fact to
face with it. As we are in this relation of one to the other and before the other,
the tree and we Are’ (What is Called Thinking?, 41). This encounter, Heidegger
inggts, is no mere idea. It does not involve any conceptualization of the tree asa
being of such and such a kind, nor any thematic observation of its
distinguishing properties. To say that it is an oak tree of a particular species, a a
particular stage of ots reproductive cycle (in bloom), swaying in the spring
breeze — noe of these technical or poetic observations is necessarily incorrect
but they are not what strike us in our encounter with what Heidegger calls ‘the
undisguised presence of the thing' (PLT, 25). If we imagine that the standpoint
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of science and philosophy is ‘normal’, then this encounter will seem like aleap,
Heidegger suggests — and indeed it is, for there is no chain of reasoning that
links the scientific view with that of the immediate encounter. Y et this leap is
not some kind of mystical experience; it isssimply alesp ‘onto the soil on which
weredly stand’ (What is Called Thinking?, 41). Indeed, it is aleap onto the soil

on which we really were standing all along.

However, to return to Origin, Heldegger recognizes that this challenge to
the normal view could itself be misconstrued as an example of a different but
not less mideading concept of the thing. This is the concept of the thing as, in
the strict sense, an aesthetic object, that which is given to us in and through the
sense, as if our encounter with the tree were to be understood as a kind of
surrender to the sheer sensory impact of the color that dazzles the eye, the scent

that tickles the nostril and the caressing wind.

Once again, however, Heidegger brushes this aside. It is not the case that
we first receive a mass of sensation and then transform them into an
experienced object, but we see the object smply as what it is: ‘“We hear the
Mercedes in immediate distinction from the Volkswagon' (PLT, 26), he
remarks. That is to say, we never just hear a bare sound or see a bare color.
These are not the primary data of perception but abstraction from what is given

concretely in actual existence.

Although Heidegger spends less time in the text of Origin on this way of
misconceiving the thing, his brief comments here are the merest tip of the
iceberg and touch on some of the fundamental philosophica commitments of
his approach to phenomenology. The clearest statement of what Heidegger
understood by phenomenology method is, perhaps, to be found in lectures that
formed the basis of Being and Time, although the introductory methodological
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section did not appear in the published version.?®® These are available in

English as History of the Concept of Time

Of immediate relevance to the discussion of the thing in Origin is the
exposition given in these lectures of the principle of intentionality. Now,,
although the critique of technology is scarcely developed in such relatively
early writings, part of the attraction of phenomenology to Heidegger wasto find
away of breaking the grip of the scientific positivism that seemed tailor-made
as an ideologica underpinning for a technological society. Whatever the
justification of such an approach in the natural sciences, it was, Heidegger
believed, fundamentally injurious to the human sciences and, above al, to
philosophy. Positivism systematically ignored the question of intentionality, a
concept that lay at the heart of phenomenologica method.

What does Heidegger understand by intentionality?

At its smplest, intentionality is ‘a structure of lived experience as such’
(History of the Concept of Time 25). It is, of course, a structure of a particular
kind, one that enables us to bridge the gap between subject and object that has
long puzzled philosophers.

280 Thejustification for turning back to the early Heidegger at this point presupposes a positive
position on the question of continuity between early and later works. The text we are about
to consider itself shows how we can relate the sometimes startling procedures of the later
Heidegger back to his methodological principlesthat he embraces very early in his career.
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Intentio literally means directing-itself-toward. Every

lived experience, every psychic comportment, directs itself
toward something. Representing is a representing of
something, recalling is arecalling of something, judging isa
judging about something, presuming, expecting, hoping,
loving, hating — of something. 2%

Consciousness, in other words, is never self-contained but, even in its
simplest forms and functions, reaches out beyond itself ‘toward something’, as
Heidegger puts it. However, to escape solipsism it is not of itself sufficient
merely to observe that when | think | think ‘of’ something, since this gives no
guarantee that what | think of really exists outside consciousness. How, then,
can the doctrine of intentionality, thus defined, do more than articulate the

aspiration to transcend a subjectivistic or solipsistic view of consciousness?

The first step in Heidegger’s response to this implied charge is that the
customary way of posing the question already involves a misrepresentation of
the fundamental issue. We should not begin with the classical scenario of an
inner psychic event on one side and a physical object out there on the other. No
matter how hallowed by convention this picture may be, the question it suggests
is only a derivative, or secondary, issue. More basic than the question of
perception, couched in such terms, is that of what Heidegger calls comportment
(Verhalten). What does this mean? Let us take Heidegger's own example. |
come into aroom and see a chair. Now, the chair that | thus see isnot in the first
instance the object of detached empirical perception. It is smply the chair |
have to push out of the way, or walk around, or sit on, or on which the cat is
already resting. In such ways | live out an intentional comportment toward the
chair long before | ever isolate it as a distinct object of perception. Clearly, the

281 Heidegger, M. History of the Concept of Time (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press,
1992), 29.
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comportment in which | encounter the chair doesn't just involve what |
subsequently isolate as ‘the chair’, but embraces the whole complex of lived
experience in which | encounter the chair itself: everything that has to do with

my going into this particular room.

Intentional comportment is not, however, introduced by Heldegger as a
step in an argument that would culminate in my being able to say with
confidence that the chair ‘actualy’ exists as a physica object in three-
dimensional space. The concern that is revealed in intentional comportment is
not the perceived entity, but the perception of the entity, the entity ‘as it is
perceived, as it shows itself in concrete perception’ (History of the Concept of
Time 40), ‘the way and manner of its being-perceived’ (History of the Concept
of Time 40), ‘the how of its being-perceived... the how of its being-intended’
(History of the Concept of Time45).

This may still fall short of providing an adequate response to the charge of
subjectivism. Nevertheless it does show us what Heidegger things is being
amed at in phenomenologica investigation, namely, the uncovering of this
‘as, ‘way and manner’, or “how’ of the perception of the object. To go back to
the example, the chair is disclosed to me n the first instance ‘as’ the chair |

want to sit on, or from which | have to shoo away the cat.

However, there are two further refinements to the theory of intentionality
we must take into account if we are to understand the philosophical significance
that Heidegger ascribesto it.

The first concerns the digtinction between intentional presuming and
intentional fulfillment. Presuming, in this context, means simply alluding to

what is perceived in a general, empty, merely formal way, as when | report to a
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friend in the hall outside the room ‘There is a chair in that room’. The friend
will perfectly understand what | say, but this will say nothing to him of how he
will encounter the chair for himsef when he goes in, whether he sees it as a
tasteful antique chair, a shabby old thing, an obstruction or a convenience. The
intention has become detached from its object, and the object itself, the chair, is
correctly identified but not thought in its concrete specificity. Intentionality is
said to be fulfilled in concrete intuition such that | have ‘the entity present in its
intuitive content so that what is at first only emptily presumed in it demonstrates

itself as grounded in the matter’ (History of the Concept of Time49).

