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It is proper to every gathering
that the gatherers assemble to
coordinate their efforts to the
sheltering; only when they have
gathered together with that end
in view do they begin to gather.

—Martin Heidegger, Logos
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PREFACE

This book offers a selection from the writings of the German think-
er Martin Heidegger, born September 26, 1889, in Messkirch, died
May 26, 1976, in Freiburg. Its dual purpose is to provide English-
speaking students of philosophy and of the arts and sciences with
(1) an introduction to Heidegger's thought, and (2) essays particu-
larly thought-provoking for students’ own areas of interest. It ad-
vances the claim to a “basic” selection only with the proviso that
other essays excluded for reasons of length may be as basic for an
understanding of Heidegger'’s thought. Although Martin Heidegger
studied plans for the volume during the winter and spring of 1974-
75, generously offering suggestions concerning inclusions and ex-
clusions, the plan adopted here cannot be called an “authorized”
one.

Eleven selections appear: eight complete essays, two uncut
excerpts from larger works, and one abridged piece. With the ex-
ception of Reading VI, “Modern Science, Metaphysics, and Math-
ematics,” the sequence of selections is chronological by order of
composition.

The major improvements in this second, revised and expanded
edition of Basic Writings are these: (1) Heidegger’s most concise
account of his thinking concerning language and propriation (Er-
eignis) has been added (see Reading X, “The Way to Language”);
(2) Reading 1V, “The Origin of the Work of Art,” now appears com-
plete, including the Epilogue and the 1956 Addendum; (3) I have
checked through each piece, correcting the errors that have come
to my attention during the past fifteen years and making more con-
sistent the translation of a number of fundamental words. For ex-
ample, “clearing” is now used for Lichtung, “to propriate” for sich

X
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ereignen, “propriation” for Ereignis. Yet because such changes are
expensive to make I have kept them to a minimum, in order to keep
the price of the book as low as possible. 1 have updated the “Sug-
gestions for Further Study” with the help of Robert Bernasconi and
Joel Shapiro, but have not really been able to do the same for my
General Introduction: the publication of a whole range of Heideg-
ger's Marburg lecture courses in the Collected Edition has so en-
riched and complicated our understanding that 1 could not easily
absorb these new materials into my account. I have tried to deal
with some of these new publications in my books, Intimations of
Mortality: Time, Truth, and Finitude in Heidegger's Thinking of
Being, 2nd ed. (University Park, Pa.: Pennsylvania State University
Press, 1991) and Daimon Life: Heidegger and Life-Philosophy
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1992), to which I refer the
interested reader.

Two considerations ultimately determined the choice of the se-
lections. First, 1 tried to offer a glimpse of Heidegger's path of
thought from the late 1920s until his death, although restrictions of
space forced the exclusion of many signposts along that path. Sec-
ond, I studied each piece with a view to its autonomy, accessibility,
and the special significance of the issues raised in it. Reluctantly,
again for reasons of space, 1 excluded essays on the “history of
Being” and on the great thinkers of the Western tradition. Perhaps
a second volume will someday be able to offer a selection of Hei-
degger’s attempts to recover and renew the thought of Heraclitus
and Parmenides, Plato and Aristotle, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, and
Nietzsche. To friends who have urged the inclusion of these and
other materials—and who will be chagrined to find more than one
favorite essay missing—I enter the anthologist’s plea: even aside
from the external pressures that limit his or her freedom, gatherers
visit blossoms already most familiar to them, and cannot know or
cull the entire garden.

Although I will argue that the later essays refine the project an-
nounced and begun even before Being and Time (1927) and that
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therefore the best way to approach Heidegger’s career of thought is
to read the essays in the order they appear here up to “The End of
Philosophy and the Task of Thinking” (1964), editors’ arguments are
often best ignored. Heidegger himself emphasized that the issues to
which these essays respond are what is important. He discouraged
biographical or doxographical fixations on “Martin Heidegger” and
encouraged questioning on the matters of thinking and for the sake
of thinking—zur Sache des Denkens. Readers most intrigued by
questions in the natural sciences, for example, might well begin
with the sixth and seventh selections, “Modern Science, Metaphys-
ics, and Mathematics” and “The Question Concerning Technolo-
gy,” only then going back to the second and first readings, “What
I[s Metaphysics?” and “Being and Time.” Those with a background
primarily in the fine arts may want to begin with the fourth essay,
“The Origin of the Work of Art,” only then entering the territory
of the sciences and technology via the eighth, “Building Dwelling
Thinking.” Those most interested in languages and literatures may
want to set out on “The Way to Language,” Reading X, first of all.
Students intrigued by theory of knowledge may first wish to hear
what Heidegger has to say in the third selection, “On the Essence
of Truth.” Students of history or politics may find the “Letter on
Humanism,” Reading V, a fruitful beginning. Those who haven't
the benefit of a teacher’s suggestions and can't think of a place to
start might try the ninth selection, “What Calls for Thinking?” In
short, the sequence of the readings is not a matter for strict obser-
vance; the book is placed at the disposal of all who may find in it
food for thought.

Five selections appear in translations prepared especially for this
volume: (1) “Being and Time: Introduction,” by Joan Stambaugh,
in collaboration with J. Glenn Gray and the editor; (2) “What Is
Metaphysics?” by the editor; (3) “On the Essence of Truth,” by John
Sallis; (4) “Letter on Humanism,” by Frank A. Capuzzi, in collab-
oration with J. Glenn Gray and the editor; and (5) “The Way to
Language,” by the editor.
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Footnotes in the readings indicated by arabic numerals are
Heidegger’s; those marked with an asterisk are by the translator or
editor as indicated. All explanatory insertions in Heidegger’s texts
by translators or the editor appear in square brackets. Quotations
on the title pages of the readings are from Heidegger’s From the
Experience of Thinking (1947); the translations are by the late Albert
Hofstadter, one of the ablest and most generous of translators.

Permission to reprint copyrighted material was graciously extend-
ed by the Henry Regnery Company of Chicago for selections from
Martin Heidegger, What Is A Thing? (1967), translated by W. B.
Barton, Jr., and Vera Deutsch.

Note that the word “man” and the masculine pronouns associ-
ated with it, both in Heidegger’s essays and in my own remarks, are
no more than conveniently brief ways of translating der Mensch,
“the human being.”

My thanks to Basic Writings’ many friends and helpers over the
years, now far too many to list by name, except for my assistants at
DePaul University, Anna Vaughn and Ashley Carr, who worked so
skillfully on this new edition, and my continuing gratitude to the
man who two years before his death served as the book’s general
editor and tutelary genius—J. Glenn Gray.

D.F.K.
Chicago
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION:
THE QUESTION OF BEING

If it serves its purpose, this entire book will be an introduction to
the question of Being in the thought of Martin Heidegger. This
“general” introduction to that more demanding one will first try to
sketch the prehistory of the question in Heidegger’s early years up
to its decisive formulation in Being and Time (1927). But because
only the Introduction to Heidegger’s major work appears in these
Basic Writings, the present introduction, after outlining the prehis-
tory of the question, will offer a brief analysis of Being and Time.
It will close by trying to show how the later essays advance the
project undertaken in that work.

In the summer of 1907 the pastor of Trinity Church in Constance
gave a seventeen-year-old high school student a book that was too
difficult for him. It was the dissertation of Franz Brentano, On the
Manifold Meaning of Being according to Aristotle (1862). Martin
Heidegger later called that book “the chief help and guide of my
first awkward attempts to penetrate into philosophy.”

1. Martin Heidegger, “My Way to Phenomenology,” in Martin Heidegger, On Time
and Being, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), p. 74. See also
Heidegger's Antrittsrede to the Heidelberg Academy of Sciences, printed in Jahreshefte
1957-58, reprinted in Martin Heidegger, Frithe Schriften (Frankfurt am Main: V. Klos-
termann, 1972), pp. ix-xi, and translated by Hans Seigfried in Man and World, vol.
III, no. 1 (1970), 3-4. In addition to the published sources cited in what follows I am
indebted to conversations on various aspects of Heideggers career with Hannah
Arendt, J. Glenn Gray, Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann, and Martin Heidegger.



4 BASIC WRITINGS

The young author of that dissertation now being studied by the
even younger Freiburg student conceded that his book strove “to
solve difficulties experienced scholars have called insoluble.”? Bren-
tano was trying to unravel the meaning of a word that had long
puzzled Aristotle—to on, “being.” “The question that was raised in
earliest times,” Aristotle had written, “that we raise today, and that
will always be raised and will always be a matter of perplexity [is]: ti
to on, What is being?”

For his main text Brentano chose a passage in Aristotle’s Meta-
physics (V1, 1, 1026a 33ff.) that reduced the many meanings of “be-
ing” to four, and he devoted a chapter to each meaning: (1) being
in its essential and inessential senses; (2) being in the sense of the
true; (3) being in the sense of potentiality and actuality; and (4) be-
ing in the various senses derived from the schema of the categories.
Bewildering though this list may be, the text from which it derives
was actually one of the least complicated Brentano could have
found. Other passages in the Metaphysics expanded this list of
meanings to include words which in translation read as follows: be-
ing as substance, property, on-the-way-to-substance, privation of sub-
stantial forms, being that has no existence outside the intellect, being
of finished but dependent existences, and being of movement, gen-
eration, and corruption. It seemed a bit of an understatement to
call “being” a homonym—a word with “manifold meanings.” But
when the young Heidegger followed Brentano’s lead a year later and
looked into Aristotle’s own works the riddle became even more puz-
zling. For Aristotle believed that all these equally incomprehensible
meanings pointed toward one essential sense and insisted that one
privileged science devote itself to the search for that sense.

We speak of being in many senses but always with a view to one sense and to
one nature. Not simply in the way we use identical expressions but in the way

2. Franz Brentano, Von der mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles
(Freiburg-im-Breisgau: Herder, 1862), p. vii. See D. F. Krell, Intimations of Mortality:
Time, Truth, and Finitude in Heidegger's Thinking of Being, chap. 4.

3. Aristotle, Metaphysics, VII, 3, 1028b 2-4.
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everything healthy is related to health, inasmuch as it preserves or restores
health or is a sign of health. . . . In precisely this way we speak of being in
many senses but always with a view to one dominant source. . . . And just as
there is one science of the healthy so it is in all such cases. . . . Obviously
therefore it is proper for one science to study being insofar as it is being.*

Had some Polonius asked the young man what he was reading in his
two books on “being” he might well have answered, “Words, words,
words.” German words from recent times trying to translate Latin
words from a bygone age that were trying to translate Greek words
from antiquity. But what were the Greek words trying to translate?
And whatever it was that for two thousand years had been sinking in
the debris of gutted libraries, why be concerned with it now? Why
should “being” fascinate a boy who, although studious and devout—
the firstborn son of the Messkirch sacristan, one of the boys who rang
the bells of the church that gave him his name and who thought he
might like to be a university professor some day—preferred swimming
and skiing to everything else? Or almost everything else.

It must have been apparent to the young Heidegger that not only
did the question of the meaning of “being” elude easy answer, it also
withheld its sense as a question. Brentano succeeded in demonstrating
that the question of being captivated Aristotle as the single most im-
portant question. Heidegger's classical education, emphasizing study
of the Greek, Latin, and German languages and literatures, could
hardly have failed to demonstrate that Aristotle had almost single-
handedly laid the foundations of the sciences. Heidegger knew in
some detail Aristotle’s contributions to, or creation of, what were later
called physics, biology, astronomy, psychology, logic, rhetoric, literary
criticism, ethics, and political science. But Aristotle’s broadest and
deepest question, which demanded an account (logos) of the Being of
beings (onta) and so became known as “ontology,” although it incited
disputations for the next two thousand years, seemed to have lost all
meaning. The question of being? A baffling nexus of fateful signifi-

4. Metaphysics, 1V, 2, 1003a 33ff.
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cance and fatal obscurity. How could even a sense for the question
awaken? Whatever the reasons for his early, intense, and never abated
passion for it—and we should not expect these or any biographical
remarks to solve the enigma—in Heidegger that question evolved with
astonishing persistence and in no haste. “The following question con-
cerned me in quite a vague manner: If being [Seiende] is predicated
with manifold significance, then what is its leading, fundamental sig-
nification? What does Being [Sein] mean?”

It was furthermore what Nietzsche would have called an untimely
question, a thought out of season. Auguste Comte’s Discours sur

‘esprit positif (1844) had determined that human reason was now
entering its third and most mature phase of development. Having
overcome rank superstition by means of theological fictions and
purged theology with distillates of metaphysic, the positive spirit of
the modern age now had to abandon the chimerical, arbitrary,
vague, and idle questions of ontology or theory of being in favor of
the real, certain, precise, and useful undertakings of sciences such
as mathematics, astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, and soci-
ology. Though theory of being might once upon a time have rooted
the sciences to a common source, and though Aristotle was surely
the taproot of the entire system, the Battle of the Ancients and
Moderns had long since uprooted the venerable tree of knowledge
and forced its branches to scatter on the winds of positive Progress.
While positivism encouraged high-handed neglect or underhanded
reduction of such questions as Being, other critical thinkers, as we
shall see, attacked from within.

In 1909 Heidegger sought help for his seemingly anachronistic
question from a book by Carl Braig, On Being: An Outline of On-
tology (1896). Braig taught systematic theology at Freiburg Univer-
sity. That same year Heidegger began to study theology under

5. Martin Heidegger, On Time and Being, p. 74, for this and the following biograph-
ical material.
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Professor Braig, stimulated by “the penetrating kind of thinking this
teacher concretely demonstrated in every lecture hour” and en-
couraged by conversations they had during walks after class. Some
months later the young theology student learned of a multivolume
work that a student of Franz Brentano had published a decade ear-
lier—Edmund Husserl’s Logical Investigations. Expecting that they
too might shed light on the multiple meanings of being, Heidegger
borrowed the volumes from the university library. That expectation
was disappointed, but Husserl’s own project, which his second vol-
ume called a “phenomenology,” intrigued the young Heidegger. In
1911, after four semesters at the university, he made philosophy his
major field of study. Though never losing his interest in theology,
Heidegger saw this discipline withdraw from the center of his schol-
arly work and felt the religion it was to serve becoming less and less
centripetal for the life taking shape in him. He read widely in phi-
losophy and in the human and natural sciences, studied the Ger-
man poets Hoélderlin, Rilke, and Georg Trakl, read the novels of
Dostoevsky and the works of Sgren Kierkegaard, and encountered
the newly expanded edition of unpublished notes by Friedrich
Nietzsche collected under the title The Will to Power. Many of these
authors might have discouraged Heidegger’s interest in theory of
being. Kierkegaard scorned the systematic ontology of Hegel as
something between a fairy tale and a swindle; Dostoevsky’s heroes
eschewed Aristotle and asked instead whether God could be forgiv-
en his complicity in a world where innocents are murdered. Twelve
months before Heidegger was born Nietzsche sequestered himself
in the Swiss Alps and in Twilight of the Idols wrote that the “highest
concepts” of Western metaphysics were nothing more than “the last
wisps of evaporating reality.”¢ Of all the idols vanishing in the
twilight, “being” must have been the first to go. In The Will to Power

6. Friedrich Nietzsche Werke, ed. Karl Schlechta, 6th ed. (Munich: C. Hanser,
1969), 11, 958; cf. Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, trans. Ralph
Manheim (Garden City, NY: Doubleday-Anchor Books, 1961), p. 29.
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Heidegger read that Being was a necessary fiction, an invention of
weary folk who cannot endure a world of ceaseless change and eter-
nal Becoming.” In Nietzsche’s view the history of ontology—which
was in fact the history of nihilism—sought a world of definable
Being solely in order to rescue man from time. Interest in Being,
Nietzsche elsewhere wrote, sprang from revenge against time and
its “It-was.” Not only was the question of Being anachronistic but
its suspicious relationship with time also made its pursuit, at least
in traditional metaphysics, a symptom of decadence.

Not only Nietzsche but other sources as well brought together
for Heidegger the issues of Being and time. Henri Bergson had been
lecturing on time for the past several years in Paris; Edmund Hus-
serl remained particularly intrigued by the phenomenon of our in-
ternal consciousness of time. But from Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky,
and Nietzsche, Heidegger learned that this question of Being and
time, if it were to be pursued at all, would have to be worked out
concretely, with attention to historically relevant problems. It would
not be enough to shuffle concepts that went back to the age of
Aristotle: a new relation to the old language of philosophy would
have to be won. The search for a concrete interpretation of the mean-
ing of Being, so mysteriously related to time, so inevitably bound
up with language, could not really get under way until Heidegger
had completed his formal education and became free to teach. But
a sense for the question stirred underground and what had germi-
nated in 1907 would break through the surface twenty years later
with Being and Time.

Under the direction of Heinrich Rickert, whose neo-Kantian ori-
entation emphasized training in logic, theory of knowledge, and
value-theory, and with the help of his teachers in theology, mathe-

7. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Will to Power, trans. Walter Kaufmann and R. J. Hol-
lingdale (New York: Random House, 1967), note 585 A; cf. notes 516-17, 531, 570,
572, 579, 581-82, 617, 708.

8. Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, in The Portable Nietzsche, ed. Wal-
ter Kaufmann (New York: Viking Press, 1954), pp. 251-53; Schlechta ed., 11, 392ff.



General Introduction: The Question of Being 9

matics, and physics, Heidegger prepared a doctoral dissertation en-
titled The Doctrine of Judgment in Psychologism: A Critical-Positive
Contribution to Logic (1913). This work vigorously opposed the re-
duction of logical procedures and norms to psychological processes,
a reduction encouraged by the general climate of positivism—the
word “positive” in Heidegger’s subtitle must not be understood in
the Comtean sense!—but resisted by the neo-Kantian schools of
Hermann Cohen, Wilhelm Windelband, and Heidegger’s own men-
tors. Often cited in the work were the books of Emil Lask, a former
student of Rickert’s, influenced too by Edmund Husserl, an ener-
getic opponent of psychologism.® However, Heidegger’s preoccupation
proved to be not psychologism but the being of validity, especially
in the logic of negative assertions and impersonal statements.

It would be a mistake to assume that Heidegger felt perfectly at
home with his director’s neo-Kantian persuasion. In his first pub-
lished article (1912) Heidegger had been sharply critical of all the
well-known “schools” of modern philosophy since Descartes, which
seemed excessively preoccupied with knowledge-theory.!* Heidegger
tentatively supported a brand of “critical realism” that sought a mid-
dle path between the “empirical sensationism” of Ernst Mach and
the “immanentism” descended from Berkeley’s radical idealism and
Kant’s critical idealism or “phenomenalism.” Without wishing to
revert to a naive realism exulting in the self-evidence of the external
world, Heidegger rejected epistemology’s involvement in problems
nd longer vital to the conduct of the sciences. No scientific re-
searcher in morphology or microbiology, chemistry or astronomy,
doubted the efficacious relation of their work to the outside world;
none of them grew apprehensive over the possibility that they were

9. Heidegger's doctoral dissertation now appears in Martin Heidegger, Friihe Schrif-
ten (cf. note 1, above). Lask is cited on pp. 118-19, Husserl on pp. 5-6 and 68. Note
also the remarks on Bertrand Russell, p. 115n.

10. See Martin Heidegger, “The Problem of Reality in Modern Philosophy,” trans.
Philip J. Bossert, in the Journal of the Bntish Society for Phenomenology, vol. 1V, no.
1 (1973). 61ft.
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working with “mere sensations” or shadows cast by an evil genie.
Even in this early piece Heidegger called for “positively progressive
work” in philosophy, not in the sense of a positivistic rejection of
metaphysics, but in the sense of a reflection that would formulate
new problems and stimulate advancement in the natural and his-
torical sciences. He began and concluded his article with a refer-
ence to ancient Greek and medieval scholastic philosophy—both
dominated by the figure of Aristotle—which had not succumbed
to epistemological disputes within the horizonless desert of the
subject-object split.

With the outbreak of the war in 1914 Heidegger enlisted in the
army, but after two months’ service he was discharged for reasons
of health. He now began work on his Habilitationsschrift, a second
dissertation that would allow him to teach in the university as Pri-
vatdozent. By the spring of 1915 he had largely completed a work
entitled Duns Scotus’ Doctrine of Categories and Theory of Meaning.
He dedicated it to Heinrich Rickert. Heidegger later remarked that
this writing pointed forward to his preoccupation with Being and
language since “doctrine of categories” was a common expression
for the Being of beings—it is the last of those meanings Franz
Brentano derived from Aristotle—and the “theory of meaning” be-
longed to grammatica speculativa, “the metaphysical reflection on
language in its relation to Being.”"! At least as striking in this second
dissertation was the tension between Heidegger's development of a
problem in pure logic or systematic knowledge-theory and his wax-
ing appreciation of the history and culture of the medieval world.
Pseudo-Duns Scotus (that is, as we now know, Thomas of Erfurt)
and Heinrich Rickert were not altogether comfortable companions.
In the Conclusion written especially for the publication of the work
late in 1916 Heidegger did censure the “critical realism” he had

11. Martin Heidegger, “A Dialogue on Language,” in Martin Heidegger, On the
Way to Language, trans. Peter D. Hertz and Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper &
Row, 1971), p. 6; cf. the Foreword to Heidegger's Friihe Schriften (where the Habili-
tation dissertation also appears), p. ix.
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endorsed faute de mieux five years earlier and did insist that “objec-
tivity has meaning only for a Subject who judges,” thus reasserting
the priority of a pure logic of concepts in philosophical accounts of
judgment.'? Nevertheless, in the same breath the new Privatdozent
argued that the proper context for all problems of logic must itself
be “translogical” since it is formed by the intersection of philosophy
and history. The “genuine optics” of the former was not epistemol-
ogy but “metaphysics”; the proper issue for metaphysics was not the
“Subject” of knowledge-theory but “the living Spirit” of a historical
age. At the conclusion of a work committed to the systematic treat-
ment of a problem in logic and theory of knowledge Heidegger
wrote, “The epistemological Subject does not express the most
meaningful sense of Spirit, much less its full content.” It was not
the theoretician of knowledge whom Heidegger now wished to con-
front but the thinker who canvassed and systematized the mult-
form works of Spirit and who therefore radically transformed
philosophy and history for modern thought: Hegel—whom an early
devotee had pronounced “the German Aristotle.”

A lecture on “The Concept of Time in the Science of History,”
delivered to the philosophy faculty at Freiburg on July 27, 1915,
reflected this same tendency away from pure logic and knowledge-
theory toward metaphysics and history. Heidegger alluded to a kind
of “metaphysical compulsion” or philosophical “will to power” that
properly emboldened philosophers to flee the confinements of pure
epistemology in order to pose questions concerning the genuine
goals of philosophy and the sciences. His effort in the present in-
stance was to contrast the concept of time in modern physics—from
Galileo’s free fall experiment to Planck’s quantum theory—to that
underlying the study of history. The current state of the sciences,
historical interpretation (the influence of Wilhelm Dilthey was by
now unmistakably active), and the concept of time, all became en-
during elements in Heidegger’s quest for Being. But they were not

12. Friihe Schriften, pp. 347-53, for this and the following.
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yet liberated from the epistemological labyrinth of modern subjec-
tivist philosophy: Heidegger’s early writings betray the Thesean
struggle of his earliest tendencies, toward Greek philosophy and
Athenian Aristotle’s posing of the question of being, against the
Cartesian minotaur. "

Once again Heidegger went into the army. Early in 1917 he was
stationed in Freiburg with “interior services,” working with the mil-
itary mails; after a full day’s work he would repair to the university
to conduct his lectures and seminars. Later he was sent to a mete-
orological station on the western front near Verdun, where he
served until the Armistice. While in uniform, in 1917, he married
Elfride Petri. Two sons were born to the couple, in 1919 and 1920.

In 1916 Heinrich Rickert accepted the chair of philosophy in Hei-
delberg vacated by Wilhelm Windelband; Rickert’s post in Freiburg
went to a Gottingen professor—Edmund Husserl. The author of the
Logical Investigations (the book that had so impressed Heidegger
and convinced him to study philosophy) was by now widely known
for his school of phenomenology. Husserl’s method of instruction,
conducted not so much in a classroom as in what Heidegger calls a
“workshop,” took the form of “a step-by-step training in phenome-
nological ‘seeing.’”" Husserl discouraged the introduction of un-
tested ideas from the philosophical tradition; he rejected appeals to
authority or to the great figures in the history of philosophy. Yet
Husserl's method of “going to the things themselves,” describing
phenomena of consciousness as accurately and comprehensively as
possible, repeating analyses many times in order to sharpen the
analytical focus, began to shed some light on the Aristotelian or

13. In a review of the Friihe Schriften John D. Caputo calls attention to the young
Heidegger’s interest in mathematics, logic, and natural science. “It would be an eye-
opening experience for analytic philosophers,” he notes, “. . . to see how deeply Hei-
degger once shared their interests.” See “Language, Logic, and Time,” in Research in
Phenomenology, vol. 1II (1973), 147-55. Yet Heidegger never really abandoned his
interest in mathematics and the sciences and remained capable enough in the former
to serve on doctoral committees for the mathematics faculty.

14. Martin Heidegger, On Time and Being, p. 78.
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Greek problem of being, especially on hés aléthes, “being in the
sense of the true,” or as Heidegger would later say, “the presence
of what is present in unconcealment.”!s

However, as Husserl continued to emphasize the development of
a system of transcendental phenomenology, first sketched in Ideas
I (1913), his way and that of his young “assistant” began to diverge.
From 1919 on, while preparing his lectures on problems in Husserl’s
Logical Investigations and Aristotle’s philosophy, Heidegger began
to recognize more clearly and critically the historical antecedents
of Husserl’s “transcendental subjectivity” and its inheritance of the
axiomatic subjectivism of Descartes. Phenomenology’s “disinter-
ested observer” paid scant attention to the historical determina-
tion of his own goals and methods, so that his manipulations of
“acts of consciousness” could hinder rather than promote access
to “the things themselves.” In contrast, the ancients did not sad-
dle themselves with excessive epistemological equipment in their
investigations of being. “What occurs for the phenomenology
of acts of consciousness as a self-manifestation of phenomena is
thought more originally by Aristotle and in all Greek thinking and
existence as alétheia, the unconcealedness of what is present, its
being revealed, its showing itself.”'® Through parallel studies in
Aristotle and Husserlian phenomenology—in the winter of 1921-22
he lectured on “Phenomenological Interpretations (Aristotle)""’—
Heidegger labored over the question of “the things themselves”
in ancient ontology and modern philosophies of knowledge. What
was the decisive matter for thinking? “Is it consciousness and its

15. Heidegger locates more precisely the importance of Husserl's work for his own
efforts in the sixth of Husserl's Logical Investigations (Halle: M. Niemeyer, 1900),
where Husserl distinguishes between “sensuous” and “categorial” intuition.

16. Martin Heidegger, On Time and Being, p. 79.

17. See Martin Heidegger, Phdnomenologische Interpretationen zu Aristoteles: Ein-
fuhrung in die phdnomenologische Forschung (Frankfurt am Main: V. Klostermann,
1985). For a more detailed view of Heidegger's relation to Husserl see Reading XI; On
the Way to Language, pp. 5-6, 9, and 269; and Heidegger’s Foreword to William ]J.
Richardson, S.J., Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought (Hague: M. Nijhoff,
1963), pp. xii-xv.
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objectivity or is it the Being of beings in its unconcealedness and
concealment?”8

As a result of his creative interpretations of Aristotle Heidegger re-
ceived in 1922 an invitation to take up a professorship at Marburg
University. He accepted. Between 1923 and 1928 Heidegger there
enjoyed the most stimulating and fruitful years of his entire teach-
ing career. He joined several of his new colleagues, among them
the philosopher Nicolai Hartmann and the classicist Paul Friedlan-
der, in a reading group called “Graeca,” studying Homer, the tra-
gedians, Pindar, and Thucydides. Most of Heidegger’s own lectures
and seminars at the university treated topics in the history of phi-
losophy by critically interpreting basic texts such as Descartes’s Med-
itations, Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, and Hegel’s Logic; he also
offered courses on more general themes in ancient and medieval
ontology, including one on the history of the concept of time (Sum-
mer, 1925). Particularly influential was his 1924-25 lecture course
on Plato’s Sophist, the Dialogue where the problem of being is cen-
tral (cf. especially 243d-244a, and see Reading I). Heidegger intro-
duced the problem of being in Plato’s Sophist, rather typically, by
first working through Aristotle’s interpretation of alétheuein in the
sixth book of the Nicomachean Ethics, which analyzed the many
ways of relating to “truth,” that is, ways of letting beings show them-
selves as they are in their Being.

