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Translators’ Foreword

with this publication of Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowring), Martin
Heidegger's second major work, Beitrdge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis),
becomes available for the first timein English. Known in philosophical cir-
cles as Beifrige, this work had been awaited with great expectation long
before its publication on the centennial of Heidegger's birth in 1989.
Beitrdge rur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis) opens the third division of Heidegger's
Gesamtausgabe, which is devoted to the publication f book-lengthmanu-
seripts and treatises.

Cantributions to Philosophy (From Enowning) was written almost a
decade after Being and Time. Like Being and Time, it is a treatise that was
not originally presented as a university lecture course. But unlike Being
and Time, 1t is the first treatise whose maturation and unfolding are not
reflected in any d the lecture courses of the years 1919 to 1937. Even
the university lecture text Basic Questions of Philosophy: Selected "Frob-
Iems" of "Logic," though it was written at the same time as Contributions,
involvessome df the same language, and also deals with the question of
truth, stilf does not reveal anything of the maturation and unfolding of
Contributions. Thus, as far as the interrelation of Heidegger's treatises
and university lecture texts is concerned, Contributions to Philasophy
(From Enowning) stands alone. Perhaps the "prolonged hesitation" spo-
ken df in the epigram to Contributions reflects the inaccessibility to any
form of publicness—and not only the publicness of the university lec-
ture course setting. That is, perhaps the thinking that goes on in this
work could not find a proper hearing anywhere—until now.

The singular importance of Contributions to Philosophy (Fram Enown-
ing) consists in its being Heidegger's first fundamental work in which
so-called *being-historical thinking" is enacted. In six "joinings"—not
10 be mistaken for "chapters"—called "Echo," "Playing-Forth," "Leap,"
"Grounding,"'The Ones to Come,"and “The Last God," Heidegger enacts
"being-historical thinking" as a thinking that is enowned by being in its
historical unfolding. Whether we considerthe echo d being, the way in
which the first Greek beginning of thinking plays forth into the other
beginning, the manner in which thinking leaps into the essential sway-
ing of being, or how this thinking is engaged in the grounding of this
swaying as the ones to come who receive the hints of the last god—in
any case we witness the gradual, systematic, cohesive, and closely
interrelated unfolding of a thinking that presents Contributions as a
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work which—as no other work of Heidegger's— shows the active char-
acter of "being-historical thinking." If we fail to consider this active
character and if we do not question the traditional pattern that struc-
tures a philosophical work (a presupposed thesis, its development and
demonstration), we may be misled into assuming that Contributionsto
Philosophy {Fram Enowning) is a collection o "aphorisms" or that it pre-
sents Heidegger's "working notes." Both assumptions are wrong.

The appearance in the text of Contributionsof a number o sentences
that, seen from the outside, look like "notes" should not mislead us into
believing that Heidegger is making certain notes to himself. The sen-
tences in Contributions that look like "notes" are virtually all formal indi-
cators of the paths to be taken or paths that have already been taken in
the course  "being-historical thinking." When, for example, close to
the end of Contributions,and after a focused discussion and analysis of
the work of art, Heidegger lays out a series d questions and issues and
addresses the views o the Berlin architect K.F. Schinkel —questions
and issues that at_g#szglance look like "notes™—he shows in a for-
mal-indicative manner that each and every word used by Schinkel is
open to a "being-historical" interpretation.

Moreover, Heidegger's own understanding d and relation to Contri-
butions is such as to leave no doubt that he did not consider this work
to be a collection of "aphorisms" or "notes." Indicating that "be-ing
and only be-ing isand that a being is not,”? Heidegger makes cleat that
statements made on behalf d "being-historical thinking" are not to be
confused with assertion as "a subsequent expression in the language
d a re-presentation.”? Rather, these statements emerge from and
return to what shows and manifests itself, i.e., ané¢avorg of be-ing.
Thus, Heidegger's own understanding d this work comes from the
non-representational apophantic origin of 'being- historical thinking."
A characterization of Contributions as a collection of "aphorisms" or as
"working notes" is only possible when we ignore what defines this
work and structures it, namely be-ing's self-showing and manifesting.

Heidegger's concern with the cohesive character of Contributions is
clearly manifest in the close attention that he paid to the process df the
typing of the manuscript, in his checking the typed copy against the
handwritten original, and, equally importantly, in the meticulous
cross-references throughout the Contributions.> When carefully fol-
lowed through, these cross-references show the path that thinking has
traversed or is about to traverse. Cross-references are given in order to
facilitate the engagement o thinking in what is formally indicated:
They are not there for demonstrating what a preceding stage of discus-
sion has already established.

As translators of this work, we had to face the necessity of reflecting
its singularity. We also had to he constantly aware o its unusual syntax,
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remaining always fully aware of the source from which this translation
receives guidance and directive.