However, no more than in Origin does Heidegger understand intuition
here in terms of the immediacy of sense experience. My grasp of the chair as
that from which | have to shoo away my cat isin some sense prior to its impact
on me as a congeries of sense data. In this connection Heidegger claims that
there is a categorica structure given in intuition. Now, clearly, in the light of his
comments about substance and accidents (and of what he will go on to say
about matter and form) Heidegger is not wanting to endorse either a Kantian or
an Aristotelian theory of categories, and certainly against Kant, if not Aristotle,
he is not suggesting that we have at our disposal atable of categories that we
smply ‘apply’ in intuition. Instead, the “how’ of our intuition always involves a
certain structuring of experience that is embedded in the most fundamental
dimension of experience itself. | see a row of trees, a flock of wild ducks,
Heidegger says, and that | see them as a row or a flock ‘is not based upon a
prior act of counting. It is an intuitive unity which gives the whole smply. It is

figural’ (History of the Concept of Time 66).2°

%2 As it is not immediately relevant, | shall not pursue here the further question which
Heidegger dscusses as to whether it is also possible to have what he calls ideational
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Against this background, we can see that Heidegger's apparently
buccaneer brushing-aside of the second view of the thing, the thing as what is
given to us as the object of sense-experience — a view which ‘makes it press too
hard upon us (PLT, 26) — presupposes an extensive philosophical preparation,
the outcome of which is that, for Heidegger, sense experience is never ‘raw’ but
aways aready interpreted, experienced ‘as this or that object of intentiona

comportment.

This discusson will provide a reference point for further elements in
Heidegger’'s treatment of both things and works of art, but what of the third

view of the thing that he regards as characteristic of the popular view?

This is the view that the thing is to be understood in terms of the
distinction between matter and form, such that ‘the thing is formed matter’
(PLT, 26). More precisdly, the thingly element in, for example, the work of art
is ‘the matter of which it consists (PLT, 27). Perhaps this is the most common
sense way of understanding the thing. Certainly, Heidegger comments, it is ‘the
conceptual schema which is used in the greatest variety of ways, quite generally
for all art and aesthetics' (PLT, 27). And not only in art and aesthetics: ‘Form
and content are the most hackneyed concepts under which anything and
everything may be subsumed’ (PLT, 27). Add to this the refinement that form is
correlated with rationality, logic and subjectivity, while netter is linked to the
irrational, the illogical and the object, then, Heidegger says, ‘representation has
at its command a conceptua machinery that nothing is capable of withstanding’
(PLT, 27).

intuition: i.e., intuition in which | intuit one-ness, unity itself, as such and apart from its
manifestation in, e.g., the row of trees or flock of ducks.
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Heidegger is particularly interested in the fact that the metter-form
distinction makes clear that whatever is analyzed in such terms is being looked
at, more or less explicitly, in terms of its usefulness, as ‘equipment’ to be used
for agiven function. Form is not regarded as something, as it were, grows out of
the matter or co-originates with it. Form is what is imposed or impressed upon
matter for a specific purpose. When we are confronted with a thing
(Heidegger's examples are a jug, an ax, and a shoe) the materia element is
subordinated to the form, which, in turn, is subordinated to the use to which the
thing is put, so that what we want to know about the jug is whether it is
capacious enough or whether it leaks, about the ax whether it is sharp enough or
balanced enough, and about the shoe whether it fits and is waterproof (or, it
may be, fashionable). ‘Usefulness is the basic feature from which this entity
regards us (PLT, 28), Heidegger comments.

These remarks suggest to Heidegger a further, interesting observation:
that what exists in this manner — i.e., what exists as ‘useful’ —is, or appears to
us as, ‘the product of a process of making. It is made as a piece of equipment
for something’ (PLT, 28).

Turning from jugs and shoes to the big picture, Heidegger then adds that
the dominion exercised by the matter-form distinction was, historicaly,
significantly enhanced by the way in which it was taken over from Aristotle by
medieva Christian theology and applied to the total relation between God and
the world, such that the world becomes what God has made for the fulfillment
of His purposes, however these are conceived. But this effectively reduces the
world to the status of mere instrumentality, a useful means to an end, rather than

something of intrinsic value.
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Inevitably we hear in such comments anticipations of Heidegger’s later
critique of technology, and this is born out by further developments in the text.
For a subsequent historical transformation of the conceptualization of the thing,
atransformation that was to prove decisive for the modern understanding of the
world and of the things within it, occurred in the early scientific revolution and
the incorporation of that revolution into the presuppositions of modern
philosophy. In lectures given in the winter semester of 1935-36 (and therefore
concurrert with his reworking of the first verson of Origin) Heidegger
discusses this with particular reference to Newton and Kant. Stating that
Newton is the founding figure of modern science, Heidegger draws attention to
the title of Newton's magnum opus. the Mathematical Principles of Natural
Philosophy. In this title we can immediately see that science, for Newton, is
regarded as fundamentally mathematica. Now mathematics, as Heidegger
understands it, is away of knowing that draws upon or that brings to expressing
what we know, or presume we know, of thing ‘in advance’ (What is Called
Thinking?, 73).

Think again of the example of the row of trees or the flock of ducks. Here
we seem to be in the situation that our grasp of oneness precedes our perception
of any particular instance of a unitary phenomenon, such as‘a row or ‘a flock.
‘The mathematical, Heidegger says, ‘is this fundamental position we take
toward things by which we take up things as aready given to us, and as they
should be given' (What is Called Thinking?, 75). Mathematics is projective, in
that it runs on ahead of actua experience, determining in advance and entirely
in terms of its own salf-determining laws what can cannot count as knowable.

However, Newton's significance is not just that he made mathematics
foundational for natural philosophy. It is also to do with the way in which this
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foundational role is further shaped by his first law of motion, the law of inertia:
that, ‘Every body continues in its state of rest, or uniform motion in astraight
line, unless it is compelled to change that state by force impressed upon it’

(What is Called Thinking?, 78). Already in Newton's own time this was spoken
of as ‘alaw of nature universally received by al philosophers and today (that
is, in Heidegger’'s day) it seems entirely uncontroversial. Heidegger, however,
draws attention to the scale of the revolution in thought that the formulation of
this law involved. Previoudy the dominant view of motion had been that of

Aristotle. This differed from the Newtonian view the basic form of motion was
linear, and objects only divert from linear motion under externa pressure (e.g.,
gravity), Aristotle had given the highest dignity to circular motion, such that it
was the circular motion of the heavenly bodies that held the universe together in
a coherent whole. Thus, whereas on Newton’'s theory the moon would fly off
into space if it were not constrained by the gravitationa pull of the earth, for
Aristotle the circular motion of the moon belongs to the mooris nature.
Secondly, Newton's law applied to al bodies without exception, while Aristotle
had held to the view that each body had a different kind of motion according to
its specific nature.

When Newton's law of motion is developed on the basis of mathematical
method a significantly novel view of nature and of the thing emerges. Nature ‘is
now the realm of the uniform space-time context of motion” (What is Called
Thinking?, 92), ‘Bodies [now] have no concealed qualities, (What is Called
Thinking? 93) and are thus available without remainder as objects of
observation and experimentation. The uniformity of bodies requires uniformity
of measure, and this is precisedly numericd measurement (What is Called
Thinking?, 93-94). But, given the understanding of mathematics as projective,

i.e., as determining what can or cannot be known of things in advance of actual

408



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

experience, ‘the basic blueprint of the structure of everything and its relation to
every other thing is sketched in advance’ (What is Called Thinking?, 92). Nor is
it simply the case that mathematics predetermines what can be known of each
individual entity or of any particular local ensemble of entities that become the
object of scientific scrutiny — i.e, it is not just a ‘method’. Because of the
interconnectedness of all bodies, the mathematical projection ‘first opens a
domain where things — i.e, facts — show themselves (What is Called
Thinking?, 92). Mathematics, in other words, does not merely give us a method,
ameans by which to know better things with which we are already familiar in a
rough-and-ready way, it determines the whole field of possible experience, the
kind of world in which it is possible for anything that is knowable to be. Its laws

provide the mode for laws of nature.