Not only the younger students who attended Heidegger’s lectures
but also older colleagues like Hartmann and Paul Natorp—who was
instrumental in securing Heidegger’s invitation to Marburg—testi-
fied to the rigor of his questioning and the startling originality of
his insights. Hannah Arendt noted that it was of decisive impor-
tance that Heidegger avoided general talk about Plato and spent an
entire semester closely examining just one of the Dialogues. “Today

18. Martin Heidegger, On Time and Being, p. 79.
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this sounds quite familiar, because nowadays so many proceed in
this way; but no one did so before Heidegger.”!9 In this way Plato’s
theory of Ideas shook off the burden of traditional interpretations
that doctrines inevitably accumulate and became a problem for the
present. Heidegger had no publications by which he might be rec-
ognized: simply by the force of his teaching students throughout
Germany came to know of him. Professor Arendt spoke of a “ru-

mor” circulating underground, in unofficial university circles, dur-
ing the 1920s:

Thinking has come to life again; the cultural treasures of the past, believed
to be dead, are being made to speak, in the course of which it turns out that
they propose things altogether different from the familiar, worn-out trivialities
they had been presumed to say. There exists a teacher; one can perhaps learn
to think.

Another student described Heidegger’s impact as a lecturer in this
way:

One can hardly portray Heidegger's arrival in Marburg dramatically enough—
not that he tried to make a sensation. His entrance into the lecture hall
certainly did betray a sense of self-assurance and a consciousness of his own
impact, but what was truly characteristic of his person and his teaching was
that he became completely absorbed in his work, and that his work shone
forth. With him, lecturing as such became something altogether new: it was
no longer a “course of instruction” from a professor who devoted his real
energies to research and publication. With Heidegger, book-length mono-
logues lost their usual preeminence. What he gave was more. It was the full
concentration of all the powers—powers of genius—in a revolutionary thinker
who actually seemed himself to be startled by the intensity of the questions
growing more and more radical in him. The passion of thinking was so com-
plete in him that it communicated itself to his listeners, whose fascination
nothing could disturb. . . . Who of those who heard him then can ever forget
the breathtaking whirlwind of questions he unleashed in the introductory

19. Hannah Arendt, “Martin Heidegger at Eighty,” in The New York Review of
Books, October 21, 1971, p. 51, for this and the following quotation.
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hours of the semester, only to become wholly entangled in the second or
third question, so that only in the semester’s final hours would dark storm-
clouds of statements gather, from which lightning flashed and left us half-
dazed??

His students—among them Hans-Georg Gadamer, Jacob Klein,
Karl Lowith, Gerhard Kriiger, and Walter Brocker—had more than
one reason to be dazed. More than likely they had stayed up half
the night discussing German Idealism with Nicolai Hartmann—and
on four days of the week Heidegger began his Aristotle lectures at
seven o'’clock in the morning. They went on empty stomachs and
met for outings afterward, at least during the summer semesters, in
order to discuss what they had heard. These picnics they dubbed
“the Aristotle breakfasts.” But weariness and hunger were not the
only costs: Gadamer recalls that Heidegger demanded more hard
work from them than any other teacher. Yet students and teacher
alike thrived. Heidegger's teaching remained from that time on at
the very center of his intellectual life: virtually all his written works
devolve from lectures and seminar discussions.

II

One morning during the winter semester of 1925-26 the dean of
Marburg’s philosophy faculty burst into Heidegger's office.

“Professor Heidegger, you have to publish something, right now.
Do you have a manuscript?”

He did.

The faculty had nominated him for the chief philosophical Lehr-
stuhl at Marburg, held previously by Hartmann, but the ministry
of culture in Berlin refused the appointment since in the past de-
cade Heidegger had not published a book. Through Edmund Hus-

20. Hans-Georg Gadamer, “Marburger Erinnerungen,” in Alma Mater Philippina
(Marburg am Lahn: Universitatsbund e. V., SS 1973, WS 1973-74, SS 1974), pp. 23~
27, 19-24, and 15-19, reprinted in part under the title “Begegnungen mit Martin
Heidegger” in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, September 28, 1974.
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serl in Freiburg, Heidegger’s manuscript, an unfinished treatise
with the title Sein und Zeit, Being and Time, dedicated to Husserl,
found a publisher. Two copies of the page proofs were mailed to
the ministry. They were returned marked “Inadequate.” When
Being and Time appeared in February of 1927 the ministry withdrew
its disapprobation and granted Heidegger the Marburg chair.

The book thus suffered a premature birth, hectic and deprived
of dignity. Of the two major parts projected for Being and Time
only the first appeared, and even it was incomplete, the third and
presumably conclusive division missing. Yet within a few years
Sein und Zeit won recognition as a truly epoch-making work of
twentieth-century European philosophy. To this day it brooks no
comparison in terms of influence on Continental science and let-
ters or genuine philosophical achievement. With its appearance the
neo-Kantian preoccupation with theory of knowledge and philoso-
phy of values seemed outdated; the customary separation of system-
atic and historical orientations—against which Heidegger’s own
earlier work had struggled—no longer held; phenomenology itself
received an entirely unexpected reformulation; and the whole his-
tory of metaphysics from Plato through Nietzsche came into radical
question.? :

Heidegger began to formulate the question of the meaning of
Being as it appears in Being and Time during lectures and seminars
of 1924, although particular analyses go back to the winter semester
of 1919-20. By 1924 he had achieved three decisive insights. First,
his training in “phenomenological seeing,” with Edmund Husserl
instilled an allegiance to “the things themselves,” encouraged care-
ful description of phenomena, and implanted the need for a con-
crete posing of the question.- The logos of phenomenology would
have to “make manifest” the way the things themselves (as phenom-
ena) “showed themselves” to be. (See Being and Time, section 7.)

21. Walter Biemel, Heidegger (Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlt Taschenbuchverlag,
1973), p. 37.
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Second, a renewed study of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (IX, 10) and
Nicomachean Ethics (VI1, 3ff.), which were main sources for his
lecture courses in 1924-25 and 1925-26, revealed the fundamental
sense of this “making manifest” in lagos as disclosing or uncovering
and hence determined the basic sense of truth (alétheia) to be the
unconcealment by which all beings show themselves to be. Truth
was neither the “correctness” or “correspondence” of assertions
with regard to states of affairs nor the “agreement” of subject and
object within those assertions; it was rather the self-showing that
allowed beings to be objects of assertions in the first place. (See
“On the Essence of Truth,” p. 115ff. and “The Origin of the Work
of Art,” p. 176) Third, insight into the character of alétheia as dis-
closedness or unconcealment indicated that the leading sense of
Being in Aristotle and throughout the Western philosophical tradi-
tion was “presence” (Anwesenheit). Phenomenology therefore
should make manifest what shows itself in unconcealment as what
is (at) present. (See Being and Time, section 6.) Thus the question
of the meaning of Being, raised in a phenomenological manner with
a view to the presence of beings in unconcealment, required an
investigation into the meaning of time.

But where and with what beings should the investigation begin?
This question too Heidegger answered in his Introduction to Being
and Time (see especially section 2). The question of the meaning
of Being could be raised in a phenomenologically concrete manner
only by asking about the Being of the question, that is to say, about
the way the question presented itself and showed itself to be.
Heidegger began in the most curious manner—by thinking about
what he was doing. He reflected on this starting point later during
the summer semester of 1935.2 He conceded that an investigation
into Being really ought to be able to inquire about the Being of any
being—an elephant in the jungles of India or the chemical process
of combustion on Mars—any being at all. Yet only one being con-

22. Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics (cf. note 6, above), chap. 1.
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sistently made itself available each time such a question arose: “the
human beings who pose this question.” Analysis of the being that
raised questions concerning its Being would prepare the way for an
inquiry into the meaning of Being in general. But Heidegger resisted
the traditional ways of talking about the Being of man in Christian
dogma, Cartesian subjectivism, or the disciplines of anthropology
and psychology, in order to concentrate on man’s character as the
questioner. Man questions his own Being and that of other things
in the world. He is always—in no matter how vague a way—aware
of his being in the world. Heidegger called the Being of this ques-
tioner who already has some understanding of Being in general “ex-
istence” or Dasein. Being and Time is the analysis of Dasein,
human existence, within the framework of the question of the
meaning of Being in general. One of the book’s central aims is to
resist the inclination nurtured by the metaphysical tradition to in-
terpret the Being of Dasein by means of categories suited not to
human beings but to other entities in the universe. All talk of the
“composition” of Dasein or of its having been “made” in one fash-
ion or another is conspicuous by its absence; all attempts to inter-
pret Dasein with the same categories used to interpret combustion
and elephants are repudiated. Instead, those three decisive insights
are put to work. Dasein is the kind of Being that has logos—not to
be understood derivatively as reason or speech but to be thought as
the power to gather and preserve things that are manifest in their
Being. This gathering happens already in a fundamental yet unob-
trusive way in our everyday dealings, for example, in our use of
tools. When we lift a hammer or drive a car we are before we know
it enmeshed in a series of meaningful relationships with things. We
take up the hammer in order to drive a nail through the shingle
into the roof so the rain won’t penetrate; we put on the left turn
signal well in advance of a turn so that the driver behind can brake
and avoid an accident. Such intricate contexts of meaning—which
are usually implicit in our activities and become visible only when
something goes wrong, when the hammer breaks or the bulb burns
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out—constitute what Heidegger calls “world.” In more general
terms, as being-in-the-world, Dasein is the open space where beings
reveal themselves in sundry ways, coming out of concealment into
their “truth” (alétheid) and withdrawing again into obscurity.
Dasein is present at the origin of the becoming-present of beings in
time. But in what sorts of human activities does the character of
Dasein most definitively show itself? How is a phenomenology of
existence to differ, say, from a sociology or psychology of man? Yet
another early writing offers insight into the fundamental problem
of Dasein; we should take a moment now to refer to it.

Between 1919 and 1921 Heidegger wrote a detailed review of Karl
Jaspers's Psychology of Worldviews, a work in which Jaspers tried to
stake out the boundaries of human psychic life in order to learn
“what man is.”? Jaspers appealed to what he called the “limit situ-
ations” that drive the human psyche to extreme kinds of reactions:
man recoils against “existential antinomies” or contradictions such
as struggle, death, accident, and guilt; his is a frustrated will to the
unified, infinite life of Spirit. Heidegger’s major complaint about
this book was that Jaspers “underestimated and failed to recognize
the genuine methodological problem” of his own treatise. So long
as he operated with concepts like Spirit, totality, life, and infinity
without undertaking a critical examination of the history of such
notions, and so long as he applied them to human Existenz without
giving a preliminary account of the Being of this entity, Jaspers’s
endeavor remained an arbitrary account of man—albeit an ingen-
ious and suggestive one. Particular analyses of guilt and death great-
ly impressed Heidegger: it is not difficult to see their influence on
some of the most famous sections of Being and Time. But the lack
of structure, neglect of problems of method, and the ahistorical
manner of accepting preconceptions—all these showed Heidegger

23. Jaspers’s words, cited in Martin Heidegger, “Anmerkungen zu Karl Jaspers Psy-
chologie der Weltanschauungen,” in Karl Jaspers in der Diskussion, ed. Hans Saner
(Munich: R. Piper, 1973), pp. 70-100. 1 have offered an account of this essay in
Intimations of Mortality, chap. 1.
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the way not to go in his own work. It was not sufficient to have a
“basic experience” to communicate; the interpretive approach to
the question of man’s Being would have to be carefully worked out.
Because Dasein is itself historical all inquiry concerning it must
scrutinize its own history: ontology of Dasein must be hermeneuti-
cal, that is, aware of its own historical formation and indefatigably
attentive to the problem of interpretation. Implied in such aware-
ness of its own interpretive origins is a “destructuring” or disman-
tling of the transmitted conceptual apparatus, a clearing of the
congested arteries of a philosophical tradition that has all the an-
swers but no longer experiences the questions—especially the ques-
tion of its own provenance and purpose.

With respect to what it experiences, our concrete, factical experience of life
has its own tendency to fall into the “objective” meanings of the environment
available to expernience. . . . With respect to the meaning of its Being, the self
can easily be experienced in an objectified sense (“personality” or the “ideal
of humanity”). Such a direction for experience comes to the theoretical grasp
and to philosophical conception in ever stronger measures as the experienced
and known past insinuates itself into the present situation as an objective
tradition. As soon as this particular burden of factical life (the past] is seen in
terms of tradition . . ., the concrete possibility of bringing phenomena of
existence into view and specifying them in genuine conception can manifest
itself only when the concrete, relevant, and effectively experienced tradition
is destructured, precisely in reference to the ways and means by which it
specifies self-realizing experience; and only when, through the destructuring,
the basic motivating experiences that have become effective are dismantled
and discussed in terms of their originality. Such destructuring actually re-
mains bound to one’s own concrete and fully historical preoccupation with
self. ¢

Here and in related passages we hear some of the central motifs of
Sein und Zeit: the destructuring of the history of ontology, the
interpretation of Dasein or existence as “a certain way of Being, a
certain meaning of the ‘is,’. . . a ‘how’ of Being,” special emphasis

24. Martin Heidegger, in Karl Jaspers in der Diskussion, pp. 92-93.
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on the historical character of this Being with attention to its factual
rootedness in the everyday world and its “manifold relations” with
people and things. In this early article Heidegger names that certain
“how” of Being Bekiimmerung, a being preoccupied with itself or tak-
ing trouble concerning itself, advancing toward what in Being and
Time he calls Sorge or “care.” Care proves to have a temporal char-
acter. Its explication in Being and Time intends to serve as the “tran-
scendental horizon” of the question of Being in general.

Dasein involves itself in all kinds of projects and plans for the
future. In a sense it is always ahead of itself. At the same time it
must come to terms with certain matters over which it has no con-
trol, elements that loom behind it, as it were, appurtenances of the
past out of which Dasein is projected or “thrown.” Dasein has a
history. More, it is its own past. Finally, existence gets caught up in
issues and affairs of the moment. It lives in the present. Heidegger
calls these three constituents of Dasein “existentiality,” “facticity,”
and Verfallen—a kind of “ensnarement.” Each exhibits a special
relation to time: I pursue various possibilities for my future, bear
the weight of my own past, and act or drift in the present. Of course
at any given moment of my life all three structures are in play. In
the second division of Being and Time Heidegger shows how time
articulates all the structures of human existence displayed in the
first division. Not only that. He shows how the temporal analysis
allows us to get a grasp on the whole of Dasein, conceived as care,
from beginning (birth) to end (death). For death is that possibility
that invades my present, truncates my future, and monumentalizes
my past.

Death is a possibility of Being that each Dasein must itself take over. With
death Dasein stands before itself in its most proper potentiality for Being.
What is involved in this possibility is nothing less than the being-in-the-world
of Dasein as such. Its death is the possibility of being no longer able to be
“there.” When Dasein stands before itself as this possibility it is fully directed
toward its very own potentiality for Being. Standing before itself in this way
all relations in it to other Daseins are dissolved. This most proper, nonrela-
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tional possibility is at the same time the extreme possibility. As potentiality
for Being, Dasein cannot surmount the possibility of death. Death is the
possibility of the unqualified impossibility of Dasein. Death thus reveals itself
as the most proper, nonrelational, insurmountable possibility.?

Here was an interpretation of the Being of man whose candor not
even Nietzsche could doubt, for which Being itself was utterly finite
and human fate without reprieve. Its unflinching exposition of the
fundamental structures of human being, mood, understanding, and
speech, of work, anxiety, concern, and care, of temporality and
radical finitude, the intimations of mortality—all these deeply im-
pressed European, Latin American, Indian, and Japanese scholars
and writers. Albert Camus described his encounter with Heidegger’s
analysis of the finitude of Dasein in this way:

Heidegger coolly considers the human condition and announces that our
existence is humiliated. . . . This professor of philosophy writes without trem-
bling and in the most abstract language imaginable that “the finite and limited
character of human existence is more primordial than man himself” {cf. Kant
and the Problem of Metaphysics, section 41]. For him it is no longer necessary
to doze; indeed he must remain wakeful unto the very consummation. He
persists in this absurd world; he stresses its perishability. He gropes his way
amid ruins.?

Surely the “finitude of Dasein,” Heidegger's attempt to regain the
Greek sense of limit and mortality, was not a purely acadcmic or
abstract affair. While the son lectured on the problem of death on
Friday morning, May 2, 1924, in Freiburg, the father died in Mess-
kirch after a stroke; the son brought one of the first printed copies
of Sein und Zeit to his mother’s sickbed nine days before her death
on May 3, 1927. Nevertheless, the author of Being and Time him-
self carefully elaborated the issues of anxiety and death, indeed all
the analyses of human being, within the context of the more fun-

25. Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, 12th, unaltered ed. (TGbingen: M. Niemeyer,
1972), section 50, p. 250. Throughout these Basic Writings the pagination of this
German edition of Being and Time is cited.

26. Albert Camus, Le mythe de Sisyphe (Paris: Gallimard, 1942), pp. 40-41.
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damental question of the meaning of Being in general. That the
book was considered an “existentialist” manifesto for such a long
time testifies to the historic oblivion of the question it raises. Even
today readers often find various parts of the analysis of Dasein ac-
cessible but miss altogether the sense of the question of Being as
such. Understandably so, for precisely this sense is difficult. It can-
not be rattled off and put out as information; it remains a problem
which here we can only cursorily pose.

Heidegger’s analysis of human existence, propaedeutic to the
question of the meaning of Being in general yet already projected
upon its horizon, establishes the “finitude of Dasein.” Gadamer
writes:

What does Being mean? To learn about this question Heidegger proceeded to
determine in an ontologically positive way the Being of human existence in
itself. He did this instead of understanding it as “merely finite” in contrast to
a Being that would be infinitely and perpetually in being.”

In Being and Time the limit of mortality appears without reference
to something unlimited—in open violation of our normal way of
conceiving boundaries. There is no Being that can serve as the
unwavering horizon against which human being may be measured
and found wanting. Perhaps that is the sense also of Heidegger’s
insistence that Being needs mortals and that it is utterly finite (cf.
Reading II). Perhaps, too, that is a way of understanding the thrust
of Heidegger's research after Being and Time: it is not a matter of
abandoning finite Dasein in quest of infinite Being but of seeing
ever more lucidly the limits within which beings as a whole come
to appear. The task for thinking becomes the closure and conceal-
ment by which Being withholds itself, the darkness surrounding the
source of presence. Pursuit of this task does not take us away from
the meaning of Dasein in Being and Time but leads us closer to it.
True, this treatise stands incomplete. Its second part is missing.

27. Hans-Georg Gadamer, in his Afterword to Martin Heidegger, Der Ursprung des
Kunstwerkes (Stuttgart: P. Reclam, 1960), p. 105.
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More disturbing, Heidegger never published the concluding division
of Part One. Projected under the title “Time and Being,” this divi-
sion was to have advanced from the preparatory analysis of everyday
existence, through the full determination of the Being of Dasein as
temporality, to the question of Temporality and Being in general.
Heidegger never brought his investigation full circle. Unlike Par-
menides or Hegel, Heidegger could not and did not claim to have
conjoined beginning and end in the perfection of circle or system.
Even the essay composed in 1961 bearing the title “Time and Being”
does not serve as the culminating arc. Nor is that its intention.? In
the seventh edition of Sein und Zeit (1953) Heidegger added a note
saying that for the missing third division and second part to be
supplied the entire book would have to be rewritten; yet he empha-
sized that the way taken in the published portion “remains even
today a necessary one if the question of Being is to animate our
Dasein.”

Being and Time remains a torso, a fragment of a work. Yet it is
Heidegger's magnum opus and provides the impetus for all the later
investigations, without exception.

In 1928 Heidegger’s alma mater offered him the chair of philosophy
vacated by Edmund Husserl, who had retired from teaching. Upon

28. See Martin Heidegger, On Time and Being, pp. 1-24; cf. also p. 83. But not all
the materials relevant to this problem—the incompleteness of Being and Time—can
be discussed here. For example, during the latter half of a crucial lecture course
entitled The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, taught in the summer semester of
1927, i.e., immediately after the appearance of Being and Time, Heidegger further
explicated his approach to the question of Being. Now he focused on that third stage
of the question, the “missing” division of Sein und Zeit Part One, called “Time and
Being.” See Basic Problems of Phenomenology, trans. Albert Hofstadter (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1982); see also the 1928 course, Metaphysical Foundations
of Logic, trans. Michael Heim (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984); and,
finally, the “first draft” of Division One of Being and Time, the 1925 History of the
Concept of Time, trans. Theodore Kiesiel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press,
1985). I have discussed this difficult matter in Intimations of Mortality, chaps. 2-3,
and also in chap. 6 of my book, Of Memory, Reminiscence, and Writing: On the Verge
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990).
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his return to Freiburg Heidegger centered his instruction on Kant
and German Idealism. By this time he had completed preparations
for a book that would advance the first stage of the “destructuring
of the history of ontology,” planned as Part Two of Sein und Zeit.
In Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics he confronted the neo-
Kantian epistemological interpretation of Kant’s first Critique with
his own perspective of the ontology of Dasein. This confrontation
took a particularly dramatic form in April 1929 with the famous
“Davos Disputation” between the relatively unknown Heidegger and
the widely esteemed neo-Kantian philosopher Ernst Cassirer. While
the learned, urbane Cassirer insisted that there were no “essential
differences” between their respective positions, Heidegger repeat-
edly stressed their disagreement. Heidegger was right. Cassirer could
never have affirmed the “basic experience” underlying Heidegger’s
entire project as it was reflected, for example, a few months later
in Freiburg in his inaugural lecture, “What Is Metaphysics?” (See
Reading 11.) Heidegger’s reputation as a powerful and original think-
er continued to grow—in “official circles” now also.

On April 23, 1933, the combined faculties elected Heidegger
rector of the University of Freiburg. Three months earlier Adolf
Hitler had been appointed Chancellor of the Weimar Republic; the
Nazi party was rapidly consolidating its position in the government.
Weary of the political divisiveness, economic crises, and general
demoralization that plagued postwar Germany, many German aca-
demics—Heidegger among them—supported the Nazi party’s call
for a German “resurgence.” On May 3 and 4 local Freiburg news-
papers announced the new rector’s “official entrance” into the
NSDAP. Suddenly words like Kampf, “military service,” and “the
destiny of the German Volk” appeared alongside “science” and
“Being” in Heidegger’s addresses.? On the eve of the Reichstag elec-
tions of November 12 Heidegger spoke out in support of Hitlerian

29. See Martin Heidegger, Die Selbstbehauptung der deutschen Universitdt, the
“Rektoratsrede” (Breslau: W. G. Korn, 1933), pp. 7, 13-16, 20-21.
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policies that had culminated in Germany’s withdrawal from the
League of Nations—whose birth certificate was the deeply resented
Versailles Treaty. Meanwhile the NSDAP-dominated ministry of
culture began to pressure university leaders for more politically ori-
ented courses and more ideologically enlightened faculty members
to teach them. Even though Heidegger resisted this pressure in
some cases, in others he himself willfully applied it. There can be
no doubt that he became instrumental in the “synchronization”
(Gleichschaltung) of the German university with the party-state ap-
paratus. During his tenure as rector he helped to force the univer-
sity administration, faculty, and student body—not only in Freiburg
but throughout Germany—into the National-Socialist mold. At the
end of February 1934, because of a series of administrative difficul-
ties and political wrangles in both the party and the university, he
resigned the rectorship. By that time he was beginning to recognize
the impossibility of the situation and the utter bankruptcy of his
hopes for “resurgence.” In lectures and seminars he began to criti-
cize, at first cautiously and then more stridently, the Nazi ideology
of Blut und Boden chauvinism, which preached a racist origin even
for poetry.* Party adherents bitterly criticized Heidegger in the mid-
1930s, and various restrictions were placed on his freedom to pub-
lish and to attend conferences. In the summer of 1944 he was
declared the most “expendable” member of the university faculty
and, along with a recalcitrant ex-dean, sent to the Rhine to dig
trenches. Upon his return to Freiburg he was drafted into the Peo-
ple’s Militia (Volkssturm).

Heidegger’s active collaboration with the Nazi party had lasted
ten months (from May 1933 to January 1934); a period of passive
support and waxing disillusionment followed. His early enthusiastic
support of the regime has earned him the virulent enmity of many.
The fact that he remained silent after the war about the atrocities

30. One of the most sharply critical texts appears in Martin Heidegger, The End of
Philosophy, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New York: Harper & Row, 1973), pp. 105ff.
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committed against Jews and other peoples in Europe, while at the
same time bemoaning the fate of his divided fatherland, has under-
standably shocked and confused everyone, even those who freely
affirm the greatness of his thought. That his early engagement in
the Nazi cause was a monstrous error all concede; that his silence
is profoundly disturbing all agree; whether that error and the silence
sprang from basic and perdurant tendencies of his thought remains
a matter of bitter debate.?

31. It is of course convenient to decide that Heidegger’s involvement in political
despotism taints his philosophical work: that is the quickest way to rid the shelves of
all sorts of difficult authors from Plato through Hegel and Nietzsche and to make
righteous indignation even more satisfying than it usually is. Yet neither will it do to
close the eyes and stop up the ears to the dismal matter. ‘This is not the place to
discuss it in detail, however, and I will only suggest study of several accounts and
reflections. See Hannah Arendt's brief but astute remarks in “Martin Heidegger at
Eighty” (cited in note 19, above), at pp. 55-54, n.3. Heidegger's “Rectoral Address”
and related materials, translated by Karsten Harries, may be found in Emil Kettering
and Guanther Neske, eds.. Martin Heidegger and National Socialism: Questions and
Answers, trans. Lisa Harries (New York: Paragon House, 1990). For recent discussion
and debate, and the introduction of important new materials concerning the course
of Heidegger’s involvement, see the Freiburger Universitdtsbldtter, Heft 92 (June
1986), entitled “Martin Heidegger: Ein Philosoph und die Politik,” edited by Bernd
Martin and Gottfried Schramm, now available in Bernd Martin, ed., Martin Heidegger
und der Nationalsozialismus: Ein Kompendium (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buch-
gesellschaft, 1989). The research of Freiburg historian Hugo Ott, published in a spate
of articles in the early 1980s, has now been released in book form under the title
Martin Heidegger: Unterwegs zu seiner Biographie (Frankfurt: Campus, 1988). For
further discussion and debate, new materials, and an excellent bibliography, see the
special issue of The Graduate Faculty Philosophy Journal (New School for Social Re-
search), vol. 14, no. 2 and vol. 15, no. 1, edited by Marcus Brainard et al., published
as a double volume in 1991. Particularly notable philosophical reflections are: Jacques
Derrida, Of Spirit: Heidegger and the Question, trans. Geoffrey Bennington and
Rachel Bowlby (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989); Dominique Janicaud,
L’ombre de cette pensée: Heidegger et la question politique (Grenoble: Jérome Millon,
1990), which is in the process of being translated into English; Annemarie Gethmann-
Siefert and Otto Poggeler, eds., Heidegger und die praktische Philosophie (Frankfurt:
Suhrkamp, 1988); Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, Heidegger, Art, and Politics: The Fiction
of the Political, trans. Chris Turner (Oxford, England, and New York: Basil Blackwell,
1990); Reiner Schiirmann, Heidegger on Being and Acting: From Principles to Anarchy
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1986); and Michael E. Zimmerman, Heideg-
ger's Confrontation with Modemnity: Technology, Politics, and Art (Bloomington: In-
diana University Press, 1990). I havetried to speak to some of the philosophical issues
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After the war, the French army of occupation, in cooperation
with the Freiburg University faculty senate, forbade Heidegger's re-
turn to university teaching. They lifted the ban in 1951, a year
before his scheduled retirement.