In our attempt to Iet the singularity of Cortributions be reflectedin its
English translation, we tried to keep in mind that “being-histerical
thinking" is not a thinking about being. For being is not an dbject and
cannot be treated as a delimitable and objectifiable topic. For us as
translators this meant that we could not use an objectifying approach to
the language and word-structure of this work. Throughout Contribu-
tions to Philosophy (From Enowning)—in the course d a "preview," six
"joinings," and a concluding section entitled “Be-ing” — Heideggertakes
a new approach to the question of being by enacting a thinking that is
“enowned by being." The singularity o this work comes through in
translation when translation mirrors 'being-historical thinking" as a
thinking thatis “enowned by being." It has been one of our goals to let
this happen throughout the translation.

It is the enactment of this thinking that molds the unusual syntax
Contributions. Translating this work into English, we faced the necessity
d coming to terms with this syntax, since we realized that it is only by
understanding and interpreting this syntax that the singularity d this
work can come through in translation. We were thus called upon to
characterize and appraise this syntax.

A careful reading of the Contributionsshows that its unusual syntax is
neither extraneous to the work nor an insurmountable obstacle. Thus
the unusual syntax cannot be set aside as having no impact on transla-
tion. The unusual character d this syntax showsitself in two ways: in the
incompleteness of some sentences and in an occasional ambiguity with
respect to German grammar. We found that both must be accounted for
in our translation. We came to terms with the unusual syntax o the
work by making minor additions to the text (theyappear within square
brackets [ ]). These additions are meant to enhance the readability of the
text. What we have added to the text within square brackets is in each
case either an interpretation d a certain punctuation mark or derived
from the immediate context. This device leaves the reader free either to
use or to ignore the additions. The reader who opts for the latter needs
only to overlook what stands between the square brackets.

We decided to implement this device in spite of the fact that Heideg-
ger opted for leaving the syntax o the Centributions intact. Indeed, the
enactment of a new approach to the question o being, which is what
Contributions is all about, does not depend on a detailed unfolding of its
Syntax. In a note written at the same time as Contributions, Heidegger
points out:

In its new approach this Contributions to Philosophy should render manifestthe
range d the question of being. A detailed unfolding here is not. necessary,
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because this all too easily narrows down the actual horizon and misses the
thrust of questioning.4

He was clearly aware of both the incompleteness and the grammatical
ambiguity of some passages as they determine the present shape of the
Contributions. And yet he saw an improvement on this score as unnec-
essary and perhaps not useful because, in his own mind, a more
detailed unfolding of the syntax of this work would distract thinking
from the thrust of questioning.

Seen in this light, our few parenthetical remarks are meant to
enhance readability as well as to acknowledge that here and there the
English needs (can make use of) additions that are less necessary or
useful in the German. Sometimes the context relieves and releases the
text in German in ways that do not occur in English. Given these delib-
erations, it should be pointed out that our parenthetical additions do
not pretend to be equal to Heidegger's own “detailed unfolding” —had
it occurred — first, because we do not know how he would have actu-
ally carried out such an unfolding, and second, because our additions to
the text are only indications showing how we as translators understood
and interpreted the text. Thus our parenthetical additions are intended
only to enhance the readability of the translation and to present the full
scope of our interpretation—an interpretation that is inherent in any
translation.

What is the source from which we drew guidance and directive for
carrying out this translation? To respond to this question, we must
characterize the act of translating the text of the Contributions as an act
of disclosing the orienting power of “being-historical words” as this
power shapes the cohesive, systematic, and closely interrelated “join-
ings” of be-ing as enowning. However, this is a power that undermines
mere lexicography—the one-to-one correspondence of the German
words to their English counterparts. The cohesive, systematic, and
closely interrelated “joinings” of Heidegger’s “being-historical think-
ing”—which comes “alive” only in enactment — presents the translation
process with the possibility of rethinking, revising, and eventually com-
bining English words in a new way.’

Thus the source from which this translation received directive and
guidance was not primarily the lexicographical settlement of the rela-
tion between Heidegger’s German and the English words. It was rather
the cohesive, systematic, and closely interrelated “joinings” of “being-
historical thinking” that guided this translation toward disclosing the
orienting power inherent in the key words of Contributions. We see
clearly how such a disclosing occurs when we discuss our specific
choices for rendering into English the key philosophical words and
phrases of the Contributions. This discussion forms the core of the Trans-
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lators’ Foreword. (The reader who reads this work for the first time will
do well to return to this Foreword in order to bear in mind the reasons
that support our renditions of the key words of Contributions.)

In preparing this translation and in consulting with scholars in the
field, we —as they —have discovered that this text, even in the original,
is not readily accessible to its readers. This is true even for those readers
who are well read in Heidegger. If this is the case for those reading the
Contributions in its original German, it is all the more true for anyone
who wants to appropriate the text in English. Given the groundbreak-
ing character of Contributions, reading this work demands an excep-
tional scrutiny and precision. Individual words and punctuation marks
often carry an even greater weight than normal—even in “normal”
Heidegger. Often words and punctuation marks must be read within
the context that is both prospective and retrospective. A case in point is
the rendition of Seinsentwurf as projecting being open, where the danger of
imputing this “projecting” to a “subject” is avoided by reading “project-
ing-open as thrown” within “projecting being open.”