This, Heidegger continues, is fundamental to Kant's concept of pure
reason. For Kant's pure reason is something very different from the rationality
of man ‘the rational animal’ of previous centuries. Pure reason bespeaks the
mathematical predetermination of the realm of knowable beings. A doctrine of
pure reason is a doctrine that

What is athing must be decided in advance from the highest
principle of al principles and propositions, i.e., from pure
reason, before one can reasonably deal with the divine,
worldly, and human (What is Called Thinking?, 110-111).

On this basis, Heidegger concludes that Kant is not concerned with

The question of the thingness of the things that surround us but
with the thing as an object of mathematical-physical science
(What is Called Thinking?, 128).
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This, then, is where we are led by the view of the thing that bases itself
upon the form-matter distinction: mathematics, pure reason, is the form that,
determined in advance, projects itself upon and impresses itself upon the matter
of the world. And what follows from that? What follows, according to
Heidegger, is not only that the world is laid open without remainder, without
any hidden corner, to the omniscient eye of modern science; it aso means that
the world in its entirety is made available to us as a resource for technological
manipulation. Indeed, as we have seen, it is virtually axiomatic for Heidegger
that technology does not follow upon science as a chance outcome or fortuitous
application of scientific ‘results’, but that the determining of the world as what
is mathematically knowable is, from the very outset, geared to the purposes of
technological manipulation and management. What Newton and Kant provide
is thus the blueprint for transforming the world into sheer resource, mere

equipmentality.

' 263 and ‘semblance of salf

Having expose the ‘boundless presumption
evidence' of these customary ways of regarding the thing, Heidegger has to
consider whether there is in fact any dternative. Does the way of science

exhaust the possible ways of looking at things?

B. Looking at Things

The prospects would not seem hopeful. However, the lectures on the
history of the concept of time are once more instructive. Having expounded the

phenomenologica concept of intentionality in terms of its fulfillment in

263 A comment that, in the light of Heidegger’s notion of presumptive intentionality should not
be heard as simple moral condemnation.

410



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

categorical intuition (the seeing-how or the seeing-as that, Heidegger claims, is
aready present in the simplest and most primitive acts of consciousness and is
not merely something added on), he then goes on to explore how

phenomenology tries to get at and show this seeing-as.

Phenomenological method is, he says, fundamentally descriptive, but not
‘merely’ descriptive. It does not smply reproduce the object in the medium of a
prose commentary. It is rather an ‘accentuating articulation’” of what is given in
the intuition and, as such, is anaytical. In describing an object
phenomenologically, | do not just record my first impressions but aim at laying
bare the categorical structure that is given in and with experience, even though |
may not immediately notice it in the moment of experience itself. Thus, | do not
usualy notice that in saying ‘Look at that flock of ducks | am presupposing the
categorica intuition of the oneness of the flock as a concrete phenomenon. But
this oneness is not an a priori structure that | lay upon the phenomenon. The
flock redly exists as a flock, the row of trees redlly is a row of trees. In this
way, Heldegger says, phenomenological description is also ontological. For the
focus of phenomenological inquiry is indicated by the word itself, as Heidegger
famoudy interprets it. For the phianomenon is that which shines forth from
itself. It is no ‘mere appearance’ . The phenomeno-logis, therefore, is one who
allows the theoretic gaze to rest upon the phenomenon and makes nmanifest in

discourse, legein, the categorical structure of the phenomenon.

What is needed, then, is not to come up with an aternative definition of
concept of the thing that could be put into play against the prevailing view, but
to return to the thing itself, to redescribe it in the manner of an ‘accentuating
articulation’ so as to allow what is given in the phenomenon, the categorical

intuition, the seeing-as, to come to expression in its own terms.
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And thisis just what Heidegger proceeds to do in Origin with the shoes —
but which shoes?

We have seen Heldegger’ s treatment of Van Gogh’s painting of the shoes
as controversid because he supposed identification of these shoes with the
shoes of a peasant woman — who, in turn, is made to exemplify the peasant
virtues of blood-and-soil ideology — brings his discussion into the orbit of his
Nazism. It has also been claimed that this is an example of Heidegger's own
ideological commitments running on in advance of the phenomena, because he
has quite smply misidentified the painting, relying on nothing more than a
fading memory of a painting seen in an exhibition in Amsterdam, and the shoes
are in fact Van Gogh's own. On this reading the whole thing is nothing but an
embarrassng mistake that does no more than illustrate Heidegger’s contempt

for facts, his art-historical amateurism and his political prejudices.

However, as we have seen, Heidegger nowhere claims that the shoes Van
Gogh painted were ‘actually’ those of a peasant woman. All he saysis that they
are like those of a peasant, and then, later, he contrasts what the painting enables
us to see with what such shoes would mean to a peasant woman. If the artist
shows us the world of the shoes, the woman just wears them as a piece of

equipment, without regard to their ‘meaning’.

Yet, even if we clear Heidegger of crassly confusing the real identity and
ownership of the shoes depicted in Van Gogh's painting, it can scarcely be
denied that the section of the lecture where he leads up to an phenomenological
description of the peasant woman's shoes is extremely confusing. As he
switches back and forth between the shoes in the painting and the *actual’ shoes
worn by an imaginary peasant woman, it is easy for the reader to become

disoriented. Nevertheless, the production of this disorientation may itself be
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deliberate on Heidegger's part, and his procedure of oscillating between the
painted and the actual shoes may be rhetorically intended to break his grip of
the usua view in which we know in advance what is required for the thing to be
accepted into the realm of knowable objects. It is, in other words, a deliberate
exercise in defamiliarization. But Heldegger’'s longer-term aims are not simply
negative, since he breaks the spell of the usual view in order to make possible a
different approach, one that would not determine in advance what it is for a
thing to be a thing but would alow the thing itsdlf to present itself to us asit is

in its intuited figure.

If we were to concern ourselves exclusively with the painting, then we
would find ourselves trapped within the prevailing canons of art criticism and
aesthetics. If we were to concern ourselves solely with the shoes of the peasant
woman we would never break out of a purely instrumental understanding of
them as useful dojects. Smply of itself the painting does not instruct us in how
to regard the actual shoes, any more than Homer instructs us in the art of war or
Moby Dick in the art of whale hunting. If we “simply look at the empty, unused
shoes as they merely stand there in the picture, we shall never discover what the
equipmental being of the equipment in truth is” (PLT, 33).

“And yet —" Heidegger concludes baldly, offering no immediate
explanation as to what this “And yet =" might mean. Indeed, to be consistent, he
cannot. As with the confrontation with the tree in blossom, we can only proceed
by means of aleap, abeit alegp into what is most familiar, most everyday. And
where does this leap take us? Into one of Heidegger’s most celebrated pieces of

phenomenol ogical description.

Since Heidegger claims that phenomenological description answers in

every detail to what is disclosed by the phenomenon, it follows that, like poetry,
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it cannot easily be précised. However, a couple of sentences illustrate both how

Heidegger uses the method and what he saw in the shoes.