At this point we may try to gain retrospect on Heidegger’s teaching
activity in Freiburg between 1928 and 1945. We have mentioned
that upon his return to Freiburg Heidegger lectured and conducted
seminars on Kant and German Idealism. Kant’s Critique of Pure
Reason, Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit and Science of Logic, and
Schelling’s On the Essence of Human Freedom were basic texts. His
course on Holderlin during the winter semester of 1934-35 exhib-
ited not only Heidegger’s fascination with the poetic word but also
his abiding preoccupation with the essence of language as such. In
the spring of 1936 he traveled to Rome and lectured on “Hélderlin
and the Essence of Poetry.” During 1939 he delivered several public
lectures on Holderlin’s poem “As on a Holiday. . . .” But if the de-
cade of the 1930s betrays a unity of theme or problem it is that of
“the essence of truth.” During the years between the winter semes-
ter of 1931-32 and the third trimester of 1940 Heidegger offered five
courses under this title. Toward the end of 1930 he delivered a
public lecture on the same subject to groups in Bremen, Marburg,
and Freiburg. Plato’s Republic, Theaetetus, and Parmenides often
served as the textual basis of these lectures. This decade devoted to
alétheia bore literary fruit in 1942-43 with the appearance of Plato’s
Doctrine of Truth and On the Essence of Truth (for the latter, see
Reading I1I). Toward the close of the 1930s and through the trou-
bled years of the war Heidegger taught five courses on Nietzsche,

arising from Heidegger's political debacle in chaps. 4-6 of Daimon Life: Heidegger
and Life-Philosophy (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1992) and in my Intro-
duction to the new two-volume paperback edition of Heidegger's Nietzsche (San Fran-
cisco: HarperCollins, 1991), “Heidegger Nietzsche Nazism.”
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who had come to occupy a central position in his view of the destiny
of Being in philosophy. These lectures and the treatises based on
themn make up Heidegger’s largest single publication.*2 But his study
of “the West’s last thinker” compelled a return to the earliest sources
of the Western intellectual tradition: in the decade of the 1940s and
early 1950s Heidegger lectured on Heraclitus, Parmenides, and once
again Aristotle.” Throughout his teaching career Heidegger divided
his time more or less equally between the Greek and the modern
German philosophers. He offered more courses on Aristotle than
on anyone else; he lectured on Kant and Hegel almost as often. He
discussed Leibniz and Nietzsche as regularly as the early Greek
thinkers and Plato. In all cases the questions of Being (Sein) as
presence and of presence as unconcealment (alétheia), effective
only as traces throughout the history of metaphysics, remained Hei-
degger’s theme. We will return to it after these final biographical
remarks.

During the 1950s and 1960s Heidegger wrote and published
much, especially on the issue of technology (see Reading VII) and
on the phenomenon of language (Reading X). He traveled to Pro-
vence in 1958 and 1969 and to Greece in 1962 and 1967. Yet he
never strayed far from his Black Forest origins for long. Most of his
life was divided between residences in Freiburg or Messkirch (where
he had a second study in his brother’s home) and sojourns in a ski
hut built in Todtnauberg during the Marburg years. Nevertheless,
a variety of friendships—with the physicist Werner Heisenberg, the
theologian Rudolf Bultmann, the psychologists Ludwig Binswanger,
Medard Boss, and Viktor Frankl, the political historian and philos-
opher Hannah Arendt, the French poet René Char and painter
Georges Braque—prevented Heidegger’s life from being as pro-

32. Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche, 2 vols. (Pfullingen: G. Neske, 1961). Translated in
four English volumes (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1979-87). Nietzsche has now
appeared in two paperback volumes, cited at the end of note 31.

33. For the first two see Martin Heidegger, Early Greek Thinking, trans. D. F. Krell
and F. A. Capuzzi (New York: Harper & Row, 1975).
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vincial and narrow as it is often portrayed. On the morning of May
26, 1976, Heidegger died at his home in Freiburg. To the very end
he worked on projects such as this volume and the much more
extensive Gesamtausgabe of his writings (begun in 1975). He was
possessed of that lucidity Yeats yearned for and achieved—“An old
man’s eagle mind.”

III

“An understanding of Heidegger’s thought,” we read in one account
of his long career,

can awaken only when the reader of his works is prepared to understand
everything he or she reads as a step toward what is to be thought—as some-
thing toward which Heidegger is on the way. Heidegger's thought must be
understood as a way. It is not a way of many thoughts but one that restricts
itself to a single thought. . . . Heidegger has always understood his thinking
as going along a way . . . into the neighborhood of Being.*

Heidegger ventured onto that path while still a schoolboy and re-
mained true to it.

Yet this linear image of a way into the neighborhood of Being—
as though that were somewhere over the rainbow—is annoying.
Isn’t such dogged persistence a mark of stubbornness or eccentric-
ity; doesn’t it ultimately betray a plodding imagination? And isn’t
the question of Being from first to last an academic one, bloodless
and without force, like one of the shades Odysseus awaits in the
underworld?

Another student bends the linear image by emphasizing the es-
sential restlessness of Heidegger’s passage and the many turns of the
path. “Although it always circles about the same thing,” he notes,

Heidegger’s thinking does not come to rest. Each time we believe we have
finally arrived at the goal and prepare to latch onto it we are thrown into a

34, Otto Poggeler, Der Denkweg Martin Heideggers (Pfullingen: G. Neske, 1963),
pp. 8-9.
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new interrogation. Every resting point is shaken. What seemed to be the end
and goal becomes a departure for renewed questioning. If Descartes sought
an unshakablc foundation for philosophizing, Heidegger tries to put precisely
this foundation in question.*

Heidegger’s thought circles about a double theme: the meaning of
Being and the propriative event (Ereignis) of disclosure. Sein and
alétheia remain the key words, Sein meaning coming to presence,
and dlétheia the disclosedness or unconcealment implied in such
presence.* Of course this double theme has its reverse side. Com-
ing to presence suggests an absence before and after itself, so that
withdrawal and departure must always be thought together with
Sein as presencing; disclosedness or unconcealment suggests a sur-
rounding obscurity, Lethean concealment, so that darkness and ob-
livion must be thought together with alétheia. The propriative event
is always simultaneously expropriative (Enteignis).

Does this circling about the double theme of presence-absence
and unconcealment-concealment remain aware of its own original
darkness? Although Heidegger begins by thinking about what he is
doing, does he sustain such thinking? In Being and Time Heidegger
thinks of the being that raises questions. He names it Dasein, the
kind of being that is open to Being. His major work is an analysis
of existence in terms of its temporal constitution as an approach to
the question of the meaning of Being in general. “Nevertheless,”
Heidegger warns at the end of his book, “our exhibition of the con-
stitution of the Being of Dasein remains only one way. Our goal is
to work out the question of Being in general. For its part, the the-
matic analysis of existence first needs the light of the idea of Being
in general to have been clarified beforehand.”*” The implication is
that Heidegger's thought after Being and Time pursues the issues of
Being (as presence) and truth (as unconcealment) in order to ad-

35. Walter Biemel, Heidegger, pp. 8-9.
36. On the doublc theme or leitmotif of Sein and alétheia, see Biemel, p. 35.
37. Martin Heideggcr, Sein und Zeit, p. 436.
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vance the question already unfolded with utmost care in Being and
Time. That is why Heidegger can respond to those who like to speak
of a “Heidegger 1” and a “Heidegger 11” (meaning the author of
Being and Time and the somehow reformed author of the writings
after the Kehre or “turning”), that “Heidegger 1” is possible only if
he is somehow already contained in “Heidegger 11.”* Even in Being
and Time, as we have seen, Heidegger interprets his thought as a
way. At the end of the book he endeavors (as Socrates was fond of
saying) to look both fore and aft along it.

Onc can never investigate the source and possibility of the “idea” of Being
in gencral. . . without a sccurc horizon for question and answer. One must
seek a way of illuminating the fundamental question of ontology and then go
this way. Whether this is the sole or right way can be decided only after one
has gone along it.®

However, Heidegger remains his life long on this same way: there is
no way he can look back and pass judgment on its rightness—al-
though that does not preclude the possibility of an immanent criti-
cism of Being and Time. Heidegger does criticize certain aspects of
his thought and language in Being and Time—the failure of his
analyses of the temporality (Zeitlichkeit) of Dasein to cast sufficient
light on the Temporality (Temporalitdt) of Being, witnessed perhaps
in the failure of the second division to repeat in a detailed fashion
the analyses of section 44 on truth from the standpoint of tempor-
ality; or the surreptitious predominance there of certain forms of
thought and language rooted in the metaphysical tradition, such as
the idea of “fundamental ontology” or the readily adopted transla-
tion “truth” for alétheia. Yet it is wrongheaded to interpret the
“turning” as Heidegger’s abjuration of Sein und Zeit. Nor does it
help at all to speak of a “reversal of priorities” from man to Being
in Heidegger’s later work or to conceive of the Kehre as a stage of

38. See Hcidegger's own formulations in his letter to Richardson (see note 17,
above), p. xxiii. I have discussed this issue in Intimations of Mortality, chap. 6.
39. Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, p. 437.
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“development” in his thought—a kind of maturing or philosophical
growing up. Doubtless, the present collection of essays does not
offer enough material from Heidegger’s magnum opus to shed real
light on the Kehre problem. Our remarks here are meant only as a
caveat. Whether and how Heidegger “develops” need not concern
us: better to follow the turning of the matter for thought itself in
our own way as best we can.

And if we still insist on images, Heidegger himself offers the aptest
one of his own thinking, an image that combines the linearity of
the way with the flexure of renewed inquiry. A collection of essays
from the 1930s and early 1940s bears the title Holzwege, “timber
tracks” or “woodpaths.”

“Wood” is an old name for forest. In the wood are paths that mostly wind
along until they end quite suddenly in an impenetrable thicket.

They are called “woodpaths.”

Each goes its peculiar way, but in the same forest. Often it seems as though
one were identical to another. Yet it only seems so.

Woodcutters and foresters are familiar with these paths. They know what
it means to be on a woodpath.®

To be “on a woodpath” is a popular German expression that means
to be on the wrong track or in a cul-de-sac: to be confused and lost.
Hence the French translators of Heidegger’s Holzwege call it Che-
mins qui ne ménent nulle part, “ways that lead nowhere.” This is
not quite right: woodpaths always lead somewhere—but where they
lead cannot be predicted or controlled. They force us to plunge into
unknown territory and often to retrace our steps. Surely Heidegger’s
way is not one of rectilinear progress. He does not aim to cut
through the forest of thought in order to reach the other side; nor
does he believe it can be circumvented. Nor finally does he com-
mission a land speculator to bulldoze it. Sein and alétheia, the com-

40. Martin Heidegger, Holzwege (Frankfurt am Main: V. Klostermann, 1950), p. 3,
the untitled Foreword.
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ing to and departing from presence, which is to say, to and from
the clearing of unconcealment, occur at each turn of the path.
Holzwege wend every which way. As important as the double theme
of Sein-alétheia is for Heidegger’s thinking, what remains astonish-
ing is the diversity of issues in his thought—and this makes it much
more than a lifeless academic affair. Builders of bridges and high-
rise apartments, information technologists, research scientists,
painters and poets, farmers and philosophers, each in her or his
own way confronts and thinks about beings: from the many incli-
nations of his solitary way Heidegger wishes to address all these. To
build, calculate, investigate, create; to see, hear, say, and cultivate;
to think; all are ways men and women involve themselves with
beings as a whole. For humans are among the beings that for the
time being are. The question of Being is not bloodless after all, but
vital.

For what?

For recovery of the chance to ask what is happening with man
on this earth the world over, not in terms of headlines but of less
frantic and more frightful disclosures.

For maintenance of the critical spirit that can say No and act No
(as Nietzsche says) without puncturing the delicate membrane of
its Yes.

For nurturing awareness of the possibilities and vulnerabilities
implied in these simple words, am, dare, is, since Being may be said
of all beings and in many senses, though always with a view to one.

For pondering the fact that as we surrender the diverse senses of
Being to a sterile uniformity, to a One that can no longer entertain
variation and multiplicity, we become immeasurably poorer—and
that such poverty makes a difference.






BEING AND TIME: INTRODUCTION

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



Heidegger had the Introduction to Being and Time on his desk
throughout the period of the book’s immediate gestation, 1926-27. At
that time he still planned to write an entire second part to the trea-
tise (see the outline on pp. 86—-87); thus the Introduction introduces
us also to something quite beyond the text we possess today as Being
and Time. Like Hegel's Preface to The Phenomenology of Spirit,
which came to serve as an introduction to Hegel’s entire philosophy,
Heidegger’s Introduction opens a path to all the later work.

In this text, here printed complete, Heidegger recounts the need to
reawaken the question of the meaning of Being. “Being” has long
served metaphysics as its most universal and hence undefinable con-
cept. Its meaning is obvious but vacuous. Heidegger argues that in-
terrogation of the meaning of Being requires a fundamental ontology
whose point of departure is an analysis of existence. And not just any
sort of existence. Only the being that exists in such a way that its
Being is at issue for it, only the being that has an understanding of
Being, however vague and amorphous, can raise the question of Being
in the first place. Heidegger lets the name Dasein (derived historically
from Dass-sein, the that-it-is of a being) stand for human being or
existence in the emphatic sense (as standing out). In the first division
of his treatise he intends to exhibit basic structures of the “average
everydayness” of Dasein, i.e., of human being as it is predominantly
and customarily. These concretely described structures are then to be
grounded in an interpretation of time in the second division. Finally,
this grounding should prepare the way for an answer to the question
of the meaning of Being in general.

Of course we know that the third division of Part One, “Time and
Being,” where that response was to unfold, never appeared. (See the
General Introduction, above.) Because the third division was in some
undisclosed way to “turn” or “reverse” matters from “Being and
Time” to “Time and Being,” the problem of the incompleteness of
Being and Time was soon touted as Heidegger's “departure” from that

38
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work. In spite of the prevalence of this notion in the secondary liter-
ature we may resist any facile opinions concerning Heidegger's Kehre,
or “turning,” by studying carefully the Introduction to Being and
Time in conjunction with Readings III, V, and XI.

The projected second part of Being and Time was to pursue “the
task of a destructuring of the history of ontology.” If in later years
the problem of “the Temporality of Being” called forth Heidegger’s
most profound meditations, that of the destructuring—which is to be
understood literally as a deconstruction or painstaking dismantling—
demanded the greatest amount of his time and energy. For the at-
tempt to revitalize traditional formulas and concepts by tracing their
history was a task by no means completed in the published part of
Sein und Zeit. Heidegger's efforts to recover and renew the question
of Being, to free it from the encrustations of the metaphysical tradi-
tion, remained at the center of his purpose; it was a direct outgrowth
of his passion for a concrete way of raising that question, a way found-
ed in “original experiences” of existence. It is significant that this
“destructuring” begins with the giants of modern philosophy (specif-
ically, Descartes and Kant) and proceeds toward the ancients (specif-
ically, Aristotle).

Finally, the Introduction to Being and Time discusses the all-im-
portant matter of Heidegger’s phenomenological method. Here he re-
sponds to the goals and methods promulgated by his teacher Husserl;
here he offers a first glimpse of his own ideas of “phenomenon” and
“logos.” These in turn lay the foundation for the basic issue of truth
as disclosure and unconcealment (see Readings III and XI). Heideg-
ger’s interpretations of “phenomenon,” “logos,” and “phenomenology”
may therefore be viewed as paving the way for that “turn” presaged
in Being and Time from the analysis of Dasein to the question of the
meaning of Being in general.

Before the Introduction to Being and Time Heidegger inserts a
brief untitled and unnumbered section. It begins with a quotation
from Plato’s Sophist and then states the purpose of the book. The
quotation is noteworthy for at least two reasons. First, it comes im-
mediately after that point in Sophist when Theaetetus and the
Stranger from Elea realize that the shining forth (phainesthai) of
“mere appearance” (to phainomenon) is completely mysterious to
them: their phenomenology of appearances will have to become an
inquiry into being (to on). Second, the quotation comes precisely at
the point where the Stranger is confronting an entire tradition of
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stories about being: he will have to destructure that tradition—even
at the risk of patricide. The Stranger addresses prior philosophers as
follows:

“‘For you have evidently long been aware of this (what you
properly mean when you use the expression “being”); but we who
once believed we understood it have now become perplexed’” (Pla-
to, Sophist 244a). Do we today have an answer to the question of
what we properly mean by the ward “being”? By no means. And
so it is fitting that we raise anew the question of the meaning of
Being. But are we today perplexed because we cannot understand
the expression “Being”? By no means. And so we must first of all
awaken an understanding of the meaning of this question. The
intention of the following treatise is to work out concretely the
question of the meaning of Being. Its provisional goal is the inter-
pretation of time as the possible horizon of any understanding of
Being whatsoever.

The goal we have in view, the investigations implied in such a
proposal and demanded by it, as well as the path leading to our
goal, require some introductory comment.



BEING AND TIME

INTRODUCTION
THE EXPOSITION OF THE QUESTION
OF THE MEANING OF BEING

Cuaprer ONE
The Necessity, Structure, and Priority
of the Question of Being

1. The necessity of an explicit recovery
of the question of Being

This question has today been forgotten—although our time consid-
ers itself progressive in again affirming “metaphysics.” All the same
we believe that we are spared the exertion of rekindling a giganto-
machia peni tés ousias [“a Battle of Giants concerning Being,” Plato,
Sophist 245e 6-246e 1]. But the question touched upon here is
hardly an arbitrary one. It sustained the avid research of Plato and
Aristotle but from then on ceased to be heard as a thematic question
of actual investigation. What these two thinkers gained has been
preserved in various distorted and “camouflaged” forms down to
Hegel’s Logic. And what then was wrested from phenomena by the

This translation of the Introduction to Being and Time by Joan Stambaugh in
collaboration with J. Glenn Gray and the editor appears in this volume for the first
time. The whole of Being and Time is available in a translation by John Macquarrie
and Edward Robinson (New York: Harper & Row, 1962). The German text is Martin
Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, twelfth, unaltered edition (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer Ver-
lag, 1972), pp. 1-40. Sein und Zeit was first published in 1927.

41
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highest exertion of thinking, albeit in fragments and first begin-
nings, has long since been trivialized.

Not only that. On the foundation of the Greek point of departure
for the interpretation of Being a dogmatic attitude has taken shape
which not only declares the question of the meaning of Being to be
superfluous but sanctions its neglect. It is said that “Being” is the
most universal and the emptiest concept. As such it resists every
attemnpt at definition. Nor does this most universal and thus unde-
finable concept need any definition. Everybody uses it constantly
and also already understands what they mean by it. Thus what
made ancient philosophizing uneasy and kept it so by virtue of its
obscurity has become obvious, clear as day; and this to the point
that whoever pursues it is accused of an error of method.

At the beginning of this inquiry the prejudices that implant and
nurture ever anew the superfluousness of a questioning of Being
cannot be discussed in detail. They are rooted in ancient ontology
itself. That ontology in turn can only be interpreted adequately
under the guidance of the question of Being which has been clari-
fied and answered beforehand. One must proceed with regard to
the soil from which the fundamental ontological concepts grew and
with reference to the suitable demonstration of the categories and
their completeness. We therefore wish to discuss these prejudices
only to the extent that the necessity of a recovery* of the ques-
tion of the meaning of Being becomes clear. There are three such
prejudices.

1. “Being” is the most “universal” concept: to on esti katholou
malista pantéon,' 1llud quod primo cadit sub apprehensione est ens,
cuius intellectus includitur in omnibus, quaecumque quis apprehen-

*The German word Wiederholung means literally “repetition.” Heidegger uses it not
in the sense of a mere reiteration of what preceded, but rather in the sense of fetching
something back as a new beginning. Perhaps his use is close to the musical term
recapitulation, which implies a new beginning incorporating and transforming what
preceded. Alternative translations might be “retrieval” or “reprise.”—TRr./Ep.

L. Aristotle, Metaphysics 111, 4, 100la 21.
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dit. “An understanding of Being is always already contained in
everything we apprehend in beings.”? But the “universality” of
“Being” is not that of genus. “Being” does not delimit the highest
region of beings so far as they are conceptually articulated accord-
ing to genus and species: oute to on genos [“Being is not a genus”).}
The “universality” of Being “surpasses” the universality of genus.
According to the designation of medieval ontology, “Being” is a
transcendens. Aristotle himself understood the unity of this tran-
scendental “universal,” as opposed to the manifold of the highest
generic concepts with material content, as the unity of analogy.
Despite his dependence upon Plato’s ontological position, Aristotle
placed the problem of Being on a fundamentally new basis with this
discovery. To be sure, he too did not clarify the obscurity of these
categorial connections. Medieval ontology discussed this problem
in many ways, above all in the Thomist and Scotist schools, without
gaining fundamental clarity. And when Hegel finally defines
“Being” as the “indeterminate Immediate,” and makes this defini-
tion the foundation of all the further categorial explications of his
Logic, he remains within the perspective of ancient ontology—
except that he does give up the problem, raised early on by Aristotle,
of the unity of Being in contrast to the manifold of “categories”
with material content. If one says accordingly that “Being” is the
most universal concept, that cannot mean that it is the clearest and
that it needs no further discussion. The concept of “Being” is rather
the most obscure of all.

2. The concept of “Being” is undefinable. This conclusion was
drawn from its highest universality.* And correctly so—if definitio
fit per genus proximum et differentiam specificam [if “definition is

2. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theolagiae 11, 1, Qu. 94, a. 2.

3. Aristotle, Metaphysics 11, 3, 998b 22.

4. See Pascal, Pensées et Opuscules (ed. Brunschvicg), Paris: Hachette, 1912, p. 169:
“One cannot undertake to define being without falling into this absurdity. For one
cannot define a word without beginning in this way: ‘It is . . ." This beginning may be
expressed or implied. Thus, in order to define being one must say, ‘It is . . ' and
hence employ the word to be defined in its definition.”
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achieved through the nearest genus and the specific difference”).
Indeed, “Being” cannot be understood as a being. Enti non additur
aliqua natura: “Being” cannot be defined by attributing beings to
it. Being cannot be derived from higher concepts by way of defini-
tion and cannot be represented by lower ones. But does it follow
from this that “Being” can no longer constitute a problem? By no
means. We can conclude only that “Being” is not something like a
being. Thus the manner of definition of beings which has its justi-
fication within limits—the “definition” of traditional logic which is
itself rooted in ancient ontology—cannot be applied to Being. The
undefinability of Being does not dispense with the question of its
meaning but compels that question.

3. “Being” is the self-evident concept. “Being” is used in all know-
ing and predicating, in every relation to beings and in every relation
to oneself, and the expression is understandable “without further
ado.” Everybody understands, “The sky is blue,” “I am happy,” and
similar statements. But this average comprehensibility only dem-
onstrates the incomprehensibility. It shows that an enigma lies a
priori in every relation and being toward beings as beings. The fact
that we live already in an understanding of Being and that the
meaning of Being is at the same time shrouded in darkness proves
the fundamental necessity of recovering the question of the mean-
ing of “Being.”

If what is “self-evident” and this alone—“the covert judgments of
common reason” (Kant)—is to become and remain the explicit
theme of our analysis (as “the business of philosophers”), then the
appeal to self-evidence in the realm of basic philosophical con-
cepts, and indeed with regard to the concept “Being,” is a dubious
procedure.

But consideration of the prejudices has made it clear at the same
time that not only is the answer to the question of Being lacking
but even the question itself is obscure and without direction. Thus
to recover the question of Being means first of all to develop ade-
quately the formulation of the question.
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2. The formal structure of the question of Being

The question of the meaning of Being must be formulated. If it is
a—or even the—fundamental question, such questioning needs the
suitable perspicuity. Thus we must briefly discuss what belongs to
a question in general in order to be able to make clear that the
question of Being is a distinctive one.

Every questioning is a seeking. Every seeking takes its direction
beforehand from what is sought. Questioning is a knowing search
for beings in their thatness and whatness. The knowing search can
become an “investigation,” as the revealing determination of what
the question aims at. As questioning about . . . questioning has
what it asks. All asking about .. .is in some way an inquiring
of. . . . Besides what is asked, what is interrogated also belongs to
questioning. What is questioned is to be defined and conceptualized
in the investigative or specifically theoretical question. As what is
really intended, what is to be ascertained lies in what is questioned;
here questioning arrives at its goal. As an attitude adopted by a
being, the questioner, questioning has its own character of Being.
Questioning can come about as mere “asking around” or as an ex-
plicitly formulated question. What is peculiar to the latter is the
fact that questioning becomes lucid in advance with regard to all
the above-named constitutive characteristics of the question.

The meaning of Being is the question to be formulated. Thus we
are confronted with the necessity of explicating the question of
Being with regard to the structural moments cited.

As a seeking, questioning needs previous guidance from what it
seeks. The meaning of Being must therefore already be available to
us in a certain way. We intimated that we are always already in-
volved in an understanding of Being. From this grows the explicit
question of the meaning of Being and the tendency toward its con-
cept. We do not know what “Being” means. But already when we

“: »

ask, “What is ‘Being’?” we stand in an understanding of the “is

“: »

without being able to determine conceptually what the “is” means.
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We do not even know the horizon upon which we are supposed to
grasp and pin down the meaning. This average and vague under-
standing of Being is a fact.

No matter how much this understanding of Being wavers and
fades and borders on mere verbal knowledge, this indefiniteness of
the understanding of Being that is always already available is itself
a positive phenomenon which needs elucidation. However, an in-
vestigation of the meaning of Being will not wish to provide this at
the outset. The interpretation of the average understanding of
Being attains its necessary guideline only with the developed con-
cept of Being. From the clarity of that concept and the appropriate
manner of its explicit understanding we shall be able to discern what
the obscure or not yet elucidated understanding of Being means,
what kinds of obscuration or hindrance of an explicit elucidation of
the meaning of Being are possible and necessary.

Furthermore, the average, vague understanding of Being can be
permeated by traditional theories and opinions about Being in such
a way that these theories, as the sources of the prevailing under-
standing, remain hidden. What is sought in the question of Being
is not something completely unfamiliar, although it is at first totally
ungraspable.

What is asked about in the question to be elaborated is Being, that
which determines beings as beings, that in terms of which beings have
always been understood no matter how they are discussed. The Being
of beings “is” itself not a being. The first philosophical step in under-
standing the problem of Being consists in avoiding the mython tina
diégeisthai,’ in not “telling a story,” i.e., not determining beings as
beings by tracing them back in their origins to another being—as if
Being had the character of a possible being. As what is asked about,
Being thus requires its own kind of demonstration which is essentially
different from discovery of beings. Hence what is to be ascertained,
the meaning of Being, will require its own conceptualization, which

S. Plato, Sophist 242 c.
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again is essentially distinct from the concepts in which beings receive
their meaningful determination.