Thus we advise readers of this English text that it requires some get-
ting used to, just as does the German text itself. This is a groundbreak-
ing work of thinking, one that opens pathways to the thinking of being
that (a) have never been opened before and (b) require a profoundly
renewed way of listening to and active engagement with the text. This
is true regardless of one’s philosophical persuasion and regardless of
which current “movement” in philosophy one adheres to.

In what follows we shall do three things. First, we shall discuss fam-
ilies of words that gather around one central German word —families
that are recognizable in their phenomenological kinship. Second, we
shall address the special case of the large number of words in Contribu-
tions that carry the prefix er- Third, we shall clarify certain technical
aspects of the translation.

I. The Group of Words That Gather
Around One Single Word

1. Ereignis and Related Words

We considered the possibility of leaving the word Ereignis untranslated,
since we were aware of Heidegger's own view, corroborated by our
understanding of Contributions, that Ereignis is “as little translatable as
the guiding-Greek word A6y0g and the Chinese Tao . . . and is . . . a sin-
Yulare tantum.”® And yet we opted for translating Ereignis rather than
leaving it untranslated, for three reasons: (1) Leaving the word Ereignis
untranslated in the text requires an explanation, which involves an
interpretation of this word, which in turn constitutes translating it. That
is, leaving Ereignis “untranslated” is itself a translation. Thus translating
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this word becomes unavoidable. (2) Leaving the word Ereignis untrans-
lated would make it practically impossible to translate the family of
words that are closely related to Ereignis, such as Ereignung, Eignung,
Zueignung, Ubereignung, Eigentum, ereignen, zueignen, iibereignen, eignen.
(3) Actually translating this word does not resolve the problem of the
untranslatability of Ereignis. Thus, what is called for is an English rendi-
tion of Ereignis that approximates the richness of the German word
without pretending to replace it. (Heidegger shows that such approxima-
tion is possible, e.g., with his own rendition of the Greek Adyoc.) In the
case of Ereignis, feasibility of an approximation is foreshadowed by the
way in which the er- in Ereignis has the function of stressing and putting
forth the movement of eignen in -eignis.

We found a good approximation to Ereignis in the word enowning.
Above all it is the prefix en- in this word that opens the possibility for
approximating Ereignis, insofar as this prefix conveys the sense of
“enabling,” “bringing into condition of,” or “welling up of.” Thus, in con-
junction with owning, this prefix is capable of getting across a sense of an
“owning” that is not an “owning of something.” We can think this own-
ing as an un-possessive owning, because the prefix en- has this unique
capability. In this sense owning does not have an appropriatable content.

We found that none of the existing English translations of Heideg-
ger's word Ereignis is capable of showing the movement that runs
through the en and the own, as enowning. Enowning approximates the
movement of er- that runs through eignen and the eignis in Ereignis. Part
of this movement is a “going all the way into and through” without pos-
sessing. We consider it a significant confirmation of the appropriateness
of the word enowning that this word provides a unique possibility for
bringing into English what Heidegger does, at important junctures of
Contributions, when he hyphenates Ereignis. By sometimes hyphenating
this word, he draws special attention to er- as an enabling power and as
naming the always ongoing movement “in” and “through” without
coming to rest in a “property” or “possession.” We found that the en- of
“enowning” is capable of doing this.

The existing options in English for translating Ereignis, i.e., “event,”
“appropriation” (sometimes as “event of appropriation”), and “befitting”
are totally mute when it comes to the movement that runs through
Ereignis. None begins with the prefix en-, with its specific indication of
“enabling” and “thorough moving unto.” None approximates the er,
eignen, and eignis the way en, own, and owning do. It is also clear that none
of these words is capable of showing this movement by way of hyphen-
ation. Let us take a closer look at each option.

The first word, event, does not even remotely approximate Ereignis,
because “event” immediately evokes the metaphysical notions of the
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unprecedented and the precedent that are totally alien to Ereignis.
Moreover, as born out by sections 238-242 of the Contributions, “event”
cannot live up to the demands put on it by Ereignis because “event”
emerges from within “time-space” and as such is itself enowned by
Ereignis. This means that “event” must be understood from within Ereig-
nis and cannot function as its approximation.

After carefully examining “appropriation,” we came to the conclu-
sion that this word also does not approximate Ereignis, for at least three
reasons: First, “appropriation” is more static than the German Ereignis
in Heidegger. This English word conveys a sense of stability that is for-
eign to the vibrancy of Ereignis. Second, and more important, “appro-
priation” brings to mind the act of seizing something without negot-
iating, which would misconstrue Ereignis as an active agent, as one
highly bent on ruling and dominating. “Appropriation” proved not to
be a viable option because it strengthens the misconception of Ereignis
as agency of seizing, ruling, and hegemony. Third, “appropriation”
lacks a prefix that is necessary in order to reflect the hyphenation of
Er-eignis. We found that this prefix puts extra demands upon transla-
tion, since at highly crucial junctures of Contributions the German prefix
“Er” in Er-eignis—when hyphenated by Heidegger— functions with the
autonomy of a full word. To have opted for “appropriation” — disregard-
ing other reservations—would have amounted to depriving the English
translation of reflecting what goes on in Contributions with the aid of the
prefix “Er”

Finally, we rejected “befitting” as an option because this term runs the
risk of misinterpreting Ereignis as something self-subsisting that is des-
tined to fit another self-subsisting thing. In other words, “befitting”
would dichotomize Ereignis. Moreover, the prefix “be” in “befitting” con-
veys the sense of a “completion” rather than an enabling process.