On the leather lie the dampness and richness of the soil. Under
the shoes dides the loneliness of the field-path as evening
fals. In the shoes vibrates the silent call of the earth, its quiet
gift of the ripening grain and its unexplained salf-refusd in the
falow desolation of the wintry field... This equipment belongs
to the earth, and it is protected in the world of the peasant
woman (PLT, 33).

Previousy we heard Heidegger arguing that phenomenological
description, understood as ‘accentuating articulation’, arises out of the
categorical structure that is given in intuition itself. At first glance there is
nothing here that recalls anything like what we find in ether Aristotle’s or
Kant's list of categories. However, given Heidegger's positioning of his own
task in relation to that of the history of philosophy, this should not surprise us.
For what we see here are in fact the beginnings of a whole new schema of

fundamenta ontological categories, the first of which are earth and world.

In wearing the shoes, in living her life, the peasant woman is sure of and
inhabits her world without anything being missing from it. She does not need
either artists or philosophers to put her right about any aspect of her world, to
make it fuller or more spiritual. It is complete in itsalf. But what the artwork
doesisto ‘let us know what shoes arein truth’ (PLT, 35), i.e,, it revealsthemin
their world. The painting, then, is not to be evaluated in terms of its faithful
imitation of any particular pair of actual shoes, but rather by alowing us to see
the ‘equipmentality of equipment’, the world of work figured in the particular

instance of the shoes.
What does Heidegger mean by this opaque formuation?
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This does not become entirely clear in the first section of Origin, where
the discussion of the shoes takes place. It is, however, clarified retrospectively,
in the light of what Heidegger goes on to say about the second work of art to

which he devotes an extended discussion: the Greek temple.

Again the thick, anaytically accentuating articulation cannot be easily
paraphrased, and again what comes into view in terms of categorica structures

are those aready encountered in the case of the shoes: earth and world.

The temple, Heidegger says, “first gives to things their look and to men
their outlook on themselves. This view remains open as long as the work is a
work, as long as the god has not fled from it” (PLT, 43). In giving things their
‘look’ and men their ‘outlook on themselves the work ‘sets up’ aworld (PLT,
44) or ‘makes space for' a world (PLT, 45) by bringing into the Open,

revealing, laying bare, disclosing its structure.

Although it remains hard and perhaps even futile, to attempt any binding
definition of what Heidegger means by ‘world’, severa things are clear. The
first, which follows from everything that has been said so far, is that the artwork
does not predetermine the world in the way that, according to Heidegger,
mathematics does. In ‘settingup’ a world, the artwork is not imposing a
projective enframing. Rather, it allows the world to come to appearance — not,
of course, as‘mere’ appearance but as the shining-forth, the phenomenalization
of what, in truth, it is. The second is that the cumulative metaphors (or more
than metaphors?) of light, vison, shining-forth, and openness suggest that
Heidegger does not want us to be thinking of a private, imaginary world, a
fantasy world that might serve as a retreat for dreamers and romantics. It is, on
the contrary, open and public, the world of a people, the Hellenes, or the

Germans. Third, and in close relation to the preceding two points, athough

415



A Comprehensive Study of Heidegger’ s Thought

‘world’ in Heidegger's sense is something different from the world that science
takes as its object it is not a world that is separable from materiality. On the
contrary, materiality is even more necessary, even more present, than when we
approach the world with regard to its equipmentality. | shal shortly return to
this point, but before that one further comment about the relationship between

work and world isin place.

The work does not bring the world into being. Van Gogh's painting did
not create the life of peasants. But by showing us the truth of peasant shoes,
Van Gogh enables us to see the world of the peasant, to have a sense for the
meaning of peasant life, which is not revealed in the daily grind of living a
peasant- like life. In this regard it could be said that there is both an analogy and
a dis-analogy between the function of the work of art and the process of
psychoanalysis. Both are concerned with bringing hidden truths out in the open.
However, the truth revealed in analysis, even if — perhaps especially when — it is
indeed the truth, is likely to be experienced by the patient as chalenging or
contradicting his own everyday understanding of himself and his world. If
psychoanalysisis to save, it must first destroy. So too, perhaps, philosophy. But
the way in which the work of art works is, according to Heidegger, very
different: it is not hostile to that which it discloses, nor does it set itself up as
offering an alternative explanation or interpretation to that which aready
prevails. It smply (but Heidegger is, of course, always insistent that the ssmple
is dways the mogt difficult) lets the world appear asit is, in its being.

But, perhaps once more in contrast to psychoanalysis and certainly in
contrast to Newtonian science, the revelation of the world in the work of art
does not and does not intend to bring everything out into the open. Integral to its

revelation of the world is its acceptance that the life-world of the human subject
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iswhat it is only in relation to what is not luminous, what does not appear, what
is preserved in darkness and is not available as a resource for use or as an object
of knowledge. But, precisely because what is thus concealed is integral to the
world and to the revelation of the world as world, this, too, is involved in the
artwork. What we are talking about here is, in fact, nothing other than what
Heldegger calls ‘earth, the dark, ever unillumined ground on which the open

space of world is set.

Thus, for example, earth is present in the stone out of which the templeis
built.

A stone presses downward and manifests its heaviness. But
while this heaviness exerts an opposing pressure upon us it
denies us any penetration into it. If we attempt such a
penetration by breaking open the rock, it still does not display
in its fragments anything inward that has not been disclosed.
The stone has instantly withdrawn again into the same dull
pressure and bulk of its fragments. If we try to lay hold of the
ston€e’ s heaviness in another way, by placing the stone on a
balance, we merely bring the heaviness into the form of a
calculated weight. This perhaps very precise determination of
the stone remains a number, but the weight’s burden has
escaped us ... The earth appears openly cleared asitself only
when it is percelved and preserved as that which is by nature
undisclosable ... The earth is essentially self-secluding. 2%

The relationship between world and earth is, in human experience at least
(and perhaps none of this makes any sense purely ‘objectively’, i.e., apart from
the existentia interest of human beings — no matter what Heidegger's
reservations about humanism), both reciprocal but also conflictual. World

struggles to free itsdlf from earth, light from darkness — but earth absorbs world,

264 pLT, 46-47.
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drawing it back into the pre-conscious darkness from which it emerged. The
precise state of balance between these conflicting forces determines the exact
form of the world in any particular epoch. Perhaps in the 24-hour-a-day
illumination of the contemporary city ‘earth’ may seem to have been finally
vanquished. Perhaps — or perhaps we are smply unable to recognize the form
that earth is taking for us today, excluded as it is from what is framed by the
enframing gaze of technological rationality.

Earth and world, then, emerge as two of the fundamental terms of
Heidegger’s new categorial schema. As his thought develops they will be added
to and further clarified, until he arrives at what he will call ‘the Foufold' of
earth, sky, gods, and mortals. This Foufold offers Heidegger a way of
envisaging beings that, he believes, is radicaly distinct from, though not
absolutely unrelated to, the ‘nature of natural science whose laws are
conformable to those of mathematics in such a way as to be atogether and

entirely available for technological manipulation.