Insofar as Being constitutes what is asked about, and insofar as
Being means the Being of beings, beings themselves turn out to be
what is interrogated in the question of Being. Beings are, so to speak,
interrogated with regard to their Being. But if they are to exhibit the
characteristics of their Being without falsification they must for their
part have become accessible in advance as they are in themselves.
The question of Being demands that the right access to beings be
gained and secured in advance with regard to what it interrogates. But
we call many things “in being” [seiend], and in different senses. Every-
thing we talk about, mean, and are related to in such and such a way
is in being. What and how we ourselves are is also in being. Being is
found in thatness and whatness, reality, the being at hand of things
(Vorhandenbheit], subsistence, validity, existence [Dasein], and in the
“there is” [es gibt]. In which being is the meaning of Being to be
found; from which being is the disclosure of Being to get its start? Is
the starting point arbitrary, or does a certain being have priority in the
elaboration of the question of Being? Which is this exemplary being
and in what sense does it have priority?

If the question of Being is to be explicitly formulated and brought
to complete clarity concerning itself, then the elaboration of this
question requires, in accord with what has been elucidated up to
now, explication of the ways of regarding Being and of understand-
ing and conceptually grasping its meaning, preparation of the pos-
sibility of the right choice of the exemplary being, and elaboration
of the genuine mode of access to this being. Regarding, understand-
ing and grasping, choosing, and gaining access to, are constitutive
attitudes of inquiry and are thus themselves modes of being of a
definite being, of the being we inquirers ourselves in each case are.
Thus to work out the question of Being means to make a being—
he who questions—perspicuous in his Being. Asking this question, as
a mode of being of a being, is itself essentially determined by what is
asked about in it—Being. This being which we ourselves in each case
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are and which includes inquiry among the possibilities of its Being we
formulate terminologically as Dasein. The explicit and lucid formu-
lation of the question of the meaning of Being requires a prior suitable
explication of a being (Dasein) with regard to its Being.*

But does not such an enterprise fall into an obvious circle? To
have to determine beings in their Being beforehand and then on
this foundation first ask the question of Being—what else is that
but going around in circles? In working out the question do we not
presuppose something that only the answer can provide? Formal
objections such as the argument of “circular reasoning,” an argu-
ment that is always easily raised in the area of investigation of prin-
ciples, are always sterile when one is weighing concrete ways of
investigating. They do not offer anything to the understanding of
the issue and they hinder penetration into the field of investigation.

But in fact there is no circle at all in the formulation of our
question. Beings can be determined in their Being without the ex-
plicit concept of the meaning of Being having to be already avail-
able. If this were not so there could not have been as yet any
ontological knowledge, and probably no one would deny the factual
existence of such knowledge. It is true that “Being” is “presupposed”

*Since the “rationalist school” of Christian Wolff (1679-1754), Dusein has been
widely used in German philosophy to mean the “existence” (or Ddss-sein, “that it is™),
as opposed to the “essence” (or Was-sein, “what it is”) of a thing, state of affairs,
person, or God. The word connotes especially the existence of living creatures—
around 1860 Darwin's “struggle for life” was translated as Kampf ums Dasein—and
most notably of human beings. Heidegger thus stresses the word’s primary nuance:
for him Dasein is that kind of existence that is always imvolved in an understanding
of its Being. It must never be confused with the existence of things that lie before us
and are on hand or at hand as natural or cultural objects (Vorhandenheit, Zuhanden-
heit). In order to stress the special meaning Dasein has for him, Heidegger often
hyphenates the word (Da-sein), suggesting “there being,” which is to say, the openness
to Being characteristic of human existence, which is “there” in the world. (The hy-
phenated form appears in chapter five of Being and Time and in many of the later
writings, some of which are included in this volume.) We will follow tradition and let
the German word Dasein or Da-sein stand, translating the former as “existence” or
“human being” only when the usage seems to he nonterminological. Finally, in light
of Heidegger’s interpretation of Being as presence, we note that Dasein originally
(around 1700) meant nothing more or:less than such presence, Anwesenheit.—Ebp.
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in all previous ontology, but not as an available concept—not as the
sort of thing we are seeking. “Presupposing” Being has the character
of taking a preliminary look at Being in such a way that on the basis
of this look beings that are already given are tentatively articulated
in their Being. This guiding look at Being grows out of the average
understanding of Being in which we are always already involved and
which ultimately belongs to the essential constitution of Dasein it-
self. Such “presupposing” has nothing to do with positing a princi-
ple from which a series of propositions is deduced. A “circle in
reasoning” cannot possibly lie in the formulation of the question of
the meaning of Being, because in answering this question it is not
a matter of grounding in deduction but rather of laying bare and
exhibiting the ground.

A “circle in reasoning” does not occur in the question of the
meaning of Being. Rather, there is a notable “relatedness backward
or forward” of what is asked about (Being) to asking as a mode of
being of a being. The way what is questioned essentially engages
our questioning belongs to the most proper meaning of the question
of Being. But this only. mieans that the being that has the character
of Dasein has a relation to the question of Being itself, perhaps even
a distinctive one. But have we not thereby demonstrated that a
particular being has a priority with respect to Being and that the
exemplary being that is to function as what is primarily interrogated
is pregiven? In what we have discussed up to now neither has the
priority of Dasein been demonstrated nor has anything been decid-
ed about its possible or even necessary function as the primary
being to be interrogated. But indeed something like a priority of
Dasein has announced itself.

3. The ontological priority of the question of Being

Under the guideline of the formal structure of the question as such,
the characteristics of the question of Being have made it clear that
this question is a unique one, in such a way that its elaboration and
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indeed solution require a series of fundamental reflections. How-
ever, what is distinctive about the question of Being will fully come
to light only when that question is sufficiently delineated with re-
gard to its function, intention, and motives.

Up to now the necessity of a recovery of the question was moti-
vated partly by the dignity of its origin but above all by the lack of
a definite answer, even by the lack of any adequate formulation.
But one can demand to know what purpose this question should
serve. Does it remain solely, or is it at all, only a matter of free-
floating speculation about the most general generalities—or is it the
most basic and at the same time most concrete question?

Being is always the Being of a being. The totality of beings can,
with respect to its various domains, become the field where definite
areas of knowledge are exposed and delimited. These areas of
knowledge—for example, history, nature, space, life, human being,
language, and so on—can in their turn become thematic objects of
scientific investigations. Scientific research demarcates and first es-
tablishes these areas of knowledge in a rough and ready fashion.
The elaboration of the area in its fundamental structures is in a way
already accomplished by prescientific experience and interpretation
of the domain of Being to which the area of knowledge is itself
confined. The resulting “fundamental concepts” comprise the
guidelines for the first concrete disclosure of the area. Whether or
not the importance of the research always lies in such establishment
of concepts, its true progress comes about not so much in collecting
results and storing them in “handbooks” as in being forced to ask
questions about the basic constitution of each area, these questions
being chiefly a reaction to increasing knowledge in each area.

The real “movement” of the sciences takes place in the revision
of these basic concepts, a revision which is more or less radical and
lucid with regard to itself. A science’s level of development is deter-
mined by the extent to which it is capable of a crisis in its basic
concepts. In these immanent crises of the sciences the relation of
positive questioning to the matter in question becomes unstable.
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Today tendencies to place research on new foundations have
cropped up on all sides in the various disciplines.

The discipline which is seemingly the strictest and most securely
structured, mathematics, has experienced a “crisis in its founda-
tions.” The controversy between formalism and intuitionism centers
on obtaining and securing primary access to what should be the
proper object of this science. Relativity theory in physics grew out
of the tendency to expose nature’s own coherence as it is “in itself.”
As a theory of the conditions of access to nature itself it attempts
to preserve the immutability of the laws of motion by defining all
relativities; it is thus confronted by the question of the structure of
its given area of knowledge, i.e., by the problem of matter. In biol-
ogy the tendency has awakened to get behind the definitions mech-
anism and vitalism have given to “organism” and “life” and to define
anew the kind of Being of living beings as such. In the historical
and humanistic disciplines the drive toward historical actuality itself
has been strengthened by the transmission and portrayal of tradi-
tion: the history of literature is to become the history of critical
problems. Theology is searching for a more original interpretation
of man’s being toward God, prescribed by the meaning of faith and
remaining within it. Theology is slowly beginning to understand
again Luther’s insight that its system of dogma rests on a “founda-
tion” that does not stem from a questioning in which faith is pri-
mary and whose conceptual apparatus is not only insufficient. for
the range of problems in theology but rather covers them up and
distorts them.

Fundamental concepts are determinations in which the area of
knowledge underlying all the thematic objects of a science attain an
understanding that precedes and guides all positive investigation.
Accordingly these concepts first receive their genuine evidence and
“grounding” in a correspondingly preliminary research into the area
of knowledge itself. But since each of these areas arises from the
domain of beings themselves, this preliminary research that creates
the fundamental concepts amounts to nothing else than interpret-
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ing these beings in terms of the basic constitution of their Being.
This kind of investigation must precede the positive sciences—and
it can do so. The work of Plato and Aristotle is proof of this. Laying
the foundations of the sciences in this way is different in principle
from “logic” limping along behind, investigating here and there the
status of a science in terms of its “method.” Such laying of foun-
dations is productive logic in the sense that it leaps ahead, so to
speak, into a definite realm of Being, discloses it for the first time
in its constitutive Being, and makes the acquired structures avail-
able to the positive sciences as lucid directives for inquiry. Thus, for
example, what is philosophically primary is not a theory of concept-
formation in historiology, nor the theory of historical knowledge,
nor even the theory of history as the object of historiology; what is
primary is rather the interpretation of properly historical beings
with regard to their historicity. Similarly, the positive result of Kant’s
Critique of Pure Reason consists in its beginning to work out what
belongs to any nature whatsoever, and not in a “theory” of knowl-
edge. His transcendental logic is an a priori logic of the realm of
Being called nature.

But such inquiry—ontology taken in its broadest sense without
reference to specific ontological directions and tendencies—itself
still needs a guideline. 1t is true that ontological inquiry is more
original than the ontic inquiry of the positive sciences. But it re-
mains naive and opaque if its investigations into the Being of beings
leave the meaning of Being in general undiscussed. And precisely
the ontological task of a genealogy of the different possible ways of
Being (which is not to be construed deductively) requires a prelim-
inary understanding of “what we properly mean by this expression
‘Being.””

The question of Being thus aims at an a priori condition of the
possibility not only of the sciences which investigate beings of such
and such a type—and are thereby already involved in an under-
standing of Being; but it aims also at the condition of the possibility
of the ontologies which precede the ontic sciences and found them.
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All ontology, no matter how rich and tightly knit a system of cate-
gories it has at its disposal, remains fundamentally blind and per-
verts its most proper intent if it has not previously clarified the
meaning of Being sufficiently and grasped this clarification as its
fundamental task.

Ontological research itself, correctly understood, gives the ques-
tion of Being its ontological priority over and above merely resum-
ing an honored tradition and making progress on a problem until
now opaque. But this scholarly, scientific priority is not the only
one.

4. The ontic® priority of the question of Being

Science in general can be defined as the totality of fundamentally
coherent true propositions. This definition is not complete, nor
does it get at the meaning of science. As ways in which man be-
haves, sciences have this being’s (man’s) kind of Being. We are de-
fining this being terminologically as Dasein. Scientific research is
neither the sole nor the primary kind of possible Being of this being.
Moreover, Dasein itself is distinctly different from other beings. We
must make this distinct difference visible in a preliminary way. Here
the discussion must anticipate subsequent analyses, which only la-
ter will become properly demonstrative.

Dasein is a being that does not simply occur among other beings.
Rather it is ontically distinguished by the fact that in its Being this
being is concerned about its very Being. Thus it is constitutive of

*Throughout Being and Time Heidegger contrasts the “ontic” to the “ontological.”
As we have seen, “ontological” refers to the Being of beings (onta) or to any account
(logos) of the same; hence it refers to a particular discipline (traditionally belonging to
metaphysics) or to the content or method of this discipline. On the contrary, “ontic”
refers to any manner of dealing with beings that does not raise the ontological ques-
tion. Most disciplines and sciences remain “ontic” in their treatment of beings. What
it means to speak of the “ontic priority” of the question of the meaning of Being—a
paradox that should give us pause—the present section elucidates. Compare the par-
allel but not identical opposition of “existentiell” and “existential” in this same section,
below.—Eb.
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the Being of Dasein to have, in its very Being, a relation of Being
to this Being. And this in turn means that Dasein understands itself
in its Being in some way and with some explicitness. It is proper to
this being that it be disclosed to itself with and through its Being.
Understanding of Being is itself a determination of the Being of
Dasein. The ontic distinction of Dasein lies in the fact that it is
ontological.

To be ontological does not yet mean to develop ontology. Thus if
we reserve the term ontology for the explicit, theoretical question
of the meaning of beings, the intended ontological character of
Dasein is to be designated as pre-ontological. That does not signify
being simply ontical, but rather being in the manner of an under-
standing of Being.

We shall call the very Being to which Dasein can relate in one
way or another, and somehow always does relate, existence [Exis-
tenz.] And because the essential definition of this being cannot be
accomplished by ascribing to it a “what” that specifies its material
content, because its essence lies rather in the fact that it has always
to be its Being as its own, the term Dasein, as a pure expression of
Being, has been chosen to designate this being.

Dasein always understands itself in terms of its existence, in terms
of its possibility to be itself or not to be itself. Dasein has either
chosen these possibilities itself, stumbled upon thern, or already
grown up in them. Existence is decided only by each Dasein itself
in the manner of seizing upon or neglecting such possibilities. We
come to terms with the question of existence always only through
existence itself. We shall call this kind of understanding of itself
existentiell understanding. The question of existence is an ontic
“affair” of Dasein. For this the theoretical perspicuity of the onto-
logical structure of existence is not necessary. The question of
structure aims at the analysis of what constitutes existence. We shall
call the coherence of these structures existentiality. Its analysis
does not have the character of an existentiell understanding but
rather an existential one. The task of an existential analysis of Da-
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sein is prescribed with regard to its possibility and necessity in the
ontic constitution of Dasein.*

ut since existence defines Dasein, the ontological analysis of this
being always requires a previous glimpse of existentiality. However,
we understand existentiality as the constitution-of-Being of the
being that exists. But the idea of Being already lies in the idea of
such a constitution of Being. And thus the possibility of carrying
out the analysis of Dasein depends upon the prior elaboration of
the question of the meaning of Being in general.

Sciences and disciplines are ways of being of Dasein in which Da-
sein relates also to beings that it need not itself be. But being in a
world belongs essentially to Dasein. Thus the understanding of Being
that belongs to Dasein just as originally implies the understanding of
something like “world” and the understanding of the Being of beings
accessible within the world. Ontologies that have beings unlike Da-
sein as their theme are accordingly founded and motivated in the
ontic structure of Dasein itself. This structure includes in itself the
determination of a pre-ontological understanding of Being.

Thus fundamental ontology, from which alone all other ontologies
can originate, must be sought in the existential analysis of Dasein.

Dasein accordingly takes priority in several ways over all other
beings. The first priority is an ontic one: this being is defined in its
Being by existence. The second priority is an ontological one: on
the basis of its determination as existence Dasein is in itself “onto-
logical.” But just as originally Dasein possesses—in a manner con-
stitutive of its understanding of existence—an understanding of
the Being of all beings unlike itself. Dasein therefore has its third
priority as the ontic-ontological condition of the possibility of all

*Heidegger coins the term existentiell (here translated as "existentiell”) to designate
the way Dasein in any given case actually exists by realizing or ignoring its various
possibilities—in other words, by living its life. One of those possibilities is to inquire
into the structure of its life and possibilities; the kind of understanding thereby gained
Heidegger calls existenzial (here translated as “existential”). The nexus of such struc-
tures he call Existentialitdt (here translated as “existentiality”).—Ep.
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ontologies. Dasein has proven to be what, before all other beings,
is ontologically the primary being to be interrogated.

However, the roots of the existential analysis, for their part, are
ultimately existentiell—they are ontic. Only when philosophical re-
search and inquiry themselves are grasped in an existentiell way—
as a possibility of being of each existing Dasein—does it become
possible at all to disclose the existentiality of existence and therewith
to get hold of a sufficiently grounded set of ontological problems.
But with this the ontic priority of the question of Being as well has
become clear.

The ontic-ontological priority of Dasein was already seen early on,
without Daseinitself being grasped in its genuine ontological structure
or even becoming a problem with such an aim. Aristotle says, hé
psyché ta onta pos estin.s The soul (of man) is in a certain way beings.
The “soul” which constitutes the Being of man discovers in its ways
to be—aistheésis and noésis—all beings with regard to their thatness
and whatness, that is to say, always also in their Being. Thomas Aqui-
nas discussed this statement—which refers back to Parmenides’ onto-
logical thesis—in a manner characteristic of him. Thomas is engaged
in the task of deriving the “transcendentals,” i.e., the characteristics
of Being that lie beyond every possible generic determination of a
being in its material content, every modus specialis entis, and that are
necessary attributes of every “something,” whatever it might be. For
him the verum too is to be demonstrated as being such a transcendens.
This is to be accomplished by appealing to a being which in conform-
ity with its kind of Being is suited to “come together” with any being
whatsoever. This distinctive being, the ens quod natum est convenire
cum omni ente [“the being whose nature it is to meet with all other
beings”], is the soul (anima).” The priority of Dasein over and above

6. De anima, 111, 8, 431b 21; cf. ibid., 111, 5, 430a 14ff. [The Teubner edition which
Heidegger cites removes the panta from this famous phrase, which in most English
editions reads, “The soul is in a certain way all beings.”"—EDb.]

7. Quaestiones de veritate, Qu. 1, a. 1 c; cf. the occasionally stricter exposition,
which deviates from what was cited, of a “deduction” of the transcendentals in the
brief work De natura generis.
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all other beings which emerges here without being ontologically clar-
ified obviously has nothing in common with a vapid subjectivizing of
the totality of beings.

The demonstration of the ontic-ontological distinctiveness of the
question of Being is grounded in the preliminary indication of the
ontic-ontological priority of Dasein. But the analysis of the struc-
ture of the question of Being as such (section 2) came up against
the distinctive function of this being within the formulation of that
very question. Dasein revealed itself to be that being which must
first be elaborated in a sufficiently ontological manner if the inquiry
is to become a lucid one. But now it has become evident that the
ontological analysis of Dasein in general constitutes fundamental
ontology, that Dasein consequently functions as the being that is to
be interrogated fundamentally in advance with respect to its Being,

If the interpretation of the meaning of Being is to become a task,
Dasein is not only the primary being to be interrogated; in addition
to this it is the being that always already in its Being is related to
what is sought in this question. But then the question of Being is
nothing else than the radicalization of an essential tendency of
Being that belongs to Dasein itself, namely, of the pre-ontological
understanding of Being.

Cuarrer Two
The Double Task in Working Out the Question of Being
The Method of the Investigation and Its Outline

5. The ontological analysis of Dasein as exposure
of the horizon for an interpretation of the meaning
of Being in general

In designating the tasks that lie in “formulating” the question of
Being, we showed that not only must we pinpoint the particular
being that is to function as the primary object of interrogation but
also that an explicit appropriation and securing of correct access to
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this being is required. We discussed which being it is that takes over
the major role within the question of Being. But how should this
being, Dasein, become accessible and, so to speak, be envisaged in
a perceptive interpretation?

The ontic-ontological priority that has been demonstrated for
Dasein could lead to the mistaken opinion that this being would
have to be what is primarily given also ontically-ontologically, not
only in the sense that such a being could be grasped immediately
but also that the prior givenness of its manner of being would be
just as “immediate.” True, Dasein is ontically not only what is near
or even nearest—we ourselves are it in each case. Nevertheless, or
precisely for this reason, it is ontologically what is farthest away.
True, it belongs to its most proper Being to have an understanding
of this Being and to sustain a certain interpretation of it. But this
does not at all mean that the most readily available pre-ontological
interpretation of its own Being could be adopted as an adequate
guideline, as though this understanding of Being perforce stemmed
from a thematic ontological reflection on the most proper consti-
tution of its Being. Rather, in accordance with the manner of being
belonging to it, Dasein tends to understand its own Being in terms
of that being to which it is essentially, continually, and most closely
related—the “world.” In Dasein itself and therewith in its own un-
derstanding of Being, as we shall show, the way the world is under-
stood is ontologically reflected back upon the interpretation of
Dasein.

The ontic-ontological priority of Dasein is therefore the reason why
the specific constitution of the Being of Dasein—understood in the
sense of the “categorial” structure that belongs to it—remains hidden
from it. Dasein is ontically “closest” to itself, while ontologically far-
thest away; but pre-ontologically it is surely not foreign to itself.

For the time being we have only indicated that an interpretation
of this being is confronted with peculiar difficulties rooted in the
mode of being of the thematic object and the way it is thematized.
These difficulties do not result from some shortcoming of our pow-
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ers of knowledge or lack of a suitable way of conceiving—a lack
seemingly easy to remedy.

Not only does an understanding of Being belong to Dasein, but
this understanding also develops or decays according to the actual
manner of being of Dasein at any given time; for this reason it has
a wealth of interpretations at its disposal. Philosophical psychology,
anthropology, ethics, “politics,” poetry, biography, and the disci-
pline of history pursue in different ways and to varying extents the
behavior, faculties, powers, possibilities, and vicissitudes of Dasein.
But the question remains whether these interpretations were car-
ried out in as original an existential manner as their existentiell
originality perhaps merited. The two do not necessarily go together,
but they also do not exclude one another. Existentiell interpretation
can require existential analysis, provided philosophical knowledge is
understood in its possibility and necessity. Only when the funda-
mental structures of Dasein are adequately worked out with explicit
orientation toward the problem of Being will the previous results of
the interpretation of Dasein receive their existential justification.

Hence the first concern in the question of Being must be an
analysis of Dasein. But then the problem of gaining and securing
the access that leads to Dasein becomes really crucial. Expressed
negatively, no arbitrary idea of Being and reality, no matter how
“self-evident” it is, may be brought to bear on this being in a dog-
matically constructed way; no “categories” prescribed by such ideas
may be forced upon Dasein without ontological deliberation. The
manner of access and interpretation must instead be chosen in such
a way that this being can show itself to itself on its own terms.
Furthermore, this manner should show that being as it is at first
and for the most part—in its average everydayness. Not arbitrary and
accidental structures but essential ones are to be demonstrated in
this everydayness, structures that remain determinative in every
mode of being of factual Dasein. By looking at the fundamental
constitution of the everydayness of Dasein we shall bring out in a
preparatory way the Being of this being.
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The analysis of Dasein thus understood is wholly oriented toward
the guiding task of working out the question of Being. Its limits are
thereby determined. It cannot hope to provide a complete ontology
of Dasein, which of course must be supplied if something like a
“philosophical” anthropology is to rest on a philosophically ade-
quate basis. With a view to a possible anthropology or its ontological
foundation, the following interpretation will provide only a few
“parts,” although not unessential ones. However, the analysis of Da-
sein is not only incomplete but at first also preliminary. It only
brings out the Being of this being, without interpreting its meaning.
Its aim is rather to expose the horizon for the most original inter-
pretation of Being. Once we have reached that horizon the prepa-
ratory analysis of Dasein requires recovery on a higher, properly
ontological basis.

The meaning of the Being of that being we call Dasein proves to
be temporality [Zeitlichkeit). In order to demonstrate this we must
recover our interpretation of those structures of Dasein that shall
have been indicated in a preliminary way—this time as modes of
temporality. While it is true that with this interpretation of Dasein
as temporality the answer to the guiding question about the mean-
ing of Being in general is not given as such, the soil from which we
may reap it will nevertheless be prepared.

We intimated that a pre-ontological Being belongs to Dasein as
its ontic constitution. Dasein is in such a way that, by being, it
understands something like Being. Remembering this connection,
we must show that time is that from which Dasein tacitly under-
stands and interprets something like Being at all. Time must be
brought to light and genuinely grasped as the horizon of every un-
derstanding and interpretation of Being. For this to become clear
we need an original explication of time as the horizon of the under-
standing of Being, in terms of temporality as the Being of Dasein
which understands Being. This task as a whole requires that the
concept of time thus gained be distinguished from the common
understanding of it. The latter has become explicit in an interpre-
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tation of time which reflects the traditional concept that has per-
sisted since Aristotle and beyond Bergson. We must thereby make
clear that and in what way this concept of time and the common
understanding of time in general originate from temporality. In this
way the common concept of time receives again its rightful auton-
omy—contrary to Bergson'’s thesis that time understood in the com-
mon way is really space.

For a long while, “time” has served as the ontological—or rather
ontic—criterion for naively distinguishing the different regions of
beings. “Temporal” beings (natural processes and historical events)
are separated from “atemporal” beings (spatial and numerical rela-
tionships). We are accustomed to distinguishing the “timeless”
meaning of propositions from the “temporal” course of proposi-
tional statements. Further, a “gap” between “temporal” being and
“supratemporal” eternal being is found, and the attempt made to
bridge the gap. “Temporal” here means as much as being “in time,”
an obscure enough definition to be sure. The fact remains that time
in the sense of “being in time” serves as a criterion for separating
the regions of Being. How time comes to have this distinctive on-
tological function, and even with what right precisely something
like time serves as such a criterion, and most of all whether in this
naive ontological application of time its genuinely possible ontolog-
ical relevance is expressed, has neither been asked nor investigated
up to now. “Time,” especially on the horizon of the common
understanding of it, has chanced to acquire this “obvious” onto-
logical function “of itself,” as it were, and has retained it to the
present day.

In contrast we must show, on the basis of the question of the
meaning of Being which shall have been worked out, that—and in
what way—the central range of problems of all ontology is rooted in
the phenomenon of time correctly viewed and correctly explained.

If Being is to be conceived in terms of time, and if the various
modes and derivatives of Being, in their modifications and deriva-
tions, are in fact to become intelligible through consideration of
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time, then Being itself—and not only beings that are “in time”—is
made visible in its “temporal” [“zeitlich”] character. But then “tem-
poral” can no longer mean only “being in time.” The “atemporal”
and the “supratemporal” are also “temporal” with respect to their
Being; this not only by way of privation when compared to “tem-
poral” beings which are “in time,” but in a positive way which, of
course, must first be clarified. Because the expression “temporal”
belongs to both prephilosophical and philosophical usage, and be-
cause that expression will be used in a different sense in the follow-
ing investigations, we shall call the original determination of the
meaning of Being and its characters and modes which devolve from
time its Temporal [temporale] determination. The fundamental on-
tological task of the interpretation of Being as such thus includes
the elaboration of the Temporality of Being [Temporalitit des
Seins.) In the exposition of the problem of Temporality the con-
crete answer to the question of the meaning of Being is first given.

Because Being is comprehensible only on the basis of the consid-
eration of time, the answer to the question of Being cannot lie in
an isolated and blind proposition. The answer is not grasped by
repeating what is stated propositionally, especially when it is trans-
mitted as a free-floating result, so that we merely take notice of a
standpoint which perhaps deviates from the way the matter has
been previously treated. Whether the answer is “novel” is of no
importance and remains extrinsic. What is positive about the an-
swer must lie in the fact that it is old enough to enable us to learn
to comprehend possibilities prepared by the “ancients.” In conform-
ity to its most proper sense, the answer provides a directive for
concrete ontological research, that is, a directive to begin its in-
vestigative inquiry within the horizon exhibited—and that is all it
provides.

If the answer to the question of Being thus becomes the guiding
directive for research, then it is sufficiently given only if the specific
mode of being of previous ontology—the vicissitudes of its question-
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ing, its findings, and its failures—becomes visible as necessary to
the very character of Dasein.