These reservations about “event,” “appropriation,” and “befitting”
were strengthened by the realization that none of these three terms pre-
sents translation with the possibility of reflecting the phenomenological
kinship —so central to an understanding of the Contributions— that exists
on the one hand between Ereignis and Ereignung, Eignung, Zueignung,
Ubereignung, and on the other hand between Ereignis and ereignen,
eignen, zueignen, and iibereignen. We found that this phenomenological
kinship must at all costs be reflected in the English translation in order
for this translation to belong to the domain of phenomenological think-
ing. The three terms— event, appropriation, and befitting— have the added
disadvantage that none is equipped with a prefix to indicate that, with
Ereignis, an enabling power comes to the fore that extends itself into
words like Ereignung, Eignung, Zueignung, Ubereignung, Eigentum, eignen,
ereignen, zueignen, iibereignen — all words surrounding Ereignis.
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It is this same dynamic at work in Ereignis that guides our translation
of vom as “from”: from Enowning. Rather than merely referring to
enowning as a topic (“on” or “of” enowning), the vom here is to be
understood as indicative of a thinking that is enowned by being, being
as enowning. Thus: from Enowning.

Having decided for enowning as the translation of Ereignis, we found
that the way was opened for translating Ereignung with enownment, Eig-
nung with owning, Eigentum with ownhood, Zueignung with owning-to,
and Ubereignung with owning-over-to.

2. Sein and Related Words

Near the end of Contributions Heidegger remarks that, by writing Seyn
instead of Sein, he wants to “indicate that [Sein] here is no longer
thought metaphysically.”” Thus he elucidates the specific way in which
these words, Sein and Seyn, with their frequent appearance throughout
Contributions, are to be understood. But how do we reflect this under-
standing in translation?

Heidegger uses the eighteenth-century orthography of Sein, i.e., Seyn,
in order to indicate that, when he writes Sein, he means the way Sein is
grasped metaphysically and, when he writes Seyn, he means the way
Sein is no longer grasped metaphysically. In both cases, then, he is deal-
ing with one and the same Sein and not, as it were, with Sein differenti-
ated from Seyn: He intends no opposition. Accordingly, to use two
different words for translating Sein and Seyn —e.g., “being” and “beon” —
would increase the danger of carrying too far a simple orthographic
device.® It suggests too much of a “division.” Thus we realized (a) that
translating Seyn with a new English word is misleading, in indicating too
great a delineation, and (b) that, if available, an orthographic device is
enough for drawing attention to Seyn.

Considering the fact that both Sein and Seyn are pronounced in
exactly the same way and that the difference between these words is
noticeable only in writing, we decided to use the English word “being”
for translating Sein and to hyphenate the same word as “be-ing” for
translating Seyn. In this way we have two English words, being and
be-ing, that, like Sein and Seyn, are pronounced in the same way but
written differently. Thus we are able to avoid using a “new” word for
Seyn—like beon —which could be misunderstood as standing in opposi-
tion to “being.” For, distinguishing Seyn from Sein is not the same as cre-
ating an opposition between them. (It should be noted, however, that,
as F.-W. von Herrmann writes in the Editor’s Epilogue, “The alternating
spellings “Seyn” and “Sein” [“be-ing” and “being”] were left unchanged,
even where the matter at hand is “Seyn” [“be-ing”] and not “Sein”
[“being”] and where Heidegger here and there, apparently during the
writing, did not consistently maintain the different spelling.”® We have
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made the same decision and consistently translated “Seyn” with “be-
ing” and “Sein” with “being.”)

Regarding words that are related to be-ing and being, we found that
they fall into two groups: (1) the group in which be-ing and being are
directly present, (2) the group of words derived from be-ing and being.

From the first group we must discuss our choices for rendering die
Geschichte des Seins, Seinsgeschichte, and seinsgeschichtlich. Focusing on the
“being” component in these words and deciding to translate Geschichte
with “history,” we rendered these words as “history of being,” “being-
history,” and “being-historical.” But how to reflect in translation the
important difference between Geschichte and Historie?