Strikingly, both art and the thing remain crucial to Heidegger’ s attempts to
articulate the Foufold. Thus, in the 1950 lecture on ‘the thing' he takes an
everyday earthenware jug and embarks upon a phenomenological description
that aims precisely to bring into view what ‘never comesto light ... never getsa
hearing’ (PLT, 170) in the scientific view: the thing in its thingness. Again, the
following extracts am to do no more than give a flavor of Heidegger's way of
carrying out such a description. The jug, he says, is a hollow vessdl, that takes
what is poured into it and preserves it. However, the truth of the jug is only

fully revedled when it is used for pouring.
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The twofold holding of the void rests on the outpouring. In the
outpouring, the holding is authentically how it is. To pour
fromthejugisto give... Thejug'sjug-character consistsin
the poured gift of the pouring out... The giving of the
outpouring can be adrink. The outpouring gives water, it gives
wine to drink. The spring stays on in the water of the gift. In
the spring the rock dwells, and in the rock dwells the dark
slumber of the earth, which receives the rain and dew of the
sky. In the water of the spring dwells the marriage of sky and
earth. It stays in the wine given by the fruit of the vine, the
fruit in which the earth’ s nourishment and the sky’s sun are
betrothed to one another... In the jugness of the jug, sky and
earth dwell. The gift of the pouring out is drink for mortals. It
quenches their thirst. It refreshes their leisure. It enlivens their
convividity. But the jug's gift isaso at times for
consecration... The outpouring is the libation poured out for
the immortal gods. The gift of the outpouring as libation is the
authentic gift. In giving the consecrated libation, the pouring
jug occurs as the giving gift... In the gift of the outpouring that
is drink, mortals stay in their own way. In the gift of the
outpouring that is alibation, the divinities stay in their own
way... Inthe gift of the outpouring earth and sky, divinities
and mortals dwell together all at once These four, at one
because of what they themselves are, belong together.
Preceding everything that is present, they are enfolded into a
single Foufold.?%®

Are such passages, for all their extraordinary originality and force,

testimony to the fact that Heidegger’s concern with art and with the thingliness

of things (and his desire to find a way of thinking that escapes the net of

mathematical calculation) is, despite his protestations, mere poetic

embellishment, a retreat into a private fantasy world after the failure of 1933?

Or dare we assert that Heidegger is tentatively and provisionally adumbrating

265 |pid., 172-73.
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the first outlines of what might yet open a new path of thinking along which we
might, collectively and not just singly, escape the wastelands of modernity and
technology?

We are not yet in a position to answer such questions, since the work of
art and thing are not the only bases on which Heidegger attempts to think his
way forward. For Heidegger's strategy is not simply the well-worn Romantic
tactic of opposing art to science and telurian values to the technological
exploitation of the earth. Crucia here is the expansion of the initial insight into
the thing that occurs when this insight is transposes into the medium of
language that makes possible a history of thinking, and it is only in relation to
this history and its present crisis that the full meaning of the thing comes into

view.

We shall, as we must, return to the question of the status of the kind of
invocations of the Foufold we hear in the meditation on the jugness of the jug.
But we shal do so with the additiona buttressing provided by a larger
understanding of Heidegger's critical reading of the philosophical tradition,
and, coming out of that, of the way in which he judges the most fundamental
guestion facing humanity to be the question of Being: that is, the question as to
what beings-as-awhole, in their Being, i.e., the whole life-world of humanity,

can mean for us today.
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Chapter 15

UNCOVERING THE GREATNESS OF THE WORK OF ART

To delve deeper into Heidegger's writings in the 1930s would be
appropriate to the prolegomena of the previous chapter. In the mid-1930s
Heidegger indulged in a certain rhetoric of greatness. The most notorious of this
rhetoric is the sentence from An Introduction to Metaphysics where Heidegger
distinguishes “what is today being put about as the philosophy of National
Socialism” from “the inner truth and greatness of this movement” (IM, 199)%%°
More revealing — and more disturbing still — are the comments in the Rectora
Address of 1933, where Heidegger declares that there is a “will to greatness’
and that the decision between it and the decline which occurs whenever things
are just allowed to happen determines the fate of “the march that our people has

begun into its future history”.?®” Other instances of the rhetoric of grestness

266 Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, tr. R. Manheim (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1990). If we follow not the published text of 1953, but Pdggeler's
reconstruction it would seem that manuscript referred to “the inner truth and greatness of
N.S.” and that in the lecture he actually said “the inner truth and greatness of the
movement.” There is aso reason to believe that the explanatory phrase “namely, the
encounter between global technology and modern man” was not in the manuscript, as he
claimed later, although it is clear that the confrontation with technology was a, perhaps the,
crucia political question at this time (M, 37-38). On the difference between Heidegger's
account of these event and the historian’s reconstruction of them, see, for example, Otto
Pdggeler, “Nachwort zur zweiten Auflage,” Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers (Pfullingen:
Neske, 1983), 340-42; tr. D. Magurshak and S. Barner, Martin Heidegger’'s Path of
Thinking (Atlantic Highlands; Humanities Press, 1987), 275-77. Also Poggeler “Heideggers
politisches Selbstverstandnis,” in Heidegger und die praktische Philosophie, ed. Annemarie
Gethmann-Seifert and Otto Poggeler (Frankfurt: Suhrkamp, 1988), 59, n.11.

27 Martin Heidegger and National Socialism. Eds. Gunther Neske and Emil Kettering. New
Y ork: Paragon House, 1990.
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could be multiplied,®® but | will focus on somewhat more discreet use of it in
Origin (known fully as, “The Origin of the Work of Art"). The phrase in
guestion is so familiar to everyone that it is readily overlooked. Only as one
reads and rereads the text do the puzzles and enigmas to which Origin givesrise
come to settle on the phrase “ great art.”

At the beginning of the second of the three lectures that constitute the
essay, Heidegger observes that, compared with the work, the artist remains
inconsequential in great art. Only in passing does he indicate that great art alone
is what is under consderation here. “Gerade in der grossen Kunst,
understanding von ihr aleinis hier die Rede, bleibt der Kiinstler gegentiber dem
Werk etwas Gleichglltiges,...” (PLT, 40). The extent and significance of this
restriction is far from clear. How far does this “here’ extend? Does the
restriction refer to the essay as a whole? Or is it confined to the immediate
context of the phrase? From where does Heidegger borrow the concept of
“great art” and to what extent does he underwrite it? On the surface, the concept
of “great art” belongs to aesthetics, and yet Origin is alegedly engaged in
overcoming the aesthetic tradition. The question of whether Heidegger succeeds
in twisting the concept of art free of its metaphysical heritage will prove to be
all the more acute when raised with reference to the concept of great art.