6. The task of a destructuring of the history of ontology*

All research—especially when it moves in the sphere of the central
question of Being—is an ontic possibility of Dasein. The Being of
Dasein finds its meaning in temporality. But temporality is at the
same time the condition of the possibility of historicity as a temporal
mode of being of Dasein itself, regardless of whether and how it is
a being “in time.” As a determination, historicity is prior to what is
called history (world-historical occurrences). Historicity means the
constitution of Being of the “occurrence” of Dasein as such; it is
the ground for the fact that something like the discipline of “world
history” is at all possible and historically belongs to world history.
In its factual Being Dasein always is as and “what” it already was.
Whether explicitly or not, it is its past. It is its own past not only in
such a way that its past, as it were, pushes itself along “behind” it,
and that it possesses what is past as a property that is still at hand
and occasionally has an effect on it. Dasein “is” its past in the man-
ner of its Being which, roughly expressed, actually “occurs” out of
its future. In its manner of being at any given time, and accordingly
also with the understanding of Being that belongs to it, Dasein
grows into a customary interpretation of itself and grows up in that
interpretation. It understands itself in terms of this interpretation at
first, and within a certain range, constantly. This understanding
discloses the possibilities of its Being and regulates them. Its own
past—and that always means that of its “generation”—does not fol-
low dafter Dasein but rather always goes already ahead of it.

*Heidegger's word Destruktion does not mean “destruction” in the usual sense—
which the German word Zerstérung expresses. ‘The word destructuring should serve
to keep the negative connotations at a distance and to bring out the neutral, ulti-
mately constructive, sense of the original —Tr./En.
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This elemental historicity of Dasein can remain concealed from
it. But it can also be discovered in a certain way and be properly
cultivated. Dasein can discover, preserve, and explicitly pursue tra-
dition. The discovery of tradition and the disclosure of what it
“transmits,” and how it does this, can be undertaken as an indepen-
dent task. In this way Dasein advances to the mode of being of
historical inquiry and research. But the discipline of history—more
precisely, the historicality underlying it—as the manner of being of
inquiring Dasein, is possible only because Dasein is determined by
historicity in the ground of its Being. If historicity remains con-
cealed from Dasein, and so long as it does so, the possibility of
historical inquiry and discovery of history is denied it. If the disci-
pline of history is lacking, that is no evidence against the historicity
of Dasein; rather it is evidence for this constitution-of-Being in a
deficient mode. Only because it is “historic” in the first place can
an age lack the discipline of history.

On the other hand, if Dasein has seized upon its inherent possi-
bility not only of making its existence perspicuous but also of in-
quiring into the meaning of existentiality itself, that is to say, of
provisionally inquiring into the meaning of Being in general; and if
insight into the essential historicity of Dasein has opened up in such
inquiry; then it is inevitable that inquiry into Being, which was des-
ignated with regard to its ontic-ontological necessity, is itself char-
acterized by historicity. The elaboration of the question of Being
must therefore receive its directive to inquire into its own history
from the most proper ontological sense of the inquiry itself, as a
historical one; that means to become historical in order to come to
the positive appropriation of the past, to come into full possession
of its most proper possibilities of inquiry. The question of the mean-
ing of Being is led to understand itself as historical in accordance
with its own way of proceeding, i.e., as the provisional explication
of Dasein in its temporality and historicity.

However, the preparatory interpretation of the fundamental
structures of Dasein with regard to its usual and average way of
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being—in which it is also first of all historical—will make the fol-
lowing clear: Dasein not only has the inclination to be ensnared in
the world in which it is and to interpret itself in terms of that world
by its reflected light; at the same time Dasein is also ensnared in a
tradition which it more or less explicitly grasps. This tradition de-
prives Dasein of its own leadership in questioning and choosing.
This is especially true of that understanding (and its possible devel-
opment) which is rooted in the most proper Being of Dasein—the
ontological understanding.

The tradition that hereby gains dominance makes what it “trans-
mits” so little accessible that at first and for the most part it covers
it over instead. What has been handed down it hands over to ob-
viousness; it bars access to those original “wellsprings” out of which
the traditional categories and concepts were in part genuinely
drawn. The tradition even makes us forget such a provenance alto-
gether. Indeed it makes us wholly incapable of even understanding
that such a return is necessary. The tradition uproots the historicity
of Dasein to such a degree that it only takes an interest in the
manifold forms of possible types, directions, and standpoints of phi-
losophizing in the most remote and strangest cultures, and with this
interest tries to veil its own lack of foundation. Consequently, in
spite of all historical interest and zeal for a philologically “viable”
interpretation, Dasein no longer understands the most elementary
conditions which alone make a positive return to the past possible—
in the sense of its productive appropriation.

At the outset (section 1) we showed that the question of the mean-
ing of Being was not only unresolved, not only inadequately formu-
lated, but in spite of all interest in “metaphysics” has even been
forgotten. Greek ontology and its history, which through many twists
and turns still determine the conceptual character of philosophy to-
day, are proof of the fact that Dasein understands itself and Being in
general in terms of the “world.” The ontology that thus arises is en-
snared by the tradition, which allows it to sink to the level of the
obvious and become mere material for reworking (as it was for Hegel).
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Greek ontology thus uprooted becomes a fixed body of doctrine in
the Middle Ages. But its systematics is not at all a mere joining to-
gether of traditional elements into a single structure. Within the limits
of its dogmatic adoption of the fundamental Greek interpretations of
Being, this systematics contains a great deal of unpretentious work
which does make advances. In its scholastic mold, Greek ontology
makes the essential transition via the Disputationes metaphysicae of
Suarez into the “metaphysics” and transcendental philosophy of the
modern period,; it still determines the foundations and goals of Hegel’s
Logic. Insofar as certain distinctive domains of Being become visible
in the course of this history and henceforth chiefly dominate the
range of problems (Descartes’s ego cogito, subject, the “I,” reason,
spirit, person), the beings just cited remain unquestioned with respect
to the Being and structure of their being, this corresponding to the
thorough neglect of the question of Being. But the categorial content
of traditional ontology is transferred to these beings with correspond-
ing formalizations and purely negative restrictions, or else dialectic is
called upon to help with an ontological interpretation of the substan-
tiality of the subject.

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

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

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

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

1. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, B 180-81.
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thematically and in principle if the expression “Being” is to have a
demonstrable meaning. Ultimately the phenomena to be explicated
in the following analysis under the rubric “Temporality” are pre-
cisely those that determine the most covert judgments of “common
reason,” analysis of which Kant calls the “business of philosophers.”

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

By taking over Descartes’s ontological position Kant neglects some-
thing essential: an ontology of Dasein. In terms of Descartes’s inner-
most tendency this omission is a decisive one. With the cagito sum
Descartes claims to prepare a new and secure foundation for philos-
ophy. But what he leaves undetermined in this “radical” beginning is
the manner of being of the res cogitans, more precisely, the meaning
of the Being of the “sum.” Working out the tacit ontological foun-
dations of the cogito sum will constitute the second stage of our
destructuring of, and path back into, the history of ontology. The
interpretation will demonstrate not only that Descartes had to neglect
the question of Being altogether but also why he held the opinion that
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the absolute “certainty” of the cogito exempted him from the question
of the meaning of the Being of this being.

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

Everyone familiar with the medieval period sees that Descartes is
“dependent” upon medieval scholasticism and uses its terminology.
But with this “discovery” nothing is gained philosophically as long
as it remains obscure to what a profound extent medieval ontology
influences the way posterity determines or fails to determine onto-
logically the res cogitans. The full extent of this influence cannot
be estimated until the meaning and limitations of ancient ontology
have been shown by our orientation toward the question of Being.
In other words, the destructuring sees itself assigned the task of
interpreting the very basis of ancient ontology in light of the prob-
lem of Temporality. Here it becomes evident that the ancient inter-
pretation of the Being of beings is oriented toward the “world” or
“nature” in the broadest sense and that it indeed gains its under-
standing of Being from “time.” The outward evidence of this—but
of course only outward—is the determination of the meaning of
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Being as parousia or ousida, which means ontologically and tempo-
rally “presence” [“Anwesenheit”]. Beings are grasped in their Being
as “presence”; that is to say, they are understood with regard to a
definite mode of time, the present.

The problem of Greek ontology must, like that of any other, take
its guideline from Dasein itself. In the ordinary and also the philo-
sophical “definition,” Dasein, that is, the Being of man, is deline-
ated as zoon logon echon, that creature whose Being is essentially
determined by its being able to speak. Legein (see section 7 B) is
the -guideline for arriving at the structures of Being of the beings
we encounter in discourse and discussion. That is why the ancient
ontology developed by Plato becomes “dialectic.” The possibility of
a more radical conception of the problem of Being grows with the
continuing development of the ontological guideline itself, i.e., of
the “hermeneutics” of the logos. “Dialectic,” which was a genuine
philosophic embarrassment, becomes superfluous. Aristotle has “no
understanding of it” for this reason, that he places it on a more
radical foundation and transcends it. Legein itself, or noein—the
simple apprehension of something at hand in its pure being at hand
[Vorhandenheit], which Parmenides already used as a guide for in-
terpreting Being—has the Temporal structure of a pure “making
present” of something. Beings, which show themselves in and for
this making present and which are understood as beings proper, are
accordingly interpreted with regard to the present; that is to say,
they are conceived as presence (ousia).

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

Within the framework of the following fundamental elaboration
of the question of Being we cannot offer a detailed Temporal inter-
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pretation of the foundations of ancient ontology—especially of its
scientifically highest and purest stage, i.e., in Aristotle. Instead, we
offer an interpretation of Aristotle’s treatise on time,2 which can be
chosen as the way of discerning the basis and limits of the ancient
science of Being.

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

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

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

7. The phenomenological method of the investigation

With the preliminary characterization of the thematic object of the
investigation (the Being of beings, or the meaning of Being in gen-
eral) its method would appear to be already prescribed. The task of

2. Aristotle, Physics, IV, 10-14; 217b 29-224a 17.
3. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, B 121.
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ontology is to set in relief the Being of beings and to explicate Being.
And the method of ontology remains questionable in the highest
degree as long as we wish merely to consult historically transmitted
ontologies or similar efforts. Since the term “ontology” is used in a
formally broad sense for this investigation, the approach of clarify-
ing its method by pursuing the history of that method is automati-
cally precluded.

In using the term “ontology” we do not specify any definite philo-
sophical discipline standing in relation to others. It should not at all
be our task to satisfy the demands of any established discipline. On
the contrary, such a discipline can be developed only from the com-
pelling necessity of definite questions and procedures demanded by
the “things themselves.”

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

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

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

A. The concept of phenomenon

The Greek expression phainomenon, from which the term “phe-
nomenon” derives, comes from the verb phainesthai, meaning “to
show itself.” Thus phainomenon means what shows itself, the self-
showing, the manifest. Phainesthai itself is a “middle voice” con-
struction of phainé, to bring into daylight, to place in brightness.
Phainé belongs to the root pha-, like phés, light or brightness, i.e.,
that within which something can become manifest, visible in itself.
Thus the meaning of the expression “phenomenon” is established
as what shows itself in itself, what is manifest. The phainomena,
“phenomena,” are thus the totality of what lies in the light of day
or can be brought to light. Sometimes the Greeks simply identified
this with ta onta (beings). Beings can show themselves from them-
selves in various ways, depending on the mode of access to them.
The possibility even exists that they can show themselves as they
are not in themselves. In this self-showing beings “look like. . . .”
Such self-showing we call seeming [Scheinen]. And so the expres-
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sion phainomenon, phenomenon, means in Greek: what looks like
something, what “seems,” ‘“semblance.” Phainomenon agathon
means a good that looks like—but “in reality” is not what it gives
itself out to be. It is extremely important for further understanding
of the concept of phenomenon to see how what is named in both
meanings of phainomenon (“phenomenon” as self-showing and
“phenomenon” as semblance) are structurally connected. Only be-
cause something claims to show itself in accordance with its mean-
ing at all, that is, claims to be a phenomenon, can it show itself as
something it is not, or can it “only look like. . ..” The original
meaning (phenomenon, what is manifest) already contains and is
the basis of phainomenon (“semblance”). We attribute to the term
“phenomenon” the positive and original meaning of phdinomenon
terminologically, and separate the phenomenon of semblance from
it as a privative modification. But what both terms express has at
first nothing at all to do with what is called “appearance” or even
“mere appearance.”

One speaks of “appearances or symptoms of illness.” What is
meant by this are occurrences in the body that show themselves
and in this self-showing as such “indicate” something that does not
show itself. When such occurrences emerge, their self-showing co-
incides with the being at hand [Vorhandensein] of disturbances that
do not show themselves. Appearance, as the appearance “of some-
thing,” thus precisely does not mean that something shows itself;
rather, it means that something makes itself known which does not
show itself. It makes itself known through something that does show
itself. Appearing is a not showing itself. But this “not” must by no
means be confused with the privative not which determines the
structure of semblance. What does not show itself, in the manner
of what appears, can also never seem. All indications, presentations,
symptoms, and symbols have the designated formal, fundamental
structure of appearing, although they do differ among themselves.

Although “appearing” is never a self-showing in the sense of phe-
nomenon, appearing is possible only on the basis of a self-showing
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of something. But this, the self-showing that makes appearing pos-
sible, is not appearing itself. Appearing is a making itself known
through something that shows itself. If we then say that with the
word “appearance” we are pointing to something in which some-
thing appears without itself being an appearance, then the concept
of phenomenon is not thereby delimited but presupposed. However,
this presupposition remains hidden because the expression “to ap-
pear” in this definition of “appearance” is used in an equivocal
sense. That in which something “appears” means that in which
something makes itself known, that is, does not show itself; in the
expression “without itself being an ‘appearance’” appearance means
the self-showing. But this self-showing essentially belongs to the
“wherein” in which something makes itself known. Accordingly,
phenomena are never appearances, but every appearance is depen-
dent upon phenomena. If we define phenomenon with the help of
a concept of “appearance” that is still unclear, then everything is
turned upside down, and a “critique” of phenomenology on this
basis is surely a bizarre enterprise.

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

However, this confusion is considerably increased by the fact that
“appearance” can take on still another meaning. If one understands
what does the making known—what in its self-showing indicates the
nonmanifest—as what comes to the fore in the nonmanifest itself,
and radiates from it in such a way that what is nonmanifest is
thought of as what is essentially never manifest—if one understands
the matter in this way, then appearance is tantamount to a bringing
to the fore, or to what is brought to the fore. However, the latter
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does not constitute the proper Being of what actually conducts
something to the fore. Hence appearance has the sense of “mere
appearance.” That which makes known, itself brought to the fore,
indeed shows itself; but it does so in such a way that, as the ema-
nation of what it makes known, it precisely and continually veils
what it is in itself. But then again this not-showing which veils is
not semblance. Kant uses the term “appearance” in this twofold
way. On the one hand, appearances are for him the “objects of
empirical intuition,” what shows itself in intuition. This self-
showing (phenomenon in the genuine, original sense) is, on the
other hand, “appearance” as the emanation of something that
makes itself known but conceadls itself in the appearance.

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

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

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

Now, if the phenomenological concept of phenomenon is to be
understood at all (regardless of how the self-showing may be more
closely determined), we must inevitably presuppose insight into the
sense of the formal concept of phenomenon and the legitimate ap-
plication of phenomenon in its ordinary meaning. However, before
getting hold of the preliminary concept of phenomenology we must
define the meaning of logos, in order to make clear in which sense
phenomenology can be “a science of”” phenomena at all.

B. The concept cf logos

The concept of logos has many meanings in Plato and Aristotle,
indeed in such a way that these meanings diverge, without a basic
meaning positively taking the lead. This is in fact only an illusion
which lasts so long as an interpretation is not able to grasp ade-
quately the basic meaning in its primary content. If we say that the
basic meaning of logos is speech, this literal translation becomes
valid only when we define what speech itself means. The later his-
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tory of the word logos, and especially the manifold and arbitrary
interpretations of subsequent philosophy, conceal constantly the
proper meaning of speech—which is manifest enough. Logos is
“translated,” and that always means interpreted, as reason, judg-
ment, concept, definition, ground, relation. But how can “speech”
be so susceptible of modification that logos means all the things
mentioned, indeed in scholarly usage? Even if logos is understood
in the sense of a statement, and statement as “judgment,” this ap-
parently correct translation can still miss the fundamental mean-
ing—especially if judgment is understood in the sense of some
contemporary “theory of judgment.” Logos does not mean judg-
ment, in any case not primarily, if by judgment we understand
“connecting two things” or “taking a position” either by endorsing
or rejecting.

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

When fully concrete, speech (letting something be seen) has the
character of speaking or vocalization in words. Logos is phoné, in-

4. See De interpretatione, chaps. 1-6. See further, Metaphysics V11, 4 and Nicom-
achean Ethics, Bk. V1.
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deed phoné meta phantasias—vocalization in which something al-
ways is sighted.

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

Furthermore, because lagos lets something be seen, it can therefore
be true or false. But everything depends on staying clear of any con-
cept of truth construed in the sense of “correspondence” or “accor-
dance” [Ubereinstimmung]. This idea is by no means the primary one
in the concept of alétheia. The “being true” of logos as alétheuein
means: to take beings that are being talked about in legein as apo-
phainesthai out of their concealment; to let them be seen as some-
thing unconcealed (aléthes); to discover them. Similarly “being false,”
pseudesthai, is tantamount to deceiving in the sense of covering up:
putting something in front of something else (by way of letting it be
seen) and thereby proffering it as something it is not.

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

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

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

C. The preliminary concept of phenomenology

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

Accordingly, the term “phenomenology” differs in meaning from
such expressions as “theology” and the like. Such titles designate
the objects of the respective disciplines in terms of their content.
“Phenomenology” neither designates the object of its researches nor
is it a title that describes their content. The word only tells us some-
thing about the how of the demonstration and treatment of what
this discipline considers. Science “of” the phenomena means that
it grasps its objects in such a way that everything about them to be
discussed must be directly indicated and directly demonstrated. The
basically tautological expression “descriptive phenomenology” has
the same sense. Here description does not mean a procedure like
that of, say, botanical morphology. The term rather has the sense
of a prohibition, insisting that we avoid all nondemonstrative deter-
minations. The character of description itself, the specific sense of
the logos, can be established only from the “compelling nature”
[“Sachheit”] of what is “described,” i.e., of what is to be brought to
scientific determinateness in the way phenomena are encountered.
The meaning of the formal and common concepts of the phenom-
enon formally justifies our calling every way of indicating beings as
they show themselves in themselves “phenomenology.”

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

But what remains concealed in an exceptional sense, or what falls
back and is covered up again, or shows itself only in a distorted way,
is not this or that being but rather, as we have shown in our fore-
going observations, the Being of beings. It can be covered up to
such a degree that it is forgotten and the question about it and its
meaning is in default. Thus what demands to become a phenome-
non in a distinctive sense, in terms of its most proper content, phe-
nomenology has taken into its “grasp” thematically as its object.

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

Essentially, nothing else stands “behind” the phenomena of
phenomenology. Nevertheless, what is to become a phenomenon
can be concealed. And precisely because phenomena are at first
and for the most part not given phenomenology is needed. Being
covered up is the counterconcept to “phenomenon.”

There are various ways phenomena can be covered up. In the
first place, a phenomenon can be covered up in the sense that it
has not yet been discovered at all. There is neither knowledge nor
lack of knowledge about it. In the second place, a phenomenon can
be buried over. This means it was once discovered but then got
covered up again. This covering up can be total, but more com-
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monly, what was once discovered may still be visible, though only
as semblance. However, where there is semblance there is “Being.”
This kind of covering up, “distortion,” is the most frequent and the
most dangerous kind because here the possibilities of being deceived
and misled are especially pertinacious. Within a “system” the struc-
tures and concepts of Being that are available but concealed with
respect to their autochthony may perhaps claim their rights. On
the basis of their integrated structure in a system they present them-
selves as something “clear” which is in no need of further justifi-
cation and which therefore can serve as a point of departure for a
process of deduction.

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

The way of encountering Being and the structures of Being in the
mode of phenomenon must first be won from the objects of phenom-
enology. Thus the point of departure of the analysis, the access to the
phenomenon, and passage through the prevalent coverings must se-
cure their own method. The idea of an “originary” and “intuitive”
grasp and explication of phenomena must be opposed to the naiveté
of an accidental, “immediate,” and unreflective “beholding.”

On the basis of the preliminary concept of phenomenology just
delimited, the terms “phenomenal” and “phenomenological” can now
be given fixed meanings. What is given and is explicable in the way
we encounter the phenomenon is called “phenomenal.” In this sense



84 BASIC WRITINGS

we speak of phenomenal structures. Everything that belongs to the
manner of indication and explication, and constitutes the conceptual
tools this research requires, is called “phenomenological.”

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

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

As the fundamental theme of philosophy, Being is no sort of ge-
nus of beings; yet it pertains to every being. Its “universality” must
be sought in a higher sphere. Being and its structure transcend
every being and every determination of beings there might be.
Being is the transcendens pure and simple. The transcendence
of the Being of Dasein is a distinctive one since in it lies the
possibility and necessity of the most radical individuation. Every dis-
closure of Being as the transcendens is transcendental knowl-
edge. Phenomenological truth (disclosedness of Being) is veritas
transcendentalis.

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

The following investigations would not have been possible with-
out the foundation laid by Edmund Husserl; with his Logical
Investigations phenomenology achieved a breakthrough. Our elu-
cidations of the preliminary concept of phenomenology show that
what is essential to it does not consist in its actuality as a philo-
sophical “movement.” Higher than actuality stands possibility.
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We can understand phenomenology solely by seizing upon it as a
possibility.*

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

8. The outline of the treatise

The question of the meaning of Being is the most universal and the
emptiest. But at the same time the possibility inheres of its keenest
particularization in every individual Dasein. If we are to gain the
fundamental concept of “Being” and the prescription of the onto-
logically requisite conceptuality in all its necessary variations, we
need a concrete guideline. The “special character” of the investi-
gation does not belie the universality of the concept of Being. For
we may advance to Being by way of a special interpretation of a
particular being, Dasein, in which the horizon for an understanding

5. If the following investigation takes any steps forward in disclosing “the things
themselves” the author must above all thank E. Husserl, who by providing his own
incisive personal guidance and by very generously sharing his unpublished investiga-
tions familiarized the author during his student years in Freiburg with the most di-
verse areas of phenomenological research.
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and a possible interpretation of Being is to be won. But this being
is in itself “historic,” so that its most proper ontological illumination
necessarily becomes a “historical” interpretation.

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

Part One: The interpretation of Dasein with a view to temporality
and the explication of Wme as the transcendental horizon of the
question of Being.

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

The first part consists of three divisions:

1. The preparatory fundamental analysis of Dasein.
2. Dasein and temporality.
3. Time and Being.

The second part likewise has three divisions:

1. Kant’s doctrine of the schematism and of time, as the prelimi-
nary stage of a problem of Temporality. *

2. The ontological foundation of Descartes’s cogito sum and the
incorporation of medieval ontology in the problem of the res
cogitans.

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

*See Martin Heidegger, Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik, first published in
1929, fourth, expanded edition (Frankfurt am Main: V. Klostermann, 1973), pp. xii-
xviii. A new translation of Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics by Richard Taft is
now available (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1990).—F.p.

1See Martin Heidegger, The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, section 19, for Hei-
degger’s remarkable destructuring of the Aristotelian treatise on time.—Fp.






I1

WHAT IS METAPHYSICS?

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



On July 24, 1929, Heidegger delivered his inaugural lecture to the
Freiburg University faculties. That lecture, translated here complete
but without the Afterword and Introduction appended to it in 1943
and 1949, stressed several key issues in his then recently published
Being and Time and also pointed forward to his later studies.

In Being and Time Heidegger undertook a concrete description of
the being that questions Being. At various watersheds in his history
Western man has advanced descriptions of himself in sundry forms:
he has always expressed opinions about who he is. Until recently
Occidental man has consistently described himself as the rational
animal, the living creature that thinks and has knowledge. Heidegger
sought the fundamental source of this knowledge—indeed knowledge
of any kind—and found it in the disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) of
Dasein as being-in-the-world. Knowledge and rational opinions are
certainly one kind of disclosure, but Heidegger located a more gen-
eralized and primary sort: Dasein is disclosed as such in the moods
in which man finds himself, such as joy, boredom, excitement, or anx-
iety. Why at any particular time we find ourselves in “good” or “bad”
moods we do not know. “And Dasein cannot know anything of the sort
because the possibilities of disclosure that belong to knowledge do not
extend far enough for the original disclosure of moods . . .” (Being and
Time, section 29).

Now Heidegger searched for a particular mood that would disclose
something essential about man’s existence as a whole. Partly thanks
to his reading of Kierkegaard he found it in anxiety, which is not fear
of this or that but a malaise at once less identifiable and more op-
pressive. “That in the face of which one has anxiety,” Heidegger em-
phasized in Being and Time, “is being-in-the-world as such” (section
40). In anxiety I realize that I have been “thrown” into the world and
that my life and death—my Being as such—is an issue I must face.
In anxiety, “Dasein finds itself face to face with the nothing of the
possible impossibility of its own existence” (section 53). Nothing in

90



What Is Metaphysics? 91

particular makes me anxious. . . . Heidegger became interested in the
equivocal sense of this “nothing” both in our everyday speech and in
the language of metaphysics. “The nothing that anxiety brings before
us unveils the nullity that determines Dasein in its ground—which
is its being thrown into death” (section 62).

However, it is important to note that for Heidegger anxiety and the
revelation of the nothing are not symptoms of pathological man. Das-
ein is the place for the disclosure of Being as such and in general, a
matter which therefore must somehow be bound to the nothing. But
Being—at least one kind of being—has always been the business of
ontology or metaphysics. What is metaphysics? Metaphysics is inter-
pretation of beings and forgetfulness of Being and that means neglect
of the essence of the Nihil.

Thus Heidegger’s preoccupation with the nothing becomes an im-
portant theme that bridges his early and later work and serves to
characterize his unique approach to philosophy. “The nothing” comes
to be a name for the source not only of all that is dark and riddlesome
in existence—which seems to rise from nowhere and to return to it—
but also of the openness of Being as such and the brilliance surround-
ing whatever comes to light. Because metaphysics has in one way or
another sought to banish or ignore this unaccountable source of man
and Being, Heidegger follows Nietzsche in identifying the history of
metaphysics as nihilism. Nihilism does not result from excessive
preoccupation with the nothing. On the contrary, only by asking the
question of the nothing can nihilism be countered. Such asking is not
quickly satisfied. In the “Letter on Humanism” (Reading V) it
emerges once again in the context of further discussion of Being and
Time vis-a-vis the metaphysical tradition.






WHAT IS METAPHYSICS?

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

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

The Unfolding of a Metaphysical Inquiry

From the point of view of sound common sense, philosophy is in
Hegel's words “the inverted world.” Hence the peculiar nature of
our undertaking requires a preliminary sketch. This will take shape
about a twofold character of metaphysical interrogation.

First, every metaphysical question always encompasses the whole
range of metaphysical problems. Each question is itself always the
whole. Therefore, second, every metaphysical question can be
asked only in such a way that the questioner as such is present
together with the question, that is, is placed in question. From this

This translation of Wus ist Metaphysik? appears for the first time in this book. The
German text was first published by the Bonn firm of Friedrich Cohen; it is included
in Martin Heidegger, Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann Verlag,
1967), pp. 1-19. 1 am indebted to two previous translations: (1) the 1937 French trans-
lation by Henry Corbin in Martin Heidegger, Questions I (Paris: Gallimard, 1968),
pp- 47-72, and (2) an earlier English translation by R. F. C. Hull and Alan Crick
in Existence and Being, edited by Werner Brock (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1949),
pp. 325-349.
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we conclude that metaphysical inquiry must be posed as a whole
and from the essential position of the existence [Dasein] that ques-
tions. We are questioning, here and now, for ourselves. Our exis-
tence—in the community of researchers, teachers, and students—
is determined by science. What happens to us, essentially, in the
grounds of our existence, when science becomes our passion?

The scientific fields are quite diverse. The ways they treat their
objects of inquiry differ fundamentally. Today only the technical
organization of universities and faculties consolidates this burgeon-
ing multiplicity of disciplines; the practical establishment of goals
by each discipline provides the only meaningful source of unity.
Nonetheless, the rootedness of the sciences in their essential
ground has atrophied.