Our translation needs to reflect the difference between Geschichte as
what is enowned by being and Historie as the discipline of historiogra-
phy. This differentiation is of paramount importance for understanding
Contributions because, as Heidegger points out near the end of this work,
“enowning” is the “origin of history.”!° “History” here is quite different
from history as a discipline or as historiography. The happenings that
constitute Geschichte are quite different from the events that make up
history. The German word Geschichte, more so than the English word his-
tory, implies: unfolding, issuance, and proffering. Given this difference
and considering the sheer impossibility of using two different words in
English, one for Geschichte and one for Historie, we decided to use the
same word history for both but to demarcate Historie by using two par-
enthetical devices. Whenever the context makes it clear that Historie is
meant, the reader will find the word history followed in brackets either
by the word Historie or the words “as a discipline.”

Belonging to the second group are words such as das Seiende, das
Seiendste, seiender, and seiend. Whereas das Seiende appears quite fre-
quently in the text, other variants of this word appear infrequently. An
unsurpassable philosophical precision in translation —if such were ever
achievable —would demand that we uniformly render das Seiende with
“a being.” However, realizing that such precision is not achievable in
translation, we exercised two options. For those cases where the philo-
sophical meaning would be otherwise totally compromised, we opted
for translating das Seiende with “a being.” In all other cases we translate
das Seiende with “beings” in order to maintain a uniform level of read-
ability. But the reader should bear in mind that throughout this trans-
lation “beings” is used as a word whose point of reference is “a being’s
restoration in the other beginning,” which is to say that our choice of
“beings” is not to be taken as a generalization of all “beings.”

When Heidegger uses das Seiendste, seiender, and seiend in Contribu-
tions, he does not assume a chain of beings and its inherent hierarchy.
Although these words bring to mind the Platonic évtwg 8v and the
Thomistic maxime ens, what is to be disclosed by them is called in the
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Contributions “restoration of beings.” Thus our renditions of these words
with “most being” and “more being” are to be taken not in the sense of
a series of superlatives but as indicating restoration of beings.

3. Wesen and Related Words

One might perhaps say that the words Wesen and Wesung are the most
crucial words for translating Contributions. Therefore, when translating
Wesen and Wesung into English, it is of paramount importance to convey
the richness, complexity, and subtlety that these words have in Ger-
man. No other word in the entirety of Contributions offers as varied a
possibility for the translator as the word Wesen. Whether Wesen refers to
something specific—e.g., language, history, truth—or appears in the
context of the first Greek beginning or exercises its disclosive power in
conjunction with being and be-ing, each time Wesen comes through
with a demand for a different way of being translated. The varied pos-
sibilities for translating this word range from a rather simple rendition
of it as “essence,” when the context is that of the first Greek beginning,
to a more difficult rendition when this word says something directly
and specifically about being and be-ing and thus borders on untranslat-
ability. In short, as a central being-historical word, Wesen in Contributions
defies a uniform English rendition.

When Wesen appears in the context of the first beginning, which,
among other things, is distinguished by the questions tf ¢otiv (what a
being is) and dm £omv (that a being is) and by a discussion of i3a,
ovoia, xowdv, etc., we consistently translate Wesen as “essence.” We do
so because, in the context of the first beginning, Heidegger uses the
word Wesen as the German rendition of essentia, in English: essence. But
it should be pointed out that this is more than simply using a traditional
and available word. For Heidegger’s returning to Wesen as the German
rendition of essentia cannot be understood as simply picking up a Ger-
man word that happens to be available to him as he thinks essentia. The
return to Wesen as essentia/essence occurs in the context of a being-historical
decision which shapes the entirety of Contributions. This is the decision
for opening up and disclosing that unprecedented and monumental
unfolding in the thinking of being that is the first beginning. Thus, Wesen
is always situated within a broader context, one that the word essence
cannot convey.

Thus, sometimes the word Wesen simply means “essentia” or “essence.”
As a “being-historical word,” however, it also discloses a profound and
comprehensive occurrence that is the first beginning and in which the
word Wesen is not simply a rendition of essentia (essence). In order to
convey that occurrence, Heidegger now uses the same word Wesen but
with a significant twist. This “twist” is of paramount importance for the
translation of Contributions. He uses Wesen as a word derived from the
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verb wesen, with meanings such as “swaying,” “enduring,” “abiding,”
~whiling,” and the like. He sees in this “swaying” the originary, pro-
found, and comprehensive occurrence that in the first beginning he
calls “being.” Thus, in order to translate Wesen properly when this word
appears in conjunction with being, we were required to account fully
for this originary, profound, and comprehensive occurrence.

It should be clear that the rendition “essence of being” is not an
option at all, since “essence” refers to a multiplicity of things and being
is neither multiple nor a thing. Moreover, the expression “essence of
being” misconstrues the originariness of the occurrence of being in the
first Greek beginning by reducing this occurrence to one of its off-
shoots, i.e., the constancy and accessibility of essence. We found other
options such as “presence of being” or “coming to presence of being”
misleading because, as Heidegger shows in Contributions, presence is
only one modification of that vibrancy which he calls das Wesen des
Seins. Moreover, “presence of being” and “coming to presence of being”
have the added disadvantage of attributing to being the status of some-
thing that is before it becomes present or before it comes into presence.
These renditions encourage misunderstanding being as a substance.
What was needed was an English word that leaves intact its possible
modifications and determinations.