Throughout Heidegger's writings the self-evidence that accompanies
inherited concepts, smply by virtue of their familiarity, is put in question. It
was in those terms that Heldegger introduced the task of the destruction of the

268 As an example of Heidegger's fascination for this theme, see his inscription in the copy of
Burckhardt's Grosee, Gluick and Ungliick in der Weltgeschichte that he gave to art historian
Kurt Bauch at Christmas 1937. Karin Schoeller-von Haslingen, “’Was ist Grosse?,’”
Heidegger Studies 3, 1987/88, pp.15-23. In particular Burckhardt’'s comments on great
poets in the essay “Das Individuum und das Allgemeine (Die historische Grésse)” should
be compared with certain aspects of Heidegger’ s discussion.
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history of ontology in Being and Time (43). That is why one must be cautious
when Heidegger appeals to our familiarity with artworks in an attempt b
resolve the problem that threatens to stop the inquiry from ever getting started.
At the outset of Origin Heidegger observes that the question of the origin of the
work of art cannot be answered with reference to the artist, because the artist is
an artist only virtue of the work. And yet the work needs the artist. Each needs
the other. Furthermore, one cannot turn directly to art, asthisin turn exists only
in works. Heidegger suggests that we must start from actual works, because that
is where art prevails, but he is well aware of the difficulty: “How are we to be
certain that we are indeed basing such an examination on artworks, if we do not
know beforehand what art is?” (PLT, 18). Heidegger breaks the circle, or rather
he is able to embrace it, because “works of art are familiar to everyone”

(Kunstweke sind jerdermann bekannt.) (LT, 18). That is why, in order to
discover what art is, he begins by posing the question of the work.

The question of the work sets the first part of the essay on a circuitous
route. In outline, the question of the work becomes a question of the thingly
aspect of the work. Hence, Heidegger attempts to distinguish the prevalent
concepts of the thing. Because the thing if often confused with equipment,
Heidegger is led to investigate what equipment is. It is only at that point, with
Heidegger pursuing a trajectory that threatens to be always postponing the
guestion of art, that, by what is presented somewhat disingenuously as sheer
good fortune, something is discovered about the work: “unwittingly, in passing
so to speak” (PLT, 35). Thisis because, contrary to the design of the inquiry,
which was to proceed viathe thingly aspect of the thing to the thingly aspect of
the work, the apparent diversion into equipmentality proved to ke a shortcut
insofar as it was a work that instructed us about equipmentality. Everyone is

familiar with equipment, such asapair of shoes (PLT, 32-33). It was smply out
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of convenience that recourse was made to a painting of a pair of shoes. The
reader s told that a pictoria representation would help with the description.
Only subsequently does it emerge that the painting proved to be more than
simply a convenience. The painting allows us to notice the shoe's reliability,
something which the wearer of the shoes, the peasant woman in Heidegger's
example, knows without being specifically aware of it. Certainly there was no
mention of reliability in Being and Time There the Being of equipment was
understood to be usefulness or utility, on the basis of an analysis that relied on
the obtrusiveness that arises when, for example, the shoes are worn out (PLT,
34-35; Being and Time, 103). The rdiability or dependability of the shoes
would never have been discovered without the help of the painting (PLT, 35).
Such is the curious itinerary of the first of the three lectures, rendered all the
more circuitous when in the third lecture it is discovered that the thingly aspect
of the work was rather its earthy character, so that the premise on which the
inquiry set out was false (PLT, 69). One suspects that Heldegger’s itinerary in
the first part of Origin is governed in large measure by a need to redress the
discussion of the readiness to hand in Being and Time, in preparation for the
revision of the concept of the world, now that it is to be juxtaposed with that of
the earth.

The elaborate trgjectory | have just rehearsed was not part of the original
outline of the essay. The discussions of Van Gogh's painting and of the
different concepts of the thing in the first part of Origin were added to the text
only when the origina lecture was expanded into three lectures during 1936.
The three lectures were delivered in Frankfurt in November and December
1936, and they form the basis of the edition published in 1950 in Holzwege with
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the addition of an epilogue.?®® Two earlier versions of the lecture were
published in France.?’® This is the version Heidegger delivered in Freiburg on
13 November 1935, a full year before the Frankfurt version. Heidegger repeated
it in Zurich in January 1936. The publication of this text as “the first version”
seems to have provoked the editors of the Heidegger Gesamtausgabe into
releasing an undated, but clearly earlier, version under the title “VVom Ursprung

des Kunstwerks. Erste Ausarbeitung”.2"*

A comparison of the three versions— which | will refer to asthe first draft,
the Freiburg lecture, and the Frankfurt lectures respectively — helps to reveal the
dynamic of Heidegger’ s questioning and allows certain neglected features of the
text to be highlighted. Furthermore, the differences between the three versions
show Heidegger negotiating — or perhaps rather evading — the political realities
of his time. However, even if | succeed in showing that there is an unsavory
political dimension to the essay, this does not mean that the essay can smply be
dismissed. It is not difficult to show that alanguage is contaminated, especialy
when that serves to redtrict a text to a monotonous or monological reading, one

that deprives the text of any truth it might convey. However, before judging

289 Heidegger’s claim that parts of the epilogue were written at the same time as the lecture has
been confirmed by the publication of earlier versions of the lecture. The 1950 text was
revised — athough most of the modifications were relatively minor — when it was published
separately in 1960 in the Reclam series. At the same time Heidegger included an
Addendum that was written in 1956. The addendum tries in a certain way to rewrite the
essay from the standpoint that Heidegger had attained in the 1950s. It was this text that
formed the basis for the Hofstadter translation in Poetry, Language, Thought. The Reclam
text, and not the 1950 version, served as the basis for the edition of Heidegger's Holzwege
that appeared as Volume 5 of Heidegger’s Gesamtausgabe. Some notes were added drawn
from Heidegger’'s copies of the third edition of Holzwege (1957) and the Reclam edition.
The most recent version of Holzwege published independently of the Gesamtausgabe
follows this text.

210 pe I'origine de I'oeuvre d'art. Premiere version (1935). Ed. E. Martineau (Paris:

Authentica, 1987).
271 «\/om Ursprung des Kunstwerks. Erste Ausarbeitung,” Heidegger Studies 5 (1989), 5-22.
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Heidegger’'s political stance on the basis of such an analysis, one would need to
compare Heidegger's language not just with the Nazi discourses on art of the

same period, but also with other discourses on art.

To take just one example, it is not enough o show that Heidegger shares
the Nazis enthusiasm for the word Volk, not least because it was dready a
common term in German discussions of art prior to the twentieth century. It is
instructive in this context to recall Gadamer's observations in an essay written
in 1966 on “The Universality of the Hermeneutical Problem.” At one point in
the essay Gadamer focuses on the experience of the alienation of aesthetic
consciousness that arises when one judges works of art on the basis of their
aesthetic quality. He observes that the problem had aready been recognized in a
particularly distorted form when National Socialist politics of art, “as a means
to its own ends, tried to criticize formalism by arguing that art is bound to a
people.” 2> Gadamer did not mention Heidegger by name, nor is there any
indication there or elsewhere that he would subsume Heidegger's essay under
this label, but what he went on to say would apply perfectly well to Origin.

Despite its misuse by the National Socialists, we cannot deny
that the idea of art being bound to a people involves area
insight. A genuine artistic creation stands within a particular
community, and such a community is always distinguishable
from the cultured society that is informed and terrorized by art
criticism.?”

272 Hans-Georg Gadamer, Kleine Schiften | (Ttbingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1967), 102-103; tr. David
E. Linge, Philosophical Hermeneutics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1976), 5.

213 H-G. Gadamer, “Zur Einfihrung,” in M. Heidegger, Der Urspring des Kunstwerkes
(Stuttgart: Reclam, 1967), 101.
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The notion of the Volk has tended to play only a minor role in the
interpretation of Origin. Gadamer fails to mention it in his introduction to the
Reclam edition of Heidegger's essay.?’* It is possible that the word has been
ignored, wittingly or not, out of a certain sensitivity, an attempt to safeguard
Heidegger’ s text from being reduced to an address to the German people, which
in certain respects is exactly what it was — even when delivered to the student
body at Zurich University. Far from it being the case that Heidegger retreated
into a discussion of art in consequence of his political disillusonment, as used
to be said on occasion, the texts on art and poetry have a strong political
component.?”® Indeed, to neglect the political dimension of Heidegger's text is
to risk restricting Origin to the reAlm of aesthetic alienation, instead of

recognizing it as a response to aesthetic alienation.