Yet when we follow their most proper intention, in all the sci-
ences we relate ourselves to beings themselves. Precisely from the
point of view of the sciences or disciplines no field takes precedence
over another, neither nature over history nor vice versa. No partic-
ular way of treating objects of inquiry dominates the others. Math-
ematical knowledge is no more rigorous than philological-historical
knowledge. It merely has the character of “exactness,” which does
not coincide with rigor. To demand exactness in the study of history
is to violate the idea of the specific rigor of the humanities. The
relation to the world that pervades all the sciences as such lets
them—each according to its particular content and mode of
being—seek beings themselves in order to make them objects of
investigation and to determine their grounds. According to the idea
behind them, in the sciences we approach what is essential in all
things. This distinctive relation to the world in which we turn to-
ward beings themselves is supported and guided by a freely chosen
attitude of human existence. To be sure, man’s prescientific and
extrascientific activities also are related to beings. But science is
exceptional in that, in a way peculiar to it, it gives the matter itself
explicitly and solely the first and last word. In such impartiality of
inquiring, determining, and grounding, a peculiarly delineated sub-
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mission to beings themselves obtains, in order that they may reveal
themselves. This position of service in research and theory evolves
in such a way as to become the ground of the possibility of a proper
though limited leadership in the whole of human existence. The
special relation science sustains to the world and the attitude of
man that guides it can of course be fully grasped only when we see
and comprehend what happens in the relation to the world so at-
tained. Man—one being among others—“pursues science.” In this
“pursuit” nothing less transpires than the irruption by one being
called “man” into the whole of beings, indeed in such a way that in
and through this irruption beings break open and show what they
are and how they are. The irruption that breaks open, in its way,
helps beings above all to themselves.

This trinity—relation to the world, attitude, and irruption—in its
radical unity brings a luminous simplicity and aptness of Dasein to
scientific existence. If we are to take explicit possession of the Da-
sein illuminated in this way for ourselves, then we must say:

That to which the relation to the world refers are beings them-
selves—and nothing besides.

That from which every attitude takes its guidance are beings
themselves—and nothing further.

That with which the scientific confrontation in the irruption oc-
curs are beings themselves—and beyond that nothing.

But what is remarkable is that, precisely in the way scientific man
secures to himself what is most properly his, he speaks of something
different. What should be examined are beings only, and besides
that—nothing; beings alone, and further—nothing; solely beings,
and beyond that—nothing.

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

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

Science wants to know nothing of the nothing. But even so it is
certain that when science tries to express its proper essence it calls
upon the nothing for help. It has recourse to what it rejects. What
incongruous state of affairs reveals itself here?

With this reflection on our contemporary existence as one deter-
mined by science we find ourselves enmeshed in a controversy. In
the course of this controversy a question has already evolved. It
only requires explicit formulation: How is it with the nothing?

The Elaboration of the Question

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

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



What Is Metaphysics? 97

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

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

Since it remains wholly impossible for us to make the nothing into
an object, have we not already come to the end of our inquiry into the
nothing—assuming that in this question “logic” is of supreme impor-
tance, that the intellect is the means, and thought the way, to con-
ceive the nothing originally and to decide about its possible exposure?

But are we allowed to tamper with the rule of “logic”? Is not
intellect the taskmaster in this question of the nothing? Only with
its help can we at all define the nothing and pose it as a problem—
which, it is true, only devours itself. For the nothing is the negation
of the totality of beings; it is nonbeing pure and simple. But with
that we bring the nothing under the higher determination of the
negative, viewing it as the negated. However, according to the reign-
ing and never-challenged doctrine of “logic,” negation is a specific
act of the intellect. How then can we in our question of the noth-
ing, indeed in the question of its questionability, wish to brush the
intellect aside? Are we altogether sure about what we are presup-
posing in this matter? Do not the “not,” negatedness, and thereby
negation too represent the higher determination under which the
nothing falls as a particular kind of negated matter? Is the nothing
given only because the “not,” i.e., negation, is given? Or is it the
other way around? Are negation and the “not” given only because
the nothing is given? That has not been decided, it has not even
been raised expressly as a question. We assert that the nothing is
more original than the “not” and negation.
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If this thesis is right, then the possibility of negation as an act of
the intellect, and thereby the intellect itself, are somehow depen-
dent upon the nothing. Then how can the intellect hope to decide
about the nothing? Does the ostensible absurdity of question and
answer with respect to the nothing in the end rest solely in a blind
conceit of the far-ranging intellect?

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

Where shall we seek the nothing? Where will we find the nothing?
In order to find something must we not already know in general
that it is there? Indeed! At first and for the most part man can seek
only when he has anticipated the being at hand of what he is look-
ing for. Now the nothing is what we are seeking. Is there ultimately
such a thing as a search without that anticipation, a search to which
pure discovery belongs?

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

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

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

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

But even if we ignore the questionableness of the relation be-
tween negation and the nothing, how should we who are essentially
finite make the whole of beings totally penetrable in itself and also
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for us? We can of course think the whole of beings in an “idea,”
then negate what we have imagined in our thought, and thus
“think” it negated. In this way we do attain the formal concept of
the imagined nothing but never the nothing itself. But the nothing
is nothing, and if the nothing represents total indistinguishability
no distinction can obtain between the imagined and the “proper”
nothing. And the “proper” nothing itself—is not this the camou-
flaged but absurd concept of a nothing that is? For the last time
now the objections of the intellect would call a halt to our search,
whose legitimacy, however, can be demonstrated only on the basis
of a fundamental experience of the nothing.

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

Another possibility of such revelation is concealed in our joy in
the presence of the Dasein—and not simply of the person—of a
human being whom we love.
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Such being attuned, in which we “are” one way or another and
which determines us through and through, lets us find ourselves
among beings as a whole. The founding mode of attunement [die
Befindlichkeit der Stimmung) not only reveals beings as a whole in
various ways, but this revealing—far from being merely incidental—
is also the basic occurrence of our Da-sein.

What we call a “feeling” is neither a transitory epiphenomenon
of our thinking and willing behavior nor simply an impulse that
provokes such behavior nor merely a present condition we have to
put up with somehow or other.

But just when moods of this sort bring us face to face with beings
as a whole they conceal from us the nothing we are seeking. Now
we come to share even less in the opinion that the negation of
beings as a whole that are revealed to us in mood places us before
the nothing. Such a thing could happen only in a correspondingly
original mood which in the most proper sense of unveiling reveals
the nothing.

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

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

Anxiety does not let such confusion arise. Much to the contrary,
a peculiar calm pervades it. Anxiety is indeed anxiety in the face
of . . ., but not in the face of this or that thing. Anxiety in the face
of . . . is always anxiety for . . ., but not for this or that. The inde-
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terminateness of that in the face of which and for which we become
anxious is no mere lack of determination but rather the essential
impossibility of determining it. In a familiar phrase this indetermi-
nateness comes to the fore.

In anxiety, we say, “one feels ill at ease (es ist einem unheimlich].”
What is “it” that makes “one” feel ill at ease? We cannot say what
it is before which one feels ill at ease. As a whole it is so for one.
All things and we ourselves sink into indifference. This, however,
not in the sense of mere disappearance. Rather, in this very reced-
ing things turn toward us. The receding of beings as a whole that
closes in on us in anxiety oppresses us. We can get no hold on
things. In the slipping away of beings only this “no hold on things”
comes over us and remains.

Anxiety reveals the nothing.

We “hover” in anxiety. More precisely, anxiety leaves us hanging
because it induces the slipping away of beings as a whole. This
implies that we ourselves—we humans who are in being—in the
midst of beings slip away from ourselves. At bottom therefore it is
not as though “you” or “I” feel ill at ease; rather, it is this way for
some “one.” In the altogether unsettling experience of this hovering
where there is nothing to hold onto, pure Da-sein is all that is still
there.

Anxiety robs us of speech. Because beings as a whole slip away, so
that just the nothing crowds round, in the face of anxiety all utterance
of the “is” falls silent. That in the malaise of anxiety we often try to
shatter the vacant stillness with compulsive talk only proves the pres-
ence of the nothing. That anxiety reveals the nothing man himself
immediately demonstrates when anxiety has dissolved. In the lucid
vision sustained by fresh remembrance we must say that that in the
face of which and for which we were anxious was “properly”—
nothing. Indeed: the nothing itself—as such—was there.

With the fundamental mood of anxiety we have arrived at that
occurrence in human existence in which the nothing is revealed
and from which it must be interrogated.

How is it with the nothing?



102 BASIC WRITINGS

The Response to the Question

We have already won the answer which for our purposes is at least
at first the only essential one when we take heed that the question
of the nothing remains actually posed. This requires that we active-
ly complete the transformation of man into his Da-sein that every
instance of anxiety occasions in us, in order to get a grip on the
nothing revealed there as it makes itself known. At the same time
this demands that we expressly hold at a distance those designations
of the nothing that do not result from its claims.

The nothing reveals itself in anxiety—but not as a being. Just as
little is it given as an object. Anxiety is no kind of grasping of the
nothing. All the same, the nothing reveals itself in and through
anxiety, although, to repeat, not in such a way that the noth-
ing becomes manifest in our malaise quite apart from beings as a
whole. Rather, we said that in anxiety the nothing is encountered
at one with beings as a whole. What does this “at one with”
mean?

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

No kind of annihilation of the whole of beings as such takes place
in anxiety; just as little do we produce a negation of beings as a
whole in order to attain the nothing for the first time. Apart from
the consideration that the expressive function of a negating asser-
tion remains foreign to anxiety as such, we also come always too
late with such a negation that should produce the nothing. The
nothing rises to meet us already before that. We said it is encoun-
tered “at one with” beings that are slipping away as a whole.

In anxiety there occurs a shrinking back before . . . that is surely
not any sort of flight but rather a kind of bewildered calm. This
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“back before” takes its departure from the nothing. The nothing
itself does not attract; it is essentially repelling. But this repulsion is
itself as such a parting gesture toward beings that are submerging
as a whole. This wholly repelling gesture toward beings that are in
retreat as a whole, which is the action of the nothing that oppresses
Dasein in anxiety, is the essence of the nothing: nihilation. It is
neither an annihilation of beings nor does it spring from a negation.
Nihilation will not submit to calculation in terms of annihilation
and negation. The nothing itself nihilates.

Nihilation is not some fortuitous incident. Rather, as the repel-
ling gesture toward the retreating whole of beings, it discloses these
beings in their full but heretofore concealed strangeness as what is
radically other—with respect to the nothing.

In the clear night of the nothing of anxiety the original openness
of beings as such arises: that they are beings—and not nothing. But
this “and not nothing” we add in our talk is not some kind of ap-
pended clarification. Rather, it makes possible in advance the rev-
elation of beings in general. The essence of the originally nihilating
nothing lies in this, that it brings Da-sein for the first time before
beings as such.

Only on the ground of the original revelation of the nothing can
human existence approach and penetrate beings. But since exis-
tence in its essence relates itself to beings—those which it is not
and that which it is—it emerges as such existence in each case from
the nothing already revealed.

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

Holding itself out into the nothing, Dasein is in each case already
beyond beings as a whole. This being beyond beings we call “tran-
scendence.” If in the ground of its essence Dasein were not tran-
scending, which now means, if it were not in advance holding itself
out into the nothing, then it could never be related to beings nor
even to itself.

Without the original revelation of the nothing, no selfhood and
no freedom.
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With that the answer to the question of the nothing is gained.
The nothing is neither an object nor any being at all. The nothing
comes forward neither for itself nor next to beings, to which it
would, as it were, adhere. For human existence, the nothing makes
possible the openedness of beings as such. The nothing does not
merely serve as the counterconcept of beings; rather, it originally
belongs to their essential unfolding as such. In the Being of beings
the nihilation of the nothing occurs.

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

Yet what does it mean that this original anxiety occurs only in
rare moments? Nothing else than that the nothing is at first and for
the most part distorted with respect to its originality. How, then? In
this way: we usually lose ourselves altogether among beings in a
certain way. The more we turn toward beings in our preoccupations
the less we let beings as a whole slip away as such and the more we
turn away from the nothing. Just as surely do we hasten into the
public superficies of existence.

And vyet this constant if ambiguous turning away from the noth-
ing accords, within certain limits, with the most proper significance
of the nothing. In its nihilation the nothing directs us precisely
toward beings. The nothing nihilates incessantly without our really
knowing of this occurrence in the manner of our everyday knowl-
edge.

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

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

No matter how much or in how many ways negation, expressed
or implied, permeates all thought, it is by no means the sole au-
thoritative witness of the revelation of the nothing belonging essen-
tially to Dasein. For negation cannot claim to be either the sole or
the leading nihilative behavior in which Dasein remains shaken by
the nihilation of the nothing. Unyielding antagonism and stinging
rebuke have a more abysmal source than the measured negation of
thought. Galling failure and merciless prohibition require some
deeper answer. Bitter privation is more burdensome.

These possibilities of nihilative behavior—forces in which Dasein
bears its thrownness without mastering it—are not types of mere
negation. That does not prevent them, however, from speaking out
in the “no” and in negation. Indeed here for the first time the
barrenness and range of negation betray themselves. The saturation
of existence by nihilative behavior testifies to the constant though
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doubtlessly obscured manifestation of the nothing that only anxiety
originally reveals. But this implies that the original anxiety in exis-
tence is usually repressed. Anxiety is there. It is only sleeping. Its
breath quivers perpetually through Dasein, only slightly in those
who are jittery, imperceptibly in the “Oh, yes” and the “Oh, no” of
men of affairs; but most readily in the reserved, and most assuredly
in those who are basically daring. But those daring ones are sus-
tained by that on which they expend themselves—in order thus to
preserve the ultimate grandeur of existence.

The anxiety of those who are daring cannot be opposed to joy
or even to the comfortable enjoyment of tranquilized bustle. It
stands—outside all such opposition—in secret alliance with the
cheerfulness and gentleness of creative longing.

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

Being held out into the nothing—as Dasein is—on the ground of
concealed anxiety makes man a lieutenant of the nothing. We are
so finite that we cannot even bring ourselves originally before the
nothing through our own decision and will. So profoundly does
finitude entrench itself in existence that our most proper and deep-
est limitation refuses to yield to our freedom.

Being held out into the nothing—as Dasein is—on the ground of
concealed anxiety is its surpassing of beings as a whole. It is tran-
scendence.

Our inquiry concemning the nothing is to bring us face to face
with metaphysics itself. The name “metaphysics” derives from the
Greek meta ta physika. This peculiar title was later interpreted as
characterizing the inquiry, the meta or trans extending out “over”
beings as such.

Metaphysics is inquiry beyond or over beings, which aims to re-
cover them as such and as a whole for our grasp.
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In the question concerning the nothing such an inquiry beyond
or over beings, beings as a whole, takes place. It proves thereby to
be a “metaphysical” question. At the outset we ascribed a twofold
character to such questions: first, each metaphysical question al-
ways encompasses the whole of metaphysics; second, every meta-
physical question implicates the interrogating Dasein in each case
in the question.

To what extent does the question concerning the nothing per-
meate and embrace the whole of metaphysics?

For a long time metaphysics has expressed the nothing in a prop-
osition clearly susceptible of more than one meaning: ex nihilo nihil
fit—from nothing, nothing comes to be. Although in discussions
of the proposition the nothing itself never really becomes a prob-
lem, the respective views of the nothing nevertheless express the
guiding fundamental conception of beings. Ancient metaphysics
conceives the nothing in the sense of nonbeing, that is, unformed
matter, matter which cannot take form as an in-formed being that
would offer an outward appearance or aspect (eidos). To be in being
is to be a self-forming form that exhibits itself as such in an image
(as a spectacle). The origins, legitimacy, and limits of this concep-
tion of Being are as little discussed as the nothing itself. On the
other hand, Christian dogma denies the truth of the proposition ex
nihilo nihil fit and thereby bestows on the nothing a transformed
significance, the sense of the complete absence of beings apart from
God: ex nihilo fit—ens creatum [From nothing comes—created
being). Now the nothing becomes the counterconcept to being
proper, the summum ens, God as ens increatum. Here too the inter-
pretation of the nothing designates the basic conception of beings.
But the metaphysical discussion of beings stays on the same level as
the question of the nothing. The questions of Being and of the
nothing as such are not posed. Therefore no one is bothered by the
difficulty that if God creates out of nothing precisely He must be
able to relate Himself to the nothing. But if God is God he can-
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not know the nothing, assuming that the “Absolute” excludes all
nothingness.

This cursory historical review shows the nothing as the counter-
concept to being proper, that is, as its negation. But if the nothing
becomes any problem at all, then this opposition does not merely
undergo a somewhat more significant determination; rather, it
awakens for the first time the proper formulation of the metaphys-
ical question concerning the Being of beings. The nothing does not
remain the indeterminate opposite of beings but reveals itself as
belonging to the Being of beings.

“Pure Being and pure Nothing are therefore the same.” This
proposition of Hegel's (Science of Logic, vol. 1, Werke 111, 74) is
correct. Being and the nothing do belong together, not because
both—from the point of view of the Hegelian concept of thought—
agree in their indeterminateness and immediacy, but rather because
Being itself is essentially finite and reveals itself only in the tran-
scendence of Dasein which is held out into the nothing.

Assumning that the question of Being as such is the encompassing
question of metaphysics, then the question of the nothing proves
to be such that it embraces the whole of metaphysics. But the ques-
tion of the nothing pervades the whole of metaphysics since at the
same time it forces us to face the problem of the origin of negation,
that is, ultimately, to face up to the decision concerning the legiti-
macy of the rule of “logic” in metaphysics.

The old proposition ex nihilo nihil fit is therefore found to con-
tain another sense, one appropriate to the problem of Being itself,
that runs: ex nihilo omne ens qua ens fit [From the nothing all
beings as beings come to be]. Only in the nothing of Dasein do
beings as a whole, in accord with their most proper possibility—that
is, in a finite way—come to themselves. To what extent then has
the question of the nothing, if it is a metaphysical question, impli-
cated our questioning Dasein? We have characterized our existence,
experienced here and now, as essentially determined by science. If
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our existence so defined is posed in the question of the nothing,
then it must have become questionable through this question.

Scientific existence possesses its simplicity and aptness in that it
relates to beings themselves in a distinctive way and only to them.
Science would like to dismiss the nothing with a lordly wave of the
hand. But in our inquiry concerning the nothing it has by now
become manifest that scientific existence is possible only if in ad-
vance it holds itself out into the nothing. It understands itself for
what it is only when it does not give up the nothing. The presumed
soberness of mind and superiority of science become laughable
when it does not take the nothing seriously. Only because the noth-
ing is manifest can science make beings themselves objects of in-
vestigation. Only if science exists on the basis of metaphysics can it
advance further in its essential task, which is not to amass and
classify bits of knowledge but to disclose in ever-renewed fashion
the entire region of truth in nature and history.

Only because the nothing is manifest in the ground of Dasein
can the total strangeness of beings overwhelm us. Only when the
strangeness of beings oppresses us does it arouse and evoke wonder.
Only on the ground of wonder—the revelation of the nothing—
does the “why?” loom before us. Only because the “why” is possible
as such can we in a definite way inquire into grounds, and ground
them. Only because we can inquire and ground is the destiny of
our existence placed in the hands of the researcher.

The question of the nothing puts us, the questioners, in question.
It is a metaphysical question.

Human existence can relate to beings only if it holds itself out
into the nothing. Going beyond beings occurs in the essence of
Dasein. But this going beyond is metaphysics itself. This implies
that metaphysics belongs to the “nature of man.” It is neither a
division of academic philosophy nor a field of arbitrary notions.
Metaphysics is the basic occurrence of Dasein. It is Dasein itself.
Because the truth of metaphysics dwells in this groundless ground
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it stands in closest proximity to the constantly lurking possibility of
deepest error. For this reason no amount of scientific rigor attains
to the seriousness of metaphysics. Philosophy can never be mea-
sured by the standard of the idea of science.

If the question of the nothing unfolded here has actually ques-
tioned us, then we have not simply brought metaphysics before us
in an extrinsic manner. Nor have we merely been “transposed” to
it. We cannot be transposed there at all, because insofar as we exist
we are always there already. Physei gar, 6 phile, enesti tis philoso-
phia téi tou andros dianoiai [“For by nature, my friend, man’s mind
dwells in philosophy”] (Plato, Phdaedrus, 279a). So long as man ex-
ists, philosophizing of some sort occurs. Philosophy—what we call
philosophy—is metaphysics’ getting under way, in which philosophy
comes to itself and to its explicit tasks. Philosophy gets under way
only by a peculiar insertion of our own existence into the funda-
mental possibilities of Dasein as a whole. For this insertion it is of
decisive importance, first, that we allow space for beings as a whole;
second, that we release ourselves into the nothing, which is to say,
that we liberate ourselves from those idols everyone has and to
which they are wont to go cringing; and finally, that we let the
sweep of our suspense take its full course, so that it swings back
into the basic question of metaphysics which the nothingitself com-
pels: Why are there beings at all, and why not rather nothing?
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ON THE ESSENCE OF TRUTH

‘@S The splendor of the simple.



According to Franz Brentano “being” in the sense of “the true” was
the second of being’s manifold meanings in Aristotle. The difficulty
proved to be that “true” also meant many different things. Judg-
ments, propositions, and mathematical formulas could be true or false
but so could something we perceive or remember, dream or imagine;
“things” (pragmata) might be true or false in a sense and so might
people.

Now, all these senses of “true” are analogous: while distinct in
meaning they all tend toward “one sense and one dominant source.”
Brentano tried to get at that one basic sense by offering a familiar
example from geometry: at a certain point in the demonstration of a
geometrical theorem one can only ask, “Is this, or is it not?” meaning,
“Is this true, or false?” Hence the meaning of “the true” turns out to
be the that-it-is of something, its Being—which of course has mani-
fold senses!

Even as a youth Heidegger was intrigued by the intimate relation-
ship of Being and truth. Brentano stated but did not solve this prob-
lem which stimulated Heidegger’s thought through the years. “On the
Essence of Truth” (discussed in the General Introduction, pp. 30ff.)
stems from the decade of the 1930s but points back to Being and
Time and forward to virtually all the later works. Section 44 of Being
and Time is entitled “Dasein, Disclosedness, and Truth.” It is divided
into three subsections which treat (a) the traditional concept of truth
and its ontological foundations, (b) the original phenomenon of truth
and the derivative character of the traditional concept, and (c) truth’s
mode of being, and its presupposition. The traditional concept derives
from Aristotle, and Brentano is surely right in conjoining truth and
Being—if only as a problem. Aristotle’s discussion of truth as Aom-
oiosis, a kind of “likening” between things and the soul’s experience
of them, transmitted through various Jewish and Arabian philoso-
phers, influences medieval scholastic philosophy; the latter’s formu-
lations survive in modern and even contemporary philosophy of
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knowledge. Aquinas speaks of adaequatio intellectus et rei, the cor-
respondence of intellect and thing, Kant of “the agreement of knowl-
edge with its object,” while some contemporary logical positivists
define truth as “empirical verifiability”—the conformity of assertion
to matter of fact. Heidegger wishes to know what is “tacitly posited”
in the idea of truth as correspondence and what sort of Being the
agreement between knowledge and its object or conformity of propo-
sition and fact must have. The upshot is that a discovery (Entdecken)
of beings that lets them be seen is always presupposed in all corre-
spondence or adequation of judgment and state of affairs. Hence sec-
tion 44 refers back to the meaning of apophansis in section 7 (cf.
p. 78fT., above): the original meaning of truth appears in the word
“phenomenology” as a “taking beings out of concealment, letting them
be seen in their unconcealment (uncoveredness).” But discovery of
beings is grounded in the disclosedness (Erschlossenheit) of world and
Dasein. Disclosedness or unconcealment (Unverborgenheit) is there-
fore the most original meaning of truth.

However, disclosedness never goes unchallenged. Dasein discovers
beings but also covers them over: aware of its possibilities, Dasein is
nevertheless “thrown” into the world and “ensnared” by it. Hence
Dasein is “equally in truth and in untruth.” Open to beings and to
its own being possible, Dasein nonetheless relinquishes this openness
in exchange for the security of whatever “they” say is true. It lets
truth slip into the same oblivion as Being and finds its “truths” as so
many scintillating beings there before it, polished yet manipulable.
The most dazzlingly finished become “eternal truths.” Presupposed
in such truths of faith or science or even the university of life, how-
ever, is a kind of opening or openness by virtue of which something
can and does show itself and let itself be seen. This opening resists
depiction. Indeed the attempt to speak of it becomes embroiled in the
most complicated abstrusities in order to let this quite simple thing—
which is no thing at all—show itself and become manifest.

To let unconcealment show itself: this is perhaps the most succinct
formulation of the task of Heidegger’s thinking. At the heart of the
task stands the question of freedom (see sections 3 and 4 of the pres-
ent essay), a freedom that refers us back to the discussion of Dasein
as transcendence (in section 7 of Being and Time, pp. 85-86). How-
ever, “freedom” and “transcendence” no longer mean what traditional
morals and metaphysics take them to mean. Both refer to the mystery
of the openness or “clearing” (Lichtung) of Being, “the clearing that
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shelters.” Finally, the task requires that we think historically. The
word Wesen (“essence”) in the title of the essay is to be thought his-
torically as an “essential unfolding” (see Reading VII).

A note on the text. Heidegger indicates that the first paragraph (he
surely means the first two paragraphs) of the final section of the truth
essay (“9. Note”) was appended to the second edition of the essay in
1949. In fact, it is clear that the entire note offers a retrospect on the
essay. It tells us that the title “essence of truth” was to be reversed
in a sequel on “the truth of essence,” a phrase employed in sections 7
and 8 (pp. 132 and 135) of the essay. Heidegger was unable to carry
out this reversal, for reasons that become clearer in Reading V. An
indication of the growing importance of the history of Being in Hei-
degger’s thinking is his adoption of the archaic spelling Seyn (here
rendered as “Beyng,” a form that disappears from English after the
sixteenth century) as a name for the ontological difference—the dif-
ference between Being and beings—that dominates any given epoch
in the history of Being.



ON THE ESSENCE OF TRUTH

Our topic is the essence of truth. The question regarding the es-
sence of truth is not concerned with whether truth is a truth of
practical experience or of economic calculation, the truth of a tech-
nical consideration or of political sagacity, or, in particular, a truth
of scientific research or of artistic composition, or even the truth
of thoughtful reflection or of cultic belief. The question of essence
disregards all this and attends to the one thing that in general dis-
tinguishes every “truth” as truth.

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

No one can evade the evident certainty of these considerations.
None can lightly neglect their compelling seriousness. But what is

This translation of Vom Wesen der Wahrheit by John Sallis was prepared especially
for this volume. It appears here complete. A previous English translation by R. F. C.
Hull and Alan Crick was published in Martin Heidegger, Existence and Being, edited
by Werner Brock (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1949), pp. 292-324. The German text is
contained in Martin Heidegger, Wegmarken (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Kloster-
mann Verlag, 1967), pp. 73-97. This translation is based on the fourth edition of the
essay, published by Klostermann in 1961.
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it that speaks in these considerations? “Sound” common sense. It
harps on the demand for palpable utility and inveighs against knowl-
edge of the essence of beings, which essential knowledge has long
been called “philosophy.”*

Common sense has its own necessity; it asserts its rights with the
weapon peculiarly suitable to it, namely, appeal to the “obvious-
ness” of its claims and considerations. However, philosophy can
never refute common sense, for the latter is deaf to the language of
philosophy. Nor may it even wish to do so, since common sense is
blind to what philosophy sets before its essential vision.

Moreover, we ourselves remain within the sensibleness of com-
mon sense to the extent that we suppose ourselves to be secure in
those multiform “truths” of practical experience and action, of re-
search, composition, and belief. We ourselves intensify that resis-
tance which the “obvious” has to every demand made by what is
questionable.