In order to translate the word Wesen as it reflects the originary, pro-
found, and comprehensive vibrancy called being, we might have trans-
lated Wesen as “abiding, enduring sway” or “in-depth-sway.” Given the
awkwardness of “abiding, enduring, in-depth-sway,” we allowed Wesen
to be translated as “essential sway.” This is possible only because the
English word essential has a broader usage than simply its connection to
and derivation from “essence.” So that “essential” can mean “carrying
the whole within itself,” “inherent,” “through,” “belonging inherently
to,” “inmost” — perhaps even, “in-depth.”

Thus rendering Wesen as “essential sway” is less than ideal (since
there is an etymological hint at a connection with the word essence, a
connection that is completely inappropriate in Contributions), though
perhaps acceptable, given the connotations of the word essential: carry-
ing the whole sway within itself, inherent sway, inmost sway, belong-
ing inherently to sway, or: in-depth-sway. This fact allowed us to
translate the adjective wesentlich as “essential.”

“Essential sway” has nothing to do with “essence” and everything to
do with what inheres within the sway of being in its originary, pro-
found, comprehensive vibrancy and resonance. Using the word essential
while calling on the reader to ignore the word's etymological root-
word, essence, is a risk that we had to decide to take.

In attempting to translate Wesung, another word that appears in con-
junction with being and be-ing, we were guided by Heidegger’s return to
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the word Wesen in its power to say what is utterly other than “essence.”
In this respect Wesen and Wesung say the same thing. However, since
Heidegger uses Wesung mostly —and, it should be said, inconsistently —
in conjunction with be-ing (Seyn), differentiation in the translation was
necessary. Gathering all of these aspects together, we have consistently
translated Wesen as “essential sway” and Wesung as “essential swaying”;
Wesen des Seins as “essential sway of being” and Wesung des Seins as
“essential swaying of being”; and Wesen des Seyns as “essential sway of
be-ing” and Wesung des Seyns as “essential swaying of be-ing.”

Further, the word Wesen in Contributions sometimes serves yet
another function, appearing in the context where identifying the
specificity and peculiarity of certain things is at issue, for example, lan-
guage or modernity. Here Heidegger uses the word Wesen as denoting
das Eigenste einer Sache, what is ownmost to something.!! In cases such
as these we translated Wesen consistently with “what is ownmost.”

In contrast to the prevailing practice of translating Wesen in these
cases also as “essence,” its rendition with “what is ownmost” is a philo-
sophically more correct and viable rendition. Thus, considering the
expression das Wesen der Sprache, we find that this expression can be
brought into English accurately with what is ownmost to language rather
than with the essence of language. Here Wesen does not name what is
“common” to all languages, i.e., to a multiplicity, and cannot be trans-
lated with “essence,” i.e., with a concept whose philosophical viability,
like the Greek xowdv, is predicated upon a multiplicity. Accordingly,
we translated das Wesen der Sprache as “what is ownmost to language.”

Furthermore, we opted for “what is ownmost” rather than “essence”
because we realized that this expression opens up a domain that is not the
same as the domain opened up by “essence,” i.e., the domain of univer-
sality. For example, what is ownmost to Dasein is “existence,” which is
not the domain of the universality of essence because, unlike “essence,”
existence of Dasein is a matter of experience and enactment. And this
means that existence of Dasein is as little an essentialist determination of
Dasein as Dasein’s existentiality is an existentialist determination of it.

Finally, Contributions presents certain cases where Wesen indicates
neither “essence” of something nor “what is ownmost” to something
nor “essential sway,” but “a way of being” of something. Heidegger has
in mind, for example, “a people’s way of being” when he talks about a
“Volk . . . unbestimmt genug in seinem Wesen.”'? We translated this sentence
as “the people . . . however undetermined in its way of being,” because
here Volk is at issue and not Vilker and because Volk does not immedi-
ately refer to the first beginning and because Volk as “undetermined”
precludes application of a determination to it as “what is ownmost.” To
elucidate: The singularity of Volk circumvents the applicability of
“essence” — which is always predicated upon a multiplicity. Further, Volk
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does not —at least not immediately —refer to the first beginning, which
means that Wesen here is not used as the German rendition of essentia.
Finally, Wesen here does not refer to what is ownmost to something
(people), because what is ownmost to something is a determination
that cannot be said to be undetermined. Thus Wesen here is translated
as “way of being.”

Having proceeded in this way with regard to Wesen, we found that
translation of Unwesen needed to avoid the variants of the word essence.
Thus we translated das Unwesen der Wahrheit as what is not ownmost to truth.
Rendition of Unwesen with “what is not ownmost” is philosophically
more accurate than the available options such as “non-essence,” “nega-
tived coming to presence,” and “disessence.” First, this rendition is based
on a dlear distinction between “essence” and “what is ownmost,” which
allows an understanding of the specificity and peculiarity of individual
things without assuming in advance that these things must have an
essence and must fit into the constancy of essence. (There is a significant
difference between assuming that truth has an essence and searching for
what is ownmost to truth. When we say, for example, that correctness is
not what is ownmost to truth, we say that what is ownmost to truth can-
not be determined in terms of correctness. We are not saying that truth
has an essence that can be determined by discarding and rejecting cor-
rectness.) Secondly, this rendition is based on the realization that the
word Wesen in the word Unwesen is not the German translation of essentia
but rather an indication of peculiarity and specificity of things in terms of
what is ownmost to them. Accordingly, this translation of Unwesen avoids
the complicated and misleading route of using a negative form of essence.