The published work, Beitrage zur Philosophie, confirms that Heidegger's
essay belongs to the overcoming of aesthetics. In a section entitled
“’Metaphysics and the Origin of the Work of Art” Heidegger writes that,

The question [of the origin of the work of art] standsin
innermost connection with the task of the overcoming of
aesthetics and that means at the same time of a§pecific
account of beings as objectively representable.?’®

2% |pid., 102-125.

275 phjlippe Lacoue-Labarthe reminded his readers that in 1933 Heidegger never said that “the
beginnings of ‘a Verwindung' of nihilism are to be in poetic thinking.” La fiction du
politique (Paris: Christian Bourgois, 1987), 86; tr. Chris Turner, Heidegger, Art and Politics
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1990), 55. Whereas the turn to Holderlin is dramatic in 1934 with
the lecture course on the poems Germanien and Der Rhein, Heidegger's ambiguity are
chartered by recent biographical studies of Heidegger.

Beitrage zur Philosophie. GA 65 (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1989), 503. Also in English as
Contributions to Philosophy (On Enowning), tr. P. Emad and K. Maly (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1999).
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It is clear that Heidegger means Origin to put aesthetics radicaly into
question, but this introduces a difficulty. Isit not possible that the concept of art
is irretrievably marked by aesthetics? That Heidegger is engaged in a radical
questioning of the concept of art is confirmed by An Introduction to
Metaphysics. In the context of his statement that for us moderns the beautiful is
what reposes and relaxes, such that art is a matter for pastry cooks, he says,
“We must procure for the word ‘art’ and that which it names a new content on
the basis of an original and recaptured basic position to Being” (IM, 132): “Wir
mussen dem Wort ‘Kunst'” und dem, was es nennen will, aus einer urspringlich
wiedergewonnen Grundstellung zum Sein einen neuem Gehat verschaffen.”
The question is how far Origin accomplishes this task. When Heidegger
answers the question of the origin of the work of art by designating art to be an
origin, has he given the concept of art a new content? Does reliance on the
familiarity of art, and specificaly of great art, not imply a certain reliance on
aesthetics?

Heidegger specifically explores the relation between great art and
aesthetics in his account of the “Six Basic Developments of the History of
Aesthetics’ in the first of the lecture courses on Nietzsche. Heidegger offers this
history in preparation for a reading of Nietzsche, but it is an indispensable
accompaniment to Origin, especially as it belongs to the same period as the
Frankfurt version of the lectures. The text explores the relation between the
history of the essence of aesthetics and the history of the essence of art.?’” The
correlation Heidegger establishes across the six stages is an extraordinary one.
Prior to metaphysics, there is great art, but there is as yet no aesthetics. Only

when great art comes to an end, at the time of Plato and Aristotle, does

27T Nietzsche, Vol. 1. The Will to Power as Art. Tr. D.F. Krell (New York: Harper & Row,
1984), 79,
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aesthetics begin. The third stage, which corresponds to modernity, is
characterized by the formation of a dominant aesthetics in terms of aesthesis. It
is accompanied by the decline of great art. In Hegdl, the fourth stage, aesthetics
achieves its greatest possible height. Meanwhile, great art comes to an end.
Nevertheless, the history has two further stages to run. The fifth stage is referred
to Wagner and the collective artwork, which marks the dissolution of sheer
feeing and which, in its effects, is the opposite of great art. Aesthetics become
psychology in the manner of the natural sciences, and a the same time art
history develops. Finally, aesthetics is thought to an end by Nietzsche in the
physiology of art. Heidegger himself does not here directly underwrite the idea,
which he attributes to Nietzsche, of art as the countermovement of nihilism,
although it could be argued that he does so in “The Question Concerning
Technology.”

It might seem that in this history art takes an inordinate time to die and
suffers many false deaths in the process, like the hero or heroine of a Victorian
melodrama. In other respects, however, this story of decline is typically
Heideggerian, even mirroring in its stages Heidegger’' s account of the history of
the essence of truth (cf. PLT, 81). But in this case Heidegger seems to have
been more determined than ever to have history convey a mora. Art and
aesthetics are not compatible. Aesthetics prospers as art declines. Aesthetics is
great when it tells what greet art used to be.

Heidegger constructs this history from a framework borrowed largely
from Hegel, while using the inclusion of Nietzsche to subvert the Hegelian

starting point.2’® Although Hegel is presented as the Vollendung or completion

278 For another discussion of the relation of Heidegger's “The Origin of the Work of Art” to
Hegel based on Heidegger’'s brief sketch of the history of aesthetics and of art, see J.
Taminiaux, “Le dépassement Heideggérrian de I'esthétique et |'héritage de Hegel,”
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of aesthetics, Heidegger will later in the lecture course acknowledge that
Nietzsche is its extreme form (Nietzsche, Bands 1 & 2. Pfullingen: Neske, 1961,
129 { hereafter referenced as Nietzsche} ). Great art is defined not on the basis of
aesthetic judgments concerning the relative merits of different artistic styles but,
in Hegel’s phrase, as an “absolute need” (Nietzsche, 84-85). Its task, in
Heidegger's paraphrase of Hegel, is to be “the definite fashioner and preserver
of the absolute” (Nietzsche, 90). In Heidegger's own language, great art is “the
definitive formulation and preservation of beings as a whole” (Nietzsche, 89).
But Hegel is clear that in these terms, the work performed by great art passed to
religion and finally to philosophy. That is the meaning of the famous sentence,
“Art is and remains for us, on the side of its highest vocation, something
past.”279

Heidegger’ s sketch of the history of art and aesthetics does nothing to ease
the suspicion that surrounds the quest for a non metaphysical concept of art.
This is because Heidegger is hampered by the lack of a Greek concept of art.
The Greek word techne is associated with the second stage of the history of art
and aesthetics, not its first stage, which is where Heidegger located grest art.
When in Origin Heidegger appeals to techne, it is in the context of his
observation that it is difficult to distinguish the essential features which separate
the creation of works from the making of equipment, an observation which

looks as if it might threaten his attempt to separate the two. To compound the

Recoupements (Brussels: Ousia, 1982), 175-208. Andreas Grossmann insists that
Heidegger's approach is opposed to that of Hegel, but he does not take into account
Heidegger's sketch of the history of aesthetics that helps establish the complexity of the
relation as detailed in the present chapter. See “Hegel, Heidegger, and the Question of Art
Today,” Research in Phenomenology 20, 1990, 112-135.

G.W.F. Hegel, Vorlesungen liber die Asthetik I, Werke in zwanzig Banden 13 (Frankfurt:
Suhrkamp, 1970), 25; tr. T.M. Knox, Aesthetics V.1 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1975), 11.