Therefore even if some questioning concerning truth is neces-
sary, what we then demand is an answer to the question as to where
we stand today. We want to know what our situation is today. We
call for the goal that should be posited for man in and for his his-
tory. We want the actual “truth.” Well then—truth!

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

1. The Usual Concept of Truth

What do we ordinarily understand by “truth?” This elevated yet at
the same time worn and almost dulled word “truth” means what

*Throughout the translation das Seiende is rendered as “being” or “beings,” ein
Seiendes as “a being,” Sein as “Being,” das Seiende im Ganzen as either “being as a
whole” or “beings as a whole” depending on the context.—TRg.
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makes a true thing true. What is a true thing? We say, for example,
“It is a true joy to cooperate in the accomplishment of this task.”
We mean that it is purely and actually a joy. The true is the actual.
Accordingly, we speak of true gold in distinction from false. False
gold is not actually what it appears to be. It is merely a “semblance”
and thus is not actual. What is not actual is taken to be the opposite
of the actual. But what merely seems to be gold is nevertheless
something actual. Accordingly, we say more precisely: actual gold is
genuine gold. Yet both are “actual,” the circulating counterfeit no
less than the genuine gold. What is true about genuine gold thus
cannot be demonstrated merely by its actuality. The question re-
curs: what do “genuine” and “true” mean here? Genuine gold is
that actual gold the actuality of which is in accordance [in der Uber-
einstimmung steht] with what, always and in advance, we “proper-
ly” mean by “gold.” Conversely, wherever we suspect false gold, we
say: “Here something is not in accord” [stimmt nicht]. On the other
hand, we say of whatever is “as it should be”: “It is in accord.” The
matter is in accord [Die Sache stimmt].

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

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

This dual character of the accord is brought to light by the tra-
ditional definition of truth: veritas est adaequatio rei et intellectis.



118 BASIC WRITINGS

This can be taken to mean: truth is the corresponderce [Anglei-
chung] of the matter to knowledge. But it can also be taken as
saying: truth is the correspondence of knowledge to the matter.
Admittedly, the above definition is usually stated only in the for-
mula veritas est adaequatio intellectits ad rem [truth is the adequa-
tion of intellect to thing]. Yet truth so conceived, propositional
truth, is possible only on the basis of material truth [Sachwahrheit],
of addequatio rei ad intellectum [adequation of thing to intellect).
Both concepts of the essence of veritas have continually in view a
conforming to . . . [Sichrichten nach . . .], and hence think truth
as correctness [Richtigkeit].

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

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

But then is there any further need at all for a special unveiling
of the essence of truth? Is not the pure essence of truth already
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adequately represented in the generally accepted concept, which is
upset by no theory and is secured by its obviousness? Moreover, if
we take the tracing back of propositional truth to material truth to
be what in the first instance it shows itself to be, namely a theolog-
ical explanation, and if we then keep the philosophical definition
completely pure of all admixture of theology and limit the concept
of truth to propositional truth, then we encounter an old—though
not the oldest—tradition of thinking, according to which truth is
the accordance (homoiésis) of a statement (logos) with a matter
(pragma). What is it about statements that here remains still worthy
of question—granted that we know what is meant by accordance of
a statement with the matter? Do we know that?

2. The Inner Possibility of Accordance

We speak of accordance in various senses. We say, for example,
considering two five-mark coins lying on the table: they are in ac-
cordance with one another. They come into accord in the oneness
of their outward appearance. Hence they have the latter in com-
mon, and thus they are in this regard alike. Furthermore, we speak
of accordance whenever, for example, we state regarding one of the
five-mark coins: this coin is round. Here the statement is in accord-
ance with the thing. Now the relation obtains, not between thing
and thing, but rather between a statement and a thing. But wherein
are the thing and the statement supposed to be in accordance, con-
sidering that the relata are manifestly different in their outward
appearance? The coin is made of metal. The statement is not ma-
terial at all. The coin is round. The statement has nothing at all
spatial about it. With the coin something can be purchased. The
statement about it is never a means of payment. But in spite of all
their dissimilarity the above statement, as true, is in accordance
with the coin. And according to the usual concept of truth this
accord is supposed to be a correspondence. How can what is com-
pletely dissimilar, the statement, correspond to the coin? It would
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have to become the coin and in this way relinquish itself entirely.
The statement never succeeds in doing that. The moment it did, it
would no longer be able as a statement to be in accordance with
the thing. In the correspondence the statement must remain—
indeed even first become—what it is. In what does its essence, so
thoroughly different from every thing, consist? How is the state-
ment able to correspond to something else, the thing, precisely by
persisting in its own essence?

Correspondence here cannot signify a thing-like approximation
between dissimilar kinds of things. The essence of the correspond-
ence is determined rather by the kind of relation that obtains be-
tween the statement and the thing. As long as this “relation”
remains undetermined and is not grounded in its essence, all dis-
pute over the possibility and impossibility, over the nature and de-
gree, of the correspondence loses its way in a void. But the
statement regarding the coin relates “itself” to this thing in that it
presents [vor-stellt] it and says of the presented how, according to
the particular perspective that guides it, it is disposed. What is stated
by the presentative statement is said of the presented thing in just
such manner as that thing, as presented, is. The “such-as” has to
do with the presenting and its presented. Disregarding all “psycho-
logical” preconceptions as well as those of any “theory of conscious-
ness,” to present here means to let the thing stand opposed as
object. As thus placed, what stands opposed must traverse an open
field of opposedness [Entgegen] and nevertheless must maintain its
stand as a thing and show itself as something withstanding [ein
Stdndiges). This appearing of the thing in traversing a field of op-
posedness takes place within an open region, the openness of which
is not first created by the presenting but rather is only entered into
and taken over as a domain of relatedness. The relation of the pre-
sentative statement to the thing is the accomplishment of that bear-
ing [Verhiltnis] which originally and always comes to prevail as a
comportment [Verhalten]. But all comportment is distinguished by
the fact that, standing in the open region, it adheres to something
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opened up as such.* What is thus opened up, solely in this strict
sense, was experienced early in Western thinking as “what is pres-
ent” and for a long time has been named “being.”

Comportment stands open to beings. Every open relatedness is a
comportment. Man’s open stance varies depending on the kind of
beings and the way of comportment. All working and achieving, all
action and calculation, keep within an open region within which
beings, with regard to what they are and how they are, can properly
take their stand and become capable of being said. This can occur
only if beings present themselves along with the presentative state-
ment so that the latter subordinates itself to the directive that it
speak of beings such-as they are. In following such a directive the
statement conforms to beings. Speech that directs itself accordingly
is correct (true). What is thus said is the correct (the true).

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

Thus the traditional assignment of truth exclusively to statements
as the sole essential locus of truth falls away. Truth does not origi-
nally reside in the proposition. But at the same time the question
arises as to the ground of the inner possibility of the open com-
portment that pregives a standard, which possibility alone lends to

2The text reads, “ein Offenbares als ein solches.” In ordinary German offenbar
means “evident,” “manifest.” However, the context that it has here through its link
with “open region” (das Offene), “open stance” (Offenstindigkeit), and “openness”
(Offenheit) already suggests the richer sense that the word has for Heidegger: that of
something’s being so opened up as to reveal itself, to be manifest (as, for example, a
flower in bloom), in contrast to something’s being so closed or sealed up within itself
that it conceals itself. —Tr.
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propositional correctness the appearance of fulfilling the essence of
truth at all.

3. The Ground of the Possibility of Correctness

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

But does not this proposition regarding the essence of correctness
substitute one obvious item for another? In order to be able to carry
out any act, and therefore one of presentative stating and even of
according or not according with a “truth,” the actor must of course
be free. However, the proposition in question does not really mean
that an unconstrained act belongs to the execution of the state-
ment, to its pronouncement and reception; rather, the proposition
says that freedom is the essence of truth itself. In this connection
“essence” is understood as the ground of the inner possibility of
what is initially and generally admitted as known. Nevertheless, in
the concept of freedom we do not think truth, and certainly not at
all its essence. The proposition that the essence of truth (correct-
ness of statements) is freedom must consequently seem strange.

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

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

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

4. The Essence of Freedom

However, indication of the essential connection between truth as
correctness and freedom uproots those preconceptions—granted of
course that we are prepared for a transformation of thinking. Con-
sideration of the essential connection between truth and freedom
leads us to pursue the question of the essence of man in a regard
that assures us an experience of a concealed essential ground of
man (of Dasein), and in such a manner that the experience trans-
poses us in advance into the originally essential domain of truth.
But here it becomes evident also that freedom is the ground of the
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inner possibility of correctness only because it receives its own es-
sence from the more original essence of uniquely essential truth.
Freedom was first determined as freedom for what is opened up in
an open region. How is this essence of freedom to be thought? That
which is opened up, that to which a presentative statement as cor-
rect corresponds, are beings opened up in an open comportment.
Freedom for what is opened up in an open region lets beings be the
beings they are. Freedom now reveals itself as letting beings be.
Ordinarily we speak of letting be whenever, for example, we forgo
some enterprise that has been planned. “We let something be”
means we do not touch it again, we have nothing more to do with
it. To let something be has here the negative sense of letting it
alone, of renouncing it, of indifference and even neglect.
However, the phrase required now—to let beings be—does not
refer to neglect and indifference but rather the opposite. To let be
is to engage oneself with beings. On the other hand, to be sure,
this is not to be understood only as the mere management, preser-
vation, tending, and planning of the beings in each case encoun-
tered or sought out. To let be—that is, to let beings be as the beings
which they are—means to engage oneself with the open region and
its openness into which every being comes to stand, bringing that
openness, as it were, along with itself. Western thinking in its be-
ginning conceived this open region as ta aléthea, the unconcealed.
If we translate alétheia as “unconcealment” rather than “truth,” this
translation is not merely more literal; it contains the directive to
rethink the ordinary concept of truth in the sense of the correctness
of statements and to think it back to that still uncomprehended
disclosedness and disclosure of beings. To engage oneself with the
disclosedness of beings is not to lose oneself in them; rather, such
engagement withdraws in the face of beings in order that they might
reveal themselves with respect to what and how they are, and in
order that presentative correspondence might take its standard from
them. As this letting-be it exposes itself to beings as such and trans-
poses all comportment into the open region. Letting-be, i.e.,
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freedom, is intrinsically exposing, ek-sistent.* Considered in regard
to the essence of truth, the essence of freedom manifests itself as
exposure to the disclosedness of beings.

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

In Da-sein the essential ground, long ungrounded, on the basis
of which man is able to ek-sist, is preserved for him. Here “exis-
tence” does not mean existentia in the sense of occurring or being
at hand. Nor on the other hand does it mean, in an “existentiell”
fashion, man’s moral endeavor on behalf of his “self,” based on his
psychophysical constitution. Ek-sistence, rooted in truth as free-
dom, is exposure to the disclosedness of beings as such. Still un-
comprehended, indeed, not even in need of an essential grounding,
the ek-sistence of historical man begins at that moment when the
first thinker takes a questioning stand with regard to the uncon-
cealment of beings by asking: what are beings? In this question un-
concealment is experienced for the first time. Being as a whole
reveals itself as physis, “nature,” which here does not yet mean a
particular sphere of beings but rather beings as such as a whole,
specifically in the sense of upsurgent presence [dufgehendes An-
wesen). History begins only when beings themselves are expressly
drawn up into their unconcealment and conserved in it, only when
this conservation is conceived on the basis of questioning regarding

*This variant of the word Existenz indicates the ecstatic character of freedom, its
standing outside itself.—TR.
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beings as such. The primordial disclosure of being as a whole, the
question concerning beings as such, and the beginning of Western
history are the same; they occur together in a “time” which, itself
unmeasurable, first opens up the open region for every measure.

But if ek-sistent Da-sein, which lets beings be, sets man free for
his “freedom” by first offering to his choice something possible (a
being) and by imposing on him something necessary (a being), hu-
man caprice does not then have freedom at its disposal. Man does
not “possess” freedom as a property. At best, the converse holds:
freedom, ek-sistent, disclosive Da-sein, possesses man—so originally
that only it secures for humanity that distinctive relatedness to
being as a whole as such which first founds all history. Only ek-
sistent man is historical. “Nature” has no history.

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

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

However, because truth is in essence freedom, historical man
can, in letting beings be, also not let beings be the beings which
they are and as they are. Then beings are covered up and distorted.
Semblance comes to power. In it the nonessence of truth comes to
the fore. However, because ek-sistent freedom as the essence of
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truth is not a property of man; because on the contrary man ek-
sists and so becomes capable of history only as the property of this
freedom; the nonessence of truth cannot first arise subsequently
from mere human incapacity and negligence. Rather, untruth must
derive from the essence of truth. Only because truth and untruth
are, in essence, not irrelevant to one another, but rather belong
together, is it possible for a true proposition to enter into pointed
opposition to the corresponding untrue proposition. The question
concerning the essence of truth thus first reaches the original do-
main of what is at issue when, on the basis of a prior glimpse of the
full essence of truth, it has included a consideration of untruth in
its unveiling of that essence. Discussion of the nonessence of truth
is not the subsequent filling of a gap but rather the decisive step
toward an adequate posing of the question concerning the essence
of truth. Yet how are we to comprehend the nonessence in the
essence of truth? If the essence of truth is not exhausted by the
correctness of statements, then neither can untruth be equated
with the incorrectness of judgments.

S. The Essence of Truth

The essence of truth reveals itself as freedom. The latter is ek-
sistent, disclosive letting beings be. Every mode of open com-
portment flourishes in letting beings be and in each case is a
comportment to this or that being. As engagement in the disclosure
of being as a whole as such, freedom has already attuned all com-
portment to being as a whole. However, being attuned (attune-
ment)* can never be understood as “experience” and “feeling,”
because it is thereby simply deprived of its essence. For here it is

*The text reads, “Die Gestimmtheit (Stimmung). . . .” Stimmung refers not only
to the kind of attunement that a musical instrument receives by being tuned but also
to the kind of attunement that constitutes a mood or a disposition of Dasein. The
important etymological connection between Stimmung and the various formations
based on stimmen (to accord) is not retained in the translation.—TRr.
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interpreted on the basis of something (“life” and “soul”) that can
maintain the semblance of the title of essence only as long as it
bears in itself the distortion and misinterpretation of being attuned.
Being attuned, i.e., ek-sistent exposedness to beings as a whole, can
be “experienced” and “felt” only because the “man who experi-
ences,” without being aware of the essence of the attunement, is
always engaged in being attuned in a way that discloses beings as a
whole. Every mode of historical man’s comportment—whether ac-
centuated or not, whether understood or not—is attuned, and by
this attunement is drawn up into beings as a whole. The openedness
of being as a whole does not coincide with the sum of all immedi-
ately familiar beings. On the contrary: where beings are not very
familiar to man and are scarcely and only roughly known by sci-
ence, the openedness of beings as a whole can prevail more essen-
tially than it can where the familiar and well-known has become
boundless, and nothing is any longer able to withstand the business
of knowing, since technical mastery over things bears itself without
limit. Precisely in the leveling and planing of this omniscience, this
mere knowing, the openedness of beings gets flattened out into the
apparent nothingness of what is no longer even a matter of indif-
ference, but rather is simply forgotten.

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

6. Untruth as Concealing

Concealment deprives alétheia of disclosure yet does not render it
sterésis (privation); rather, concealment preserves what is most
proper to alétheia as its own. Considered with respect to truth as
disclosedness, concealment is then undisclosedness and accordingly
the untruth that is most proper to the essence of truth. The con-
cealment of beings as a whole does not first show up subsequently
as a consequence of the fact that knowledge of beings is always
fragmentary. The concealment of beings as a whole, untruth prop-
er, is older than every openedness of this or that being. It is also
older than letting-be itself, which in disclosing already holds con-
cealed and comports itself toward concealing. What conserves
letting-be in this relatedness to concealing? Nothing less than the
concealing of what is concealed as a whole, of beings as such, i.e.,
the mystery; not a particular mystery regarding this or that, but
rather the one mystery—that, in general, mystery (the concealing
of what is concealed) as such holds sway throughout man’s Da-sein.

In letting beings as a whole be, which discloses and at the same
time conceals, it happens that concealing appears as what is first of
all concealed. Insofar as it ek-sists, Da-sein conserves the first and
broadest undisclosedness, untruth proper. The proper nonessence
of truth is the mystery. Here nonessence does not yet have the sense
of inferiority to essence in the sense of what is general (koinon,
genos), its possibilitas and the ground of its possibility. Non-
essence is here what in such a sense would be a pre-essential es-
sence. But “nonessence” means at first and for the most part the
deformation of that already inferior essence. Indeed, in each of
these significations the nonessence remains always in its own way
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essential to the essence and never becomes unessential in the sense
of irrelevant. But to speak of nonessence and untruth in this man-
ner goes very much against the grain of ordinary opinion and looks
like a dragging up of forcibly contrived paradoxda. Because it is dif-
ficult to eliminate this impression, such a way of speaking, para-
doxical only for ordinary doxa (opinion), is to be renounced. But
surely for those who know about such matters the “non-" of the
primordial nonessence of truth, as untruth, points to the still un-
experienced domain of the truth of Being (not merely of beings).

As letting beings be, freedom is intrinsically the resolutely open
bearing that does not close up in itself. * All comportment is ground-
ed in this bearing and receives from it directedness toward beings
and disclosure of them. Nevertheless, this bearing toward conceal-
ing conceals itself in the process, letting a forgottenness of the mys-
tery take precedence and disappearing in it. Certainly man takes his
bearings [verhdlt sich] constantly in his comportment toward beings;
but for the most part he acquiesces in this or that being and its
particular openedness. Man clings to what is readily available and
controllable even where ultimate matters are concerned. And if he
sets out to extend, change, newly assimilate, or secure the opened-
ness of the beings pertaining to the most various domains of his
activity and interest, then he still takes his directives from the
sphere of readily available intentions and needs.

However, to reside in what is readily available is intrinsically not
to let the concealing of what is concealed hold sway. Certainly,
among readily familiar things there are also some that are puzzling,

*“Resolutely open bearing” seeks to translate dus entschlossene Verhdltnis. Ent-
schlossen is usually rendered as “resolute,” but such a translation fails to retain the
word’s structural relation to verschlossen, “closed” or “shut up.” Significantly, this
connection is what makes it possible for Heidegger to transform the sense of the word:
he takes the prefix as a privation rather than as indicating establishment of the con-
dition designated by the word to which it is affixed. Thus, as the text here makes
quite clear, entschlossen signifies just the opposite of that kind of “resolve” in which
one makes up one’s mind in such fashion as to close off all other possibilities: it is
rather a kind of keeping un-closed. —Tr.
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unexplained, undecided, questionable. But these self-certain ques-
tions are merely transitional, intermediate points in our movement
within the readily familiar and thus not essential. Wherever the
concealment of beings as a whole is conceded only as a limit that
occasionally announces itself, concealing as a fundamental occur-
rence has sunk into forgottenness.

But the forgotten mystery of Dasein is not eliminated by the for-
gottenness; rather, the forgottenness bestows on the apparent disap-
pearance of what is forgotten a peculiar presence [Gegenwart]. By
disavowing itself in and for forgottenness, the mystery leaves historical
man in the sphere of what is readily available to him, leaves him to
his own resources. Thus left, humanity replenishes its “world” on the
basis of the latest needs and aims, and fills out that world by means
of proposing and planning. From these man then takes his standards,
forgetting being as a whole. He persists in them and continually sup-
plies himself with new standards, yet without considering either the
ground for taking up standards or the essence of what gives the stan-
dard. In spite of his advance to new standards and goals, man goes
wrong as regards the essential genuineness of his standards. He is all
the more mistaken the more exclusively he takes himself, as subject,
to be the standard for all beings. The inordinate forgetfulness of hu-
manity persists in securing itself by means of what is readily available
and always accessible. This persistence has its unwitting support in
that bearing by which Dasein not only ek-sists but also at the same
time in-sists, i.e., holds fast to what is offered by beings, as if they
were open of and in themselves.

As. ek-sistent, Dasein is insistent. Even in insistent existence the
mystery holds sway, but as the forgotten and hence “unessential”
essence of truth.

7. Untruth as Errancy

As insistent, man is turned toward the most readily available beings.
But he insists only by being already ek-sistent, since, after all, he
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takes beings as his standard. However, in taking its standard, hu-
manity is turned away from the mystery. The insistent turning to-
ward what is readily available and the ek-sistent turning away from
the mystery belong together. They are one and the same. Yet turn-
ing toward and away from is based on a turning to and fro proper
to Dasein. Man’s flight from the mystery toward what is readily
available, onward from one current thing to the next, passing the
mystery by—this is erring.*

Man errs. Man does not merely stray into errancy. He is always
astray in errancy, because as ek-sistent he in-sists and so already is
caught in errancy. The errancy through which man strays is not
something which, as it were, extends alongside man like a ditch into
which he occasionally stumbles; rather, errancy belongs to the inner
constitution of the Da-sein into which historical man is admitted.
Errancy is the free space for that turning in which insistent ek-
sistence adroitly forgets and mistakes itself constantly anew. The
concealing of the concealed being as a whole holds sway in that
disclosure of specific beings, which, as forgottenness of conceal-
ment, becomes errancy.

Errancy is the essential counter-essence to the primordial essence
of truth. Errancy opens itself up as the open region for every op-
posite to essential truth. Errancy is the open site for and ground of
error. Error is .not merely an isolated mistake but the realm (the
domain) of the history of those entanglements in which all kinds of
erring get interwoven.

In conformity with its openness and its relatedness to beings as a
whole, every mode of comportment has its mode of erring. Error
extends from the most ordinary wasting of time, making a mistake,
and miscalculating, to going astray and venturing too far in one’s
essential attitudes and decisions. However, what is ordinarily and
even according to the teachings of philosophy recognized as error,

*“To err” may translate irren only if it is understood in its root sense derived from
the Latin errare, “to wander from the right way,” and only secondarily in the sense
“to fall into error."—TRr.
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incorrectness of judgments and falsity of knowledge, is only one
mode of erring and, moreover, the most superficial one. The erran-
cy in which any given segment of historical humanity must proceed
for its course to be errant is essentially connected with the openness
of Dasein. By leading him astray, errancy dominates man through
and through. But, as leading astray, errancy at the same time con-
tributes to a possibility that man is capable of drawing up from his
ek-sistence—the possibility that, by experiencing errancy itself and
by not mistaking the mystery of Da-sein, he not let himself be led
astray.

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

The disclosure of beings as such is simultaneously and intrinsi-
cally the concealing of being as a whole. In the simultaneity of
disclosure and concealing, errancy holds sway. Errancy and the
concealing of what is concealed belong to the primordial essence of
truth. Freedom, conceived on the basis of the in-sistent ek-sistence
of Dasein, is the essence of truth (in the sense of the correctness
of presenting) only because freedom itself originates from the pri-
mordial essence of truth, the rule of the mystery in errancy. Letting
beings be takes its course in open comportment. However, letting
beings as such be as a whole occurs in a way befitting its essence
only when from time to time it gets taken up in its primordial es-
sence. Then resolute openness toward the mystery [Ent-schlossen-
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heit zum Geheimnis] is under way into errancy as such. Then the
question of the essence of truth gets asked more originally. Then
the ground of the intertwining of the essence of truth with the truth
of essence reveals itself. The glimpse into the mystery out of errancy
is a question—in the sense of that unique question of what being
as such is as a whole. This questioning thinks the question of the
Being of beings, a question that is essentially misleading and thus
in its manifold meaning is still not mastered. The thinking of Being,
from which such questioning primordially originates, has since
Plato been understood as “philosophy,” and later received the title
“metaphysics.”

8. Philosophy and the Question of Truth

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

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

However, what philosophy is according to the estimation of com-
mon sense, which is quite justified in its own domain, does not
touch on the essence of philosophy, which can be determined only
on the basis of relatedness to the original truth of being as such as
a whole. But because the full essence of truth contains the non-
essence and above all holds sway as concealing, philosophy as a
questioning into this truth is intrinsically discordant. Philosophical
thinking is gentle releasement that does not renounce the conceal-
ment of being as a whole. Philosophical thinking is especially the
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stern and resolute openness that does not disrupt the concealing
but entreats its unbroken essence into the open region of under-
standing and thus into its own truth.

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

Here philosophy is seen in fact to be placed in a precarious position, which
is supposed to be stable—although neither in heaven nor on earth is there
anything on which it depends or on which it is based. It is here that it has to
prove its integrity as the keeper of its laws [Selbsthalterin ihrer Gesetze], not
as the mouthpiece of laws secretly communicated to it by some implanted
sense or by who knows what tutelary nature. (Grundlegung zur Metaphysik
der Sitten. Werke, Akademieausgabe 1V, 425.)

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

However, whether philosophy as “keeper of its laws” fulfills its pri-
mordially decisive essence, or whether it is not itself first of all kept
and appointed to its task as keeper by the truth of that to which its
laws pertain—this depends on the primordiality with which the ori-
ginal essence of truth becomes essential for thoughtful questioning.

The present undertaking takes the question of the essence of
truth beyond the confines of the ordinary definition provided in
the usual concept of essence and helps us to consider whether the



On the Essence of Truth 137

question of the essence of truth must not be, at the same time and
even first of all, the question concerning the truth of essence. But
in the concept of “essence” philosophy thinks Being. In tracing the
inner possibility of the correctness of statements back to the ek-
sistent freedom of letting-be as its “ground,” likewise in pointing to
the essential commencement of this ground in concealing and in
errancy, we want to show that the essence of truth is not the empty
“generality” of an “abstract” universality but rather that which, self-
concealing, is unique in the unremitting history of the disclosure
of the “meaning” of what we call Being—what we for a long time
have been accustomed to considering only as being as a whole.

9. Note

The question of the essence of truth arises from the question of the
truth of essence. In the former question essence is understood ini-
tially in the sense of whatness (quidditas) or material content (real-
itas), whereas truth is understood as a characteristic of knowledge.
In the question of the truth of essence, essence is understood ver-
bally; in this word, remaining still within metaphysical presentation,
Beyng is thought as the difference that holds sway between Being
and beings. Truth signifies sheltering that clears [lichtendes Bergen]
as the basic characteristic of Being. The question of the essence of
truth finds its answer in the proposition the essence of truth is the
truth of essence. After our explanation it can easily be seen that the
proposition does not merely reverse the word order so as to conjure
the specter of paradox. The subject of the proposition—if this un-
fortunate grammatical category may still be used at all—is the truth
of essence. Sheltering that clears is—i.e., lets essentially unfold—
accordance between knowledge and beings. The proposition is not
dialectical. It is no proposition at all in the sense of a statement.
The answer to the question of the essence of truth is the saying of
a turning (dic Sage einer Kehre] within the history of Being. Because
sheltering that clears belongs to it, Being appears primordially in
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the light of concealing withdrawal. The name of this clearing [Licht-
ung] is alétheia.

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

The decisive question (in Being and Time, 1927) of the meaning,
i.e., of the project-domain (see p. 151), i.e., of the openness, i.e.,
of the truth of Being and not merely of beings, remains intention-
ally undeveloped. Our thinking apparently remains on the path of
metaphysics. Nevertheless, in its decisive steps, which lead from
truth as correctness to ek-sistent freedom, and from the latter to
truth as concealing and as errancy, it accomplishes a change in the
questioning that belongs to the overcoming of metaphysics. The
thinking attempted in the lecture comes to fulfillment in the essen-
tial experience that a nearness to the truth of Being is first prepared
for historical man on the basis of the Da-sein into which man can
enter. Every kind of anthropology and all subjectivity of man as
subject is not merely left behind—as it was already in Being and
Time—and the truth of Being sought as the ground of a trans-
formed historical position; rather, the movement of the lecture is
such that it sets out to think from this other ground (Dasein). The
course of the questioning is intrinsically the way of a thinking
which, instead of furnishing representations and concepts, experi-
ences and tests itself as a transformation of its relatedness to Being.