These varied ways of translating Wesen determined our approach to
the problem of translating the words that are related to Wesen. These
appear in Contributions in the form of compounds whose translation
requires that the segment Wesen in the compound be translated in the
specific ways that this word is translated when it appears alone in the
text. Depending then on what the word Wesen indicates, the com-
pounds are variously rendered. This is another way of saying that here,
0o, a uniform rendition cannot be achieved. Whereas, for example,
the compound Wesensmaiglichkeit is translated as essential possibility, the
compound Wesensmitte is translated as swaying mid-point. Likewise, the
context makes clear that Wesensgewinnung des Menschen needs a rendi-
ton such as gaining of man’s way of being because the context makes clear
that Wesen in this compound indicates way of being.

4. Werfen and Related Words
The root-word for the phenomenological kinship among the words ent-
werfen, loswerfen, Entwurf, Entwerfer, Entworfenes, Werfer, Wurf, Gegenwurf,
Loswurf, and Geworfenheit—all of which put forth the being-historical
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thinking of Contributions as an enactment-thinking —is werfen. The orient-
ing power of this word as a being-historical word is unmistakably at work
in this family of words and should be preserved in the English translation.
When Heidegger calls the main task of the Contributions an Entwurf, he
alludes to the role that the word werfen/throwing plays in the entirety of
this work."?

We use “throw” and “throwing” to translate all of the above variants
of werfen, except for Entwurf, which we translate as “projecting-open,”
(occasionally also as “projecting-opening”) and entwerfen, which we
translate as “to project-open.”'4

In an effort to preserve the phenomenological kinship among werfen
and related words and to find appropriate words for rendering entwerfen
and Entwurf, sections 122, 182, 183, 203, 262, 263, and 264 of the Con-
tributions prove to be crucial. These sections bring together entwerfen,
loswerfen, Entwurf, Entwerfer, Geworfenheit, Gegenwurf, Loswurf, Wurf, and
Werfer in such a way as to leave no doubt that what is at stake in ent-
werfen and Entwurfis an act of opening and disclosing which, as enowned
by be-ing, does not occur in the domain of subjective choice and deci-
sion. We found that the prevailing renditions of entwerfen and Entwurf
with projecting and projection fail to avoid a subject-oriented misinterpre-
tation and mistranslation of entwerfen and Entwurf and do not fully and
clearly account for the activity of opening and disclosing. Thus, in trans-
lating entwerfen and Entwurf, we decided to avoid both failures in that
we modified projecting by indicating that it is one that opens up. Thus for
entwerfen we chose to say: fo project-open. This rendition is necessary if
we want to differentiate entwerfen from such subjective manners of act-
ing as planning, designing, scheming, etc., i.e., from the familiar mean-
ings of projecting. Let us take a closer look at this rendition.

The English word open differentiates “to project-open” from the
familiar translation of entwerfen, namely “to project,” in that the word
open accounts for the significant impact of the German prefix ent- upon
the infinitive werfen in entwerfen. Since one of the functions of the prefix
ent- is to unfold the action of the verb to which it is attached, we attend
to this function by adding the word open to “projecting.” Thus “to
project-open” as a rendition of entwerfen indicates that this projecting is
distinguished by an opening, which differentiates it from what happens
as planning, designing, scheming, plotting, etc.

We prefer this rendition to projecting by itself because “projecting” by
itself can mislead the reader into thinking that entwerfen is entirely
under the jurisdiction of the thinking subject. The English word project-
ing has not only a psychoanalytic connotation, it also implies planning,
scheming, programming, designing—involves strategy and control.
Neither the connotation nor the implication is appropriate here. More
importantly, by placing itself under the command of the thinking sub-
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ject, projecting fails to account for entwerfen’s being enowned by be-ing.
We find that it is “projecting-open” rather than “projecting” that is
capable of reflecting the fundamental insight of Contributions, according
to which thinking, as being-historical, is above all enowned by being and
is thus not a matter of strategy and control.

The decision to translate entwerfen as “to project-open” determined
our rendition of Entwurf. We decided to translate this word with projecting-
open, sometimes with projecting-opening, as these renditions meet two
demands of the original: First, these renditions allow for carrying into
English the meaning of Entwurf when the word is hyphenated, i.e.,
Ent-wurf. Second, these renditions bring into English the unfolding of
throwing in that the first part of the compound, “projecting,” unfolds
what goes on in its second part, “open” (or “opening”), and thus indi-
cates that thinking cannot forego its allotted exertion (which does not
mean control). When used alone, the English word project meets nei-
ther of these demands. When project is hyphenated, i.e., pro-ject, the
meaning of Wurfis lost.