279
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difficulty he recals the fact that the Greeks not only used the same work for
both art and craft, they did not distinguish between craftsmen and artists.
Indeed, both trandations of techne, “art” and “ craft,” are mideading: techneisa
form of knowing. Heidegger’ s redetermination of techne as Wissen, a“knowing
which supports and conducts every irruption into the midst of beings’
(Nietzsche, 81), is something on which he ingsts in a number of different
contexts. But Heidegger fails to address the question of why the Greeks, who
belonged to the time of great art and who alegedly “understood something
about works of art” (PLT, 59), did not leave in their language any mark of the
distinction between the artwork and equipment.

Nevertheless, Heidegger does give an account of how within metaphysics
the same conceptuality of production — the notion of eidos in Plato, the notions
of form and meatter in Aristotle — are applied indiscriminately to works of art
and to equipment. “All reflection on art and the artwork, al art theory and
aesthetics since the Greeks stands until now under a remarkable fatality. With
the Greeks (Plato and Aristotle) reflection on art employed the characterization
of the artwork as a thing that was made, that is, a work of equipment
[Zeugwerk]. Thereby the artwork is at firgt, and that means here in its actual
Being, formed matter” Qrigin, 52). Elsewhere Heidegger explains that the
distinction between matter and form arose in the realm of manufacture and was
subsequently transferred to that of art (Nietzsche, 82). That metaphysics blocks
our access to the work as work is an idea easily accommodated within a
Heideggerian framework. What is hard to reconcile with it is the apparent lack
of any recognition among the Greeks of the kind of distinction between work
and equipment Heidegger seeks. In contrast to the broad conception of techne
employed by the Greeks, he wants a highly restricted conception of great art.

This does nothing to ease the suspicion that Heidegger's conception of art is
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trading off the very aesthetics that it is supposed to question. It ssems that at
various junctures Heidegger’s discussion relies precisely on the kind of self-
evidence that a thoroughgoing destruction is supposed to put in question (cf. GA
5,12; PLT, 22).

How else is one to understand the absence from Origin of any senterce
that would say for art what Heidegger said for religion in his lectures on
Heraclitus in the summer of 1943:. “There is no Greek reigion at al”
(Heraclitus, 13)? This is of particular importance given Heidegger’'s tendency
to equate what is Greek with what is fundamental and to relegate what the
Greeks lacked to the reAlm of the derivative and deficient. For Heidegger,
religion, both as aword a thing, is Roman. Why does Heidegger not say, “There
is no Greek art at all?” This would not commit him to saying that there is no
Greek tragedy, no Greek music, no Greek dance, and so on. It would smply
acknowledge that the Greeks did not share the fairly recent sense that these
activities have something in common that can be designated art. In fact, he
seems to assume the collectivity of the fine arts, as when he refers to the way
the Greeks accorded a primacy to poetry among the arts (Nietzsche, 164-
165).28% The evidence is rather that they laced that conception of the arts that
would lead one to juxtapose poetry and, for example, architecture or music. In
other words, Heidegger appears to take the modern system of les belles artes for

granted and incorporates it into his conception of art.?®*

280 At one point it looks as if Heidegger might have attempted to displace the concept of art by
narrowing his focus and adopting the concept of poetry (GA 5, 59; PLT, 72), but thereisno
evidence of him sustaining the attempt beyond Origin.

281 gee W. Tatarkiewicz, “Classification of Artsin Antiquity,” Journal of the History of Ideas
24, 1963, 231-240, and P.O. Kristeller, “The Modern System of the Arts,” Renaissance
Thought and the Arts (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), 163-227.
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Although Heidegger can be faulted for the way he approaches the concept
of art, he is more circumspect in his approach to the artwork itself. Because
metaphysics serves to obstruct access to the work as work, the question of the
accessbility of the work is central to Heidegger's attempt to overcome
aesthetics. It is the problem with which Heidegger begins the draft version of
Origin; just as it introduces “The Work and Truth,” which is the second of the
three lectures congtituting the Frankfurt version. Heidegger repeats in this
context the observation that the usua or inherited concepts of the thing have
blocked our access to the work-being of the work. He suggests that to gain
access to the work it is necessary to remove it from al relation to everything
else. This presumably means that the work should not be referred to anything
other than itself. For example, the work is not to be referred to the artist. This
proposal is made to sound the most natural way to proceed. Perhaps it would
have been prior to the publication of Being and Time, where the analysis in
sections 15 to 18 showed that only when things are approached in ther
interconnection can one discover the relational structure that exhibits the
readiness to hand of equipment. This suggests that Heidegger is being
disingenuous when he of al people poses the question of the self-subsistence of
the work in precisaly these terms. Nevertheless, it proves to be a highly
convenient way of focusing on the context in which art appears, and,
importantly, given Heidegger's remarkable neglect of this aspect elsewhere in
this essay, quite explicitly with reference to equipment (GA 5, 21; PLT, 32), it
introduces an historico-cultural perspective. Artworks have been torn out of
their own space to be exhibited in museums. Indeed, it often seems that the
museum, as the place where art is exhibited, determines for the public what is
and what is not art. A short essay on Raphad’s Sxtina, written in 1955,
develops the point at greater length:
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“Wherever this picture may yet be ‘exhibited’ in future, it has
lost its place [Ort]. That it might unfold its own essence
incipiently, that is to say, that is might itself determine its
place, remains denied to it. Transformed in its essence as
artwork, the picture wanders into the aien. Presentation in a
museum levels everything into the indifference of ‘exhibition.’
In an exhibition there are only sites, but no places’ (GA 13,
120).

The exhibition, the museum, corresponds in respect of location to the time
of aesthetics.

Even if a work remains in its origina location, as usualy happens with
architectural works, once the world of the work has perished, nothing can be
done to restore it. As a result of the withdrawal and decay of its world, the
works are no longer works. They are past (GA 5, 30; Origin, 22; PLT, 41).
Although Heidegger does not say vergangenes but Gewesenen, the reference to
Hegel’ s claim about the past character of art is clear. The self-subsistence of the
work has fled. It is not smply that the art industry combines with the ordinary
inherited concept of the thing to obstruct our access to the work as work, which
might suggest that the work-being of the work remained concealed but intact.
No amount of textual emendation, no extensive critical apparatus, can restore

Sophocles' text to its own world and so let it be awork once nore.

The work does not belong to the museum world, the world documented
by historians, or the world of the art industry. It belongs to the world it opens up
by itself. Heidegger illustrates the working of art with the following example:
“The temple, in its standing there, first gives to things their look and to men
their outlook on themselves.” He immediately adds, “This view remains open as
long as the work is a work, as long as the god has now fled from it.” With the

flight of the god from the temple, the self-subsistence of the work has fled with
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it (GA 5, 30; PLT, 41). If Heidegger had indeed visited “the remains of a Greek
temple,” for example that at Paestum, he would have found not a place but a
gte, or in the words of Being and Time simply “a bit of the past... dill in the
present” (BT, 430).

This raises the question of Heidegger’s own access to the work. How did
he arrive at his description of the temple? Can he account for his text at this
point? He does at one point suggest that a recollection (Erinnerung) of the work
can bring back what is past even to the point where such a recollection might
offer the work a place from which to shape history. Nevertheless, this is to be
distinguished from the case “where the work is preserved in the truth that
happens by the work itsef” (GA 5, 56; PLT, 68). The draft version makes clear
what is a issue in this distinction. Historical recollection may enable us to
experience the temple as Paestum or the cathedral a Bamburg as an
“expression” of thelr respec