IV

THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART

‘@S Only image formed keeps the vision.
Yet image formed rests in the poem.



On November 13, 1935, Heidegger delivered a public lecture in Frei-
burg with the title Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes, “The Origin of the
Work of Art” In January 1936 he repeated the lecture in Ziirich,
Switzerland. During the course of the year he expanded the material,
and on November 17 and 24, and December 4, he presented a tripar-
tite lecture with the same title in Frankfurt. The text of the following
essay (complete in this revised edition of Basic Writings, yet still
showing the three sections) derives from the Frankfurt lectures.

The lectures must have been difficult to listen to and understand.
A reviewer for the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung compared them to
“an abandoned landscape,” perhaps with some right. For Heidegger
avoided the easy answer—which is really a subterfuge—that the ori-
gin of the artwork is simply the artist himself. For it is more true to
say, as Merleau-Ponty does of Cézanne, that the work of art is the
artist’s existence and the source of his or her life. It is a series of
attemnpts at seeing, listening, and saying, essays flowing from an inex-
haustible and undiscoverable source. Whence does the artwork orig-
inate? Where does it spring from? And what springs from the work
of art itself? For Heidegger these questions about the origin (der Ur-
sprung) relate the matter of art to truth as alétheia or unconceal-
ment. For the Being of beings, the coming to presence of things, is
the original self-showing by which entities emerge from hiddenness;
by the constancy of their relation to concealment beings show that
they have an origin. But beings that are works of art manifest their
origin in a special way. Heidegger therefore calls art the becoming of
truth, the setting to work of the truth of beings.

Of course a “work” of art, whether a painting, poem, or symphony,
is a “thing.” Heidegger begins by trying to identify the “thingly” qual-
ity of artworks, as though “thing” were the genus to which one would
add the specific difference “art” in order to make an artistic thing,
i.e,, a work. He examines three traditional interpretations of the
“thing” stemming from ancient ontology, (1) the thing as a substance

140
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to which various accidents or properties belong, or as a subject that
contains certain predicates, (2) the thing as the unity within the mind
of a manifold of sense-impressions, and (3) the thing as matter in-
vested with form. But these interpretations reflect their origin in a
particular kind of human activity, involvement with tools or equip-
ment (analyzed in Being and Time, sections 15—18); they therefore
distort the character of both “thing” and “work.”

Now, the inadequacy of the three traditional views of the “thing”
comes to light in a curious manner: the equipmental origin of these
philosophical conceptions betrays itself when Heidegger examines and
describes Van Gogh's painting of some (peasant?) shoes. This work
reveals things in their Being. More, it reveals the world of the peasant
who walks in those shoes while working the earth. Heidegger argues
that such revelation belongs to every work of art: the work erects a
world which in turn opens a space for man and things; but this dis-
tinctive openness rests on something more stable and enduring than
any world, i.e., the all-sheltering earth. “World” and “earth” are not
to be subsumed under the categories of form and matter, nor even
under the notions of unconcealment and concealment. How through
the work of art we are to envisage the creative strife of world and
earth is perhaps the greatest challenge in “The Origin of the Work of

We find help for our effort to understand the notion of “world” when
we turn to Heidegger’s analysis of “worldliness” in Being and Time,
sections 14—18. There he defines “world” as the structural whole of
significant relationships that Dasein experiences—with tools, things
of nature, and other human beings—as being-in-the-world. “World” is
that already familiar horizon upon which everyday human existence
confidently moves; it is that in which Dasein always has been and
which is somehow co-disclosed in all man’s projects and possibilities.
“World” names the essential mystery of existence, the transcendence
that makes Dasein different from all other intramundane entities, the
disclosedness of beings, the openness of Being.

But if the notion of “world” is already familiar to us because of
Being and Time, that of “earth” is strange and without precedent—
except perhaps for the myth of Cura in section 42 of Being and Time.
Regarding “earth” we can here provide only one hint. During the
winter of 1934 -35 Heidegger lectured at Freiburg University on two
poems by Friedrich Holderlin (1770-1843), “Germania” and “The
Rhine.” In these two poems the word “earth” appears many times, as
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it does throughout Holderlin’s poetry. Perhaps the Ursprung of Hei-
degger’s notion of “earth” must be sought in poetry, which occupies a
special place among the works of art. Indeed, “The Origin of the Work
of Art” opens onto the entire question of language and poetry (see
Reading X, “The Way to Language”).

One of the most ancient of the Homeric Hymns, Eis Gén Métera
Panton, “To Earth, Mother of All,” stands at the source of a poetic
heritage that enriched Hélderlin beyond measure. In translation Ho-
meric Hymn number thirty reads:

Gaia! Allmother will 1 sing! Revered
Firmgrounded nourisher of everything on earth.
Whatever traverses holy earth or the seas
Or climbs the air enjoys your dispensation.
From you sprout fine fruits and offspring;
Lady, you have power to give mortal men life
Or take it. But happy those you care for in
Your heart: all is generously present to them.
Fields thicken with lifegiving nourishment,
Herds at pasture multiply, houses fill with
Splendid things. Right and law rule in the city
Blessed by plenty and wealth among women beautiful.
Children beam with youth and joy, gleeful girls
Dance the ringdance, their hands all blossoms,
Leaping on flowery car pets of meadow.

Such pleasures your servants enjoy,

Goddess sublime! Generous divinity!

In this essay, as later in “Building Dwelling Thinking” (Reading VIII),
Heidegger too celebrates the protection and nourishment earth affords. In
a sense all artwork and all thinking are for him participations in the
creative strife of world and earth: they reveal beings and let them come
to radiant appearance, but only by cultivating and safeguarding their
provenance, allowing all things the darkness they require and their prop-
er growing time. In all its work the language of art and thought houses
the splendors that come to light.



THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART

Origin here means that from which and by which something is what
it is and as it is. What something is, as it is, we call its essence. The
origin of something is the source of its essence. The question con-
cerning the origin of the work of art asks about its essential source.
On the usual view, the work arises out of and by means of the
activity of the artist. But by what and whence is the artist what he
is? By the work; for to say that the work does credit to the master
means that it is the work that first lets the artist emerge as a master
of his art. The artist is the origin of the work. The work is the origin
of the artist. Neither is without the other. Nevertheless, neither is
the sole support of the other. In themselves and in their interrela-
tions artist and work are each of them by virtue of a third thing
which is prior to both, namely, that which also gives artist and work
of art their names—art.

As necessarily as the artist is the origin of the work in a different
way than the work is the origin of the artist, so it is equally certain
that, in a still different way, art is the origin of both artist and work.
But can art be an origin at all? Where and how does art occur?
Art—this is nothing more than a word to which nothing actual any
longer corresponds. It may pass for a collective idea under which
we find a place for that which alone is actual in art: works and

In this second edition of Basic Writings Heidegger's “The Origin of the Work of
Art” appears complete, including the later “Epilogue” and the “Addendum” of 1956.
The translation is by Albert Hofstadter (in Poetry, Langudge. Thought. New York:
Harper & Row, 1971, pp. 17-87), with minor changes. The German text for the
translation is Martin Heidegger, Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes, ed. H.G. Gadamer
(Stuttgart: P. Reclam, 1960). An error on p. 9 of the German text has been silently
corrected.
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artists. Even if the word art were taken to signify more than a col-
lective notion, what is meant by the word could exist only on the
basis of the actuality of works and artists. Or is the converse the
case? Do works and artists exist only because art exists as their
origin?

Whatever the decision may be, the question of the origin of the
work of art becomes a question about the essence of art. Since the
question whether and how art in general exists must still remain
open, we shall attempt to discover the essence of art in the place
where art undoubtedly prevails in an actual way. Art essentially un-
folds in the artwork. But what and how is a work of art?

What art is should be inferable from the work. What the work of
art is we can come to know only from the essence of art. Anyone
can easily see that we are moving in a circle. Ordinary understand-
ing demands that this circle be avoided because it violates logic.
What art is can be gathered from a comparative examination of
actual artworks. But how are we to be certain that we are indeed
basing such an examination on artworks if we do not know before-
hand what art is> And the essence of art can no mote be arrived at
by a derivation from higher concepts than by a collection of char-
acteristics of actual artworks. For such a derivation, too, already has
in view the definitions that must suffice to establish that what we
in advance take to be an artwork is one in fact. But selecting char-
acteristics from among given objects, and deriving concepts from
principles, are equally impossible here, and where these procedures
are practiced they are a self-deception.

Thus we are compelled to follow the circle. This is neither a
makeshift nor a defect. To enter upon this path is the strength of
thought, to continue on it is the feast of thought, assuming that
thinking is a craft. Not only is the main step from work to art a
circle like the step from art to work, but every separate step that we
attempt circles in this circle.

In order to discover the essence of the art that actually prevails
in the work, let us go to the actual work and ask the work what and
how it is.
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Works of art are familiar to everyone. Architectural and sculptural
works can be seen installed in public places, in churches, and in
dwellings. Artworks of the most diverse periods and peoples are
housed in collections and exhibitions. If we consider the works in
their untouched actuality and do not deceive ourselves, the result
is that the works are as naturally present as are things. The picture
hangs on the wall like a rifle or a hat. A painting, e.g., the one by
Van Gogh that represents a pair of peasant shoes, travels from one
exhibition to another. Works of art are shipped like coal from the
Ruhr and logs from the Black Forest. During the First World War
Holderlin’s hymns were packed in the soldier’s knapsack together
with cleaning gear. Beethoven’s quartets lie in the storerooms of the
publishing house like potatoes in a cellar.

All works have this thingly character. What would they be with-
out it? But perhaps this rather crude and external view of the work
is objectionable to us. Shippers or charwomen in museums may
operate with such conceptions of the work of art. We, however,
have to take works as they are encountered by those who experience
and enjoy them. But even the much-vaunted aesthetic experience
cannot get around the thingly aspect of the artwork. There is some-
thing stony in a work of architecture, wooden in a carving, colored
in a painting, spoken in a linguistic work, sonorous in a musical
composition. The thingly element is so irremovably present in the
artwork that we are compelled rather to say conversely that the
architectural work is in stone, the carving is in wood, the painting
in color, the linguistic work in speech, the musical composition in
sound. “Obviously,” it will be replied. No doubt. But what is this
self-evident thingly element in the work of art?

Presumably it becomes superfluous and confusing to inquire into
this feature, since the artwork is something else over and above the
thingly element. This something else in the work constitutes its
artistic nature. The artwork is, to be sure, a thing that is made, but
it says something other than what the mere thing itself is, allo ago-
reuei. The work makes public something other than itself; it mani-
fests something other; it is an allegory. In the work of art something
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other is brought together with the thing that is made. To bring
together is, in Greek, symballein. The work is a symbol.

Allegory and symbol provide the conceptual frame within whose
channel of vision the artwork has long been characterized. But this
one element in a work that manifests another, this one element
that joins with another, is the thingly feature in the artwork. It
seems almost as though the thingly element in the artwork is like
the substructure into and upon which the other, proper element is
built. And is it not this thingly feature in the work that the artist
properly makes by his handicraft?

Our aim is to arrive at the immediate and full actuality of the
work of art, for only in this way shall we discover actual art also
within it. Hence we must first bring to view the thingly element of
the work. To this end it is necessary that we should know with
sufficient clarity what a thing is. Only then can we say whether the
artwork is a thing, but a thing to which something else adheres;
only then can we decide whether the work is at bottom something
else and not a thing at all.

Thing and Work

What in truth is the thing, so far as it is a thing? When we inquire
in this way, our aim is to come to know the thing-being (thingness)
of the thing. The point is to discover the thingly character of the
thing. To this end we have to be acquainted with the sphere to
which all those entities belong which we have long called by the
name of thing.

The stone in the road is a thing, as is the clod in the field. A jug
is a thing, as is the well beside the road. But what about the milk
in the jug and the water in the well? These too are things if the
cloud in the sky and the thistle in the field, the leaf in the autumn
breeze and the hawk over the wood, are rightly called by the name
of thing. All these must indeed be called things, if the name is
applied even to that which does not, like those just enumerated,
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show itself, i.e., that which does not appear. According to Kant,
the whole of the world, for example, and even God himself, is a
thing of this sort, a thing that does not itself appear, namely, a
“thing-in-itself.” In the language of philosophy both things-in-them-
selves and things that appear, all beings that in any way are, are
called things.

Airplanes and radio sets are nowadays among the things closest
to us, but when we have in mind the last things we think of some-
thing altogether different. Death and judgment—these are the last
things. On the whole the word “thing” here designates whatever is
not simply nothing. In this sense the work of art is also a thing, so
far as it is some sort of being. Yet this concept is of no use to us, at
least immediately, in our attempt to delimit entities that have the
mode of being of a thing, as against those having the mode of being
of a work. And besides, we hesitate to call God a thing. In the same
way we hesitate to consider the peasant in the field, the stoker at
the boiler, the teacher in the school as things. A man is not a thing.
It is true that we speak of a young girl who is faced with a task too
difficult for her as being a young thing, still too young for it, but
only because we feel that being human is in a certain way missing
here and think that instead we have to do here with the factor that
constitutes the thingly character of things. We hesitate even to call
the deer in the forest clearing, the beetle in the grass, the blade of
grass a thing. We would sooner think of a hammer as a thing, or a
shoe, or an ax, or a clock. But even these are not mere things. Only
a stone, a clod of earth, a piece of wood are for us such mere things.
Lifeless beings of nature and objects of use. Natural things and
utensils are the things commonly so called.

We thus see ourselves brought back from the widest domain,
within which everything is a thing (thing = res = ens = a being),
including even the highest and last things, to the narrow precinct
of mere things. “Mere” here means, first, the pure thing, which is
simply a thing and nothing more; but then, at the same time, it
means that which is only a thing, in an almost pejorative sense. It
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is mere things, excluding even utensils, that count as things in the
proper sense. What does the thingly character of these things, then,
consist in? It is in reference to these that the thingness of things
must be determinable. This determination enables us to character-
ize what it is that is thingly as such. Thus prepared, we are able to
characterize the almost palpable actuality of works, in which some-
thing else inheres.

Now, it passes for a known fact that as far back as antiquity, no
sooner was the question raised as to what beings are in general,
than things in their thingness thrust themselves into prominence
again and again as the standard type of beings. Consequently we
are bound to meet with the definition of the thingness of things
already in the traditional interpretations of beings. We thus need
only to ascertain explicitly this traditional knowledge of the thing,
to be relieved of the tedious labor of making our own search for the
thingly character of the thing. The answers to the question “What
is the thing?” are so familiar that we no longer sense anything ques-
tionable behind them.

The interpretations of the thingness of the thing which, predom-
inant in the course of Western thought, long ago became self-
evident and are now in everyday use, may be reduced to three.

This block of granite, for example, is a mere thing. It is hard,
heavy, extended, bulky, shapeless, rough, colored, partly dull, partly
shiny. We can take note of all these features in the stone. Thus we
acknowledge its characteristics. But still, the traits signify something
proper to the stone itself. They are its properties. The thing has
them. The thing? What are we thinking of when we now have the
thing in mind? Obviously a thing is not merely an aggregate of
traits, nor an accumulation of properties by which that aggregate
arises. A thing, as everyone thinks he knows, is that around which
the properties have assembled. We speak in this connection of the
core of things. The Greeks are supposed to have called it to hypo-
keimenon. For them, this core of the thing was something lying at
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the ground of the thing, something always already there. The char-
acteristics, however, are called ta symbebékota, that which has al-
ways turned up already along with the given core and occurs along
with it.

These designations are no arbitrary names. Something that lies
beyond the purview of this essay speaks in them, the basic Greek
experience of the Being of beings in the sense of presence. It is by
these determinations, however, that the interpretation of the thing-
ness of the thing is established which henceforth becomes standard,
and the Western interpretation of the Being of beings stabilized.
The process begins with the appropriation of Greek words by Ro-
man-Latin thought. Hypokeimenon becomes subiectum; hypostasis
becomes substantia; symbebékos becomes accidens. However, this
translation of Greek names into Latin is in no way the innocent
process it is considered to this day. Beneath the seemingly literal
and thus faithful translation there is concealed, rather, a translation
of Greek experience into a different way of thinking. Roman
thought takes over the Greek words without a corresponding, equally
original experience of what they say, without the Greek word. The
rootlessness of Western thought begins with this translation.

According to current opinion, this definition of the thingness of
the thing as the substance with its accidents seems to correspond
to our natural outlook on things. No wonder that the current atti-
tude toward things—our way of addressing ourselves to things and
speaking about them—has adapted itself to this common view of
the thing. A simple propositional statement consists of the subject,
which is the Latin translation, hence already a reinterpretation, of
hypokeimenon, and the predicate, in which the thing’s traits are
stated of it. Who would have the temerity to assail these simple
fundamental relations between thing and statement, between sen-
tence structure and thing-structure? Nevertheless, we must ask: Is
the structure of a simple propositional statement (the combination
of subject and predicate) the mirror image of the structure of the
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thing (of the union of substance with accidents)? Or could it be that
even the structure of the thing as thus envisaged is a projection of
the framework of the sentence?

What could be more obvious than that man transposes his prop-
ositional way of understanding things into the structure of the thing
itself? Yet this view, seemingly critical yet actually rash and ill-con-
sidered, would have to explain first how such a transposition of
propositional structure into the thing is supposed to be possible with-
out the thing having already become visible. The question as to which
comes first and functions as the standard, proposition-structure or
thing-structure, remains to this hour undecided. It even remains
doubtful whether in this form the question is at all decidable.

Actually, the sentence structure does not provide the standard for
the pattern of thing-structure, nor is the latter simply mirrored in
the former. Both sentence and thing-structure derive, in their typ-
ical form and their possible mutual relationship, from a common
and more original source. In any case this first interpretation of the
thingness of the thing, the thing as bearer of its characteristic traits,
despite its currency, is not as natural as it appears to be. What seems
natural to us is probably just something familiar in a long tradition
that has forgotten the unfamiliar source from which it arose. And
yet this unfamiliar source once struck man as strange and caused
him to think and to wonder.

Our confidence in the current interpretation of the thing is only
seemingly well founded. But in addition this thing-concept (the
thing as bearer of its characteristics) holds not only of the mere
thing in its proper sense, but also of any being whatsoever. Hence
it cannot be used to set apart thingly beings from non-thingly
beings. Yet even before all reflection, attentive dwelling within the
sphere of things already tells us that this thing-concept does not hit
upon the thingly element of the thing, its independent and self-
contained character. Occasionally we still have the feeling that vi-
olence has long been done to the thingly element of things and that
thought has played a part in this violence, for which reason people
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disavow thought instead of taking pains to make it more thoughtful.
But in defining the essence of the thing, what is the use of a feeling,
however certain, if thought alone has the right to speak here? Per-
haps, however, what we call feeling or mood, here and in similar
instances, is more reasonable—that is, more intelligently percep-
tive—because more open to Being than all that reason which, hav-
ing meanwhile become ratio, was misinterpreted as being rational.
The hankering after the irrational, as abortive offspring of the un-
thought rational, therewith performed a curious service. To be
sure, the current thing-concept always fits each thing. Neverthe-
less, it does not lay hold of the thing as it is in its own being, but
makes an assault upon it.

Can such an assault perhaps be avoided—and how? Only, cer-
tainly, by granting the thing, as it were, a free field to display its
thingly character directly. Everything that might interpose itself be-
tween the thing and us in apprehending and talking about it must
first be set aside. Only then do we yield ourselves to the undistorted
presencing of the thing. But we do not need first to call or arrange
for this situation in which we let things encounter us without me-
diation. The situation always prevails. In what the senses of sight,
hearing, and touch convey, in the sensations of color, sound,
roughness, hardness, things move us bodily, in the literal meaning
of the word. The thing is the aisthéton, that which is perceptible
by sensations in the senses belonging to sensibility. Hence the con-
cept later becomes a commonplace according to which a thing is
nothing but the unity of a manifold of what is given in the senses.
Whether this unity is conceived as sum or as totality or as Gestalt
alters nothing in the standard character of this thing-concept.

Now this interpretation of the thingness of the thing is as correct
and demonstrable in every case as the previous one. This already
suffices to cast doubt on its truth. If we consider moreover what we
are searching for, the thingly character of the thing, then this thing-
concept again leaves us at a loss. We never really first perceive a
throng of sensations, e.g., tones and noises, in the appearance of
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things—as this thing-concept alleges; rather we hear the storm whis-
tling in the chimney, we hear the three-motored plane, we hear the
Mercedes in immediate distinction from the Volkswagen. Much
closer to us than all sensations are the things themselves. We hear
the door shut in the house and never hear acoustical sensations or
even mere sounds. In order to hear a bare sound we have to listen
away from things, divert our ear from them, i.e., listen abstractly.

In the thing-concept just mentioned there is not so much an
assault upon the thing as rather an inordinate attempt to bring it
into the greatest possible proximity to us. But a thing never reaches
that position as long as we assign as its thingly feature what is per-
ceived by the senses. Whereas the first interpretation keeps the
thing at arm’s length from us, as it were, and sets it too far off, the
second makes it press too physically upon us. In both interpreta-
tions the thing vanishes. It is therefore necessary to avoid the ex-
aggerations of both. The thing itself must be allowed to remain in
its self-containment. It must be accepted in its own steadfastness.
This the third interpretation seems to do, which is just as old as the
first two.

That which gives things their constancy and pith but is also at
the same time the source of their particular mode of sensuous pres-
sure—colored, resonant, hard, massive—is the matter in things. In
this analysis of the thing as matter (hyle), form (morphé) is already
coposited. What is constant in a thing, its consistency, lies in the
fact that matter stands together with a form. The thing is formed
matter. This interpretation appeals to the immediate view with
which the thing solicits us by its outward appearance (eidos). In this
synthesis of matter and form a thing-concept has finally been found
which applies equally to things of nature and to utensils.

This concept puts us in a position to answer the question con-
cerning the thingly element in the work of art. The thingly element
is manifestly the matter of which it consists. Matter is the substrate
and field for the artist'’s formative action. But we could have ad-
vanced this obvious and well-known definition of the thingly ele-
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ment at the very outset. Why do we make a detour through other
applicable thing-concepts? Because we also mistrust this concept of
the thing, which represents it as formed matter.

But is not precisely this pair of concepts, matter-form, usually
employed in the domain in which we are supposed to be moving?
To be sure. The distinction of matter and form is the conceptual
schema which is used, in the greatest variety of ways, quite generally
for all art theory and desthetics. This incontestable fact, however,
proves neither that the distinction of matter and form is adequately
founded, nor that it belongs originally to the domain of art and the
artwork. Moreover, the range of application of this pair of concepts
has long extended far beyond the field of aesthetics. Form and con-
tent are the most hackneyed concepts under which anything and
everything may be subsumed. And if form is correlated with the
rational and matter with the irrational; if the rational is taken to be
the logical and the irrational the alogical; if in addition the subject-
object relation is coupled with the conceptual pair form-matter;
then representation has at its command a conceptual machinery
that nothing is capable of withstanding.

If, however, it is thus with the distinction between matter and
form, how then shall we make use of it to lay hold of the particular
domain of mere things by contrast with all other entities? But
perhaps this characterization in terms of matter and form would
recover its defining power if only we reversed the process of ex-
panding and emptying these concepts. Certainly, but this presup-
poses that we know in what sphere of beings they realize their
genuine defining power. That this is the domain of mere things is
so far only an assumption. Reference to the copious use made of
this conceptual framework in aesthetics might sooner lead to the
idea that matter and form are specifications stemming from the
essence of the artwork and were in the first place transferred from
it back to the thing. Where does the matter-form structure have its
origin—in the thingly character of the thing or in the workly char-
acter of the artwork?
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The self-contained block of granite is something material in a
definite if unshapely form. Form means here the distribution and
arrangement of the material parts in spatial locations, resulting in a
particular shape, namely, that of a block. But a jug, an ax, a shoe
are also matter occurring in a form. Form as shape is not the con-
sequence here of a prior distribution of the matter. The form, on
the contrary, determines the arrangement of the matter. Even
more, it prescribes in each case the kind and selection of the mat-
ter—impermeable for a jug, sufficiently hard for an ax, firm yet
flexible for shoes. The interfusion of form and matter prevailing
here is, moreover, controlled beforehand by the purposes served by
jug, ax, shoes. Such usefulness is never assigned or added on after-
ward to a being of the type of a jug, ax, or pair of shoes. But neither
is it something that floats somewhere above it as an end.

Usefulness is the basic feature from which this being regards us,
that is, flashes at us and thereby is present and thus is this being.
Both the formative act and the choice of material—a choice given
with the act—and therewith the dominance of the conjunction of
matter and form, are all grounded in such usefulness. A being that
falls under usefulness is always the product of a process of making.
It is made as a piece of equipment for something. As determinations
of beings, accordingly, matter and form have their proper place in
the essential nature of equipment. This name designates what is
produced expressly for employment and use. Matter and form are
in no case original determinations of the thingness of the mere
thing.

A piece of equipment, a pair of shoes for instance, when finished,
is also self-contained like the mere thing, but it does not have the
character of having taken shape by itself like the granite boulder.
On the other hand, equipment displays an affinity with the artwork
insofar as it is something produced by the human hand. However,
by its self-sufficient presencing the work of art is similar rather to
the mere thing which has taken shape by itself and is self-contained.
Nevertheless we do not count such works among mere things. As a
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rule it is the use-objects around us that are the nearest and the
proper things. Thus the piece of equipment is half thing, because
characterized by thingliness, and yet it is something more; at the
same time it is half artwork and yet something less, because lacking
the self-sufficiency of the artwork. Equipment has a peculiar posi-
tion intermediate between thing and work, assuming that such a
calculated ordering of them is permissible.

The matter-form structure, however, by which the Being of a
piece of equipment is first determined, readily presents itself as the
immediately intelligible constitution of every being, because here
man himself as maker participates in the way in which the piece of
equipment comes into being. Because equipment takes an inter-
mediate place between mere thing and work, the suggestion is that
nonequipmental beings—things and works and ultimately all
beings—are to be comprehended with the help of the Being of
equipment (the matter-form structure).

The inclination to treat the matter-form structure as the consti-
tution of every being receives an additional impulse from the fact
that on the basis of a religious faith, namely, the biblical faith, the
totality of all beings is represented in advance as something created,
which here means made. The philosophy of this faith can of course
assure us that all of God’s creative work is to be thought of as dif-
ferent from the action of a craftsman. Nevertheless, if at the same
time or even beforehand, in accordance with a presumed predeter-
mination of Thomistic philosophy for interpreting the Bible, the ens
creatum is conceived as a unity of materia and forma, then faith is
expounded by way of a philosophy whose truth lies in an uncon-
cealedness of beings which differs in kind from the world believed
in by faith.

The idea of creation, grounded in faith, can lose its guiding power
for knowledge of beings as a whole. But the theological interpreta-
tion of all beings, the view of the world in terms of matter and form
borrowed from an alien philosophy, having once been instituted,
can still remain a force. This happens in the transition from the
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Middle Ages to modern times. The metaphysics of the modern pe-
riod rests on the form-matter structure devised in the medieval
period, which itself merely recalls in its words the buried natures of
eidos and hyle. Thus the interpretation of “thing” by means of mat-
ter and form, whether it remains medieval or becomes Kantian-
transcendental, has become current and self-evident. But for that
reason, no less than the other interpretations mentioned of the
thingness of the thing, it is an encroachment upon the thing-being
of the thing.

The situation stands revealed as soon as we speak of things in the
proper sense as mere things. The “mere,” after all, means the re-
moval of the character of usefulness and of being made. The mere
thing is a sort of equipment, albeit equipment denuded of its equip-
mental being. Thing-being consists in what is then left over. But
this remnant is not actually defined in its ontological character. It
remains doubtful whether the thingly character comes to view at
all in the process of stripping off everything equipmental. Thus the
third mode of interpretation of the thing, that which follow