Moreover, in translating Entwurf, we must not use the word project
alone, because this word by itself can mislead the reader into thinking
that Entwurf has something to do with a “perspective.” As Heidegger
alerts us in Contributions, perspective has nothing in common with
Entwurf and must be clearly distinguished from it:

Here [Entwurf] . . . is not a “perspective. . . .” For every per-spective always
lays claim to what is passed through for its point of view.'s

Seen in this light, Entwurf des Seins, as enacted in Contributions, is a pro-
Jecting open of being (sometimes projecting being open), which does not
rely on a point of view since it projects being open as that into which
this very same Entwurfis thrown.

We translate Werfer in such a way that its connection with werfen
continues to be preserved. We realized that the word Werfer must be
translated in a way that reflects its phenomenological kinship with
entwerfer as well as with Entwurf and Geworfenheit. We translated Werfer
as thrower—which clearly preserves the relationship of thrower to
thrownness, i.e., Geworfenheit. This relationship would be totally lost if
we translated Werfer with projector. We found projector unsuitable for
rendering Werfer into English because in its current as well as archaic
use, projector indicates either an agent who is in charge of a project or an
Instrument used for projecting, both of which do not reflect the Werfer
as one who is thrown into and thus enowned by being. Moreover, the word
projector in this context is extremely awkward.

By translating Werfer as thrower, we preserved the relationship
between Werfer and Geworfenheit as a relationship between thrower and
thrownness. Thus the interconnection of words like Werfer, Entwurf, and
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Geworfenheit, and the relationship so vital to an understanding of Contri-
butions, between Entwurf and Geworfenheit—obvious in German—are
preserved. This also resolves the issue of translating der geworfene
Entwurf. We rendered this technical term with thrown projecting-open.
(An option in current use, “thrown projection,” preserves all the disad-
vantages of “projection” and is generally inadequate.)

By translating Werfer with thrower, we paved the way for translating
Entwerfer and das Entworfene. The context in which Entwerfer appears
makes clear that Werfer and Entwerfer are the same. Thus for Entwerfer we
also say “thrower.” And we translate das Entworfene as “what is thrown.”

Having translated entwerfen, Entwurf, Werfer, Entwerfer, and das
Entworfene in such a way as to preserve the connection with throwing,
we rendered Wurf into English as “throw.” Translation of Wurf with
throw further determined our rendition of the compounds Gegenwurf
and Loswurf, which we translate with counter-throw and free-throw. In
the same vein we rendered loswerfen with throwing free. Renditions of
Gegenwurf, loswerfen and Loswurf with counter-throw, throwing free, and
free-throw capture the being-historical movement in the context of
€16

5. Grund and Related Words

The clue to translating words such as Abgrund, Ungrund, Urgrund,
griinden, Griinder, and Griindung—all of which directly pertain to being'’s
sway —is given in the word Grund. Thus, when Heidegger asks, “Why is
Da-sein the [Grund] and [Abgrund] for historical man . . . and why
should he then not continue to be the way he is?”'? he alludes to the
proximity of Grund to Abgrund. Grund can be clearly brought into
English with ground, and this word guides and “grounds” the com-
pounds of Grund: Abgrund, Ungrund, and Urgrund. Any English word
that fails to preserve the connection that these words have to ground is
misleading and inappropriate.

Analyses in Contributions that are carried out under the title Griind-
ung—and specifically those devoted to “time-space” and “the last
god” —rely directly on what Heidegger, using all the force of hyphen-
ation, calls Ab-grund. The significance of this word in Heidegger’s eyes
becomes unmistakably clear when we come upon his crucial pro-
nouncement in section 242: “Der Ab-grund ist Ab-grund.”'® Stressing
either the prefix ab- or the noun Grund, Heidegger puts forth the entire
context in which space and time are lodged, i.e., determined by an
Ab-grund. However, he cautions us not to misunderstand Ab-grund as
something negative. He says Ab-grund “is not . . . simply pulling back
and going away,”'® but a staying away. In staying away Ab-grund some-
how is. Considering what goes on in Contributions regarding “time,”
“space,” “ground,” and “god,” we realized that Ab-grund cannot be
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translated with “abyss,” or “non-ground” because neither of these ren-
ditions reflect that Ab-grund is a ground that prevails while staying
away. It is the element of staying in staying away that the words
non-ground and abyss are incapable of reflecting. Thus these existing
options for the rendition of Abgrund —namely non-ground and abyss —
fail to reflect the sense in which Abgrund does not say dissipation and
disappearance of ground. We realized that, in order to reflect the sense
in which Abgrund shows the staying power of the ground, we need an
English word other than non-ground or abyss.

The word we were looking for had to meet the following require-
ments: (a) it had to be equipped with a prefix that would allow the
translation to reflect the movement of staying away in the ab- of
Ab-grund, (b) it had to preserve the word ground as the rendition of
Grund, (c) it had to be structured in such a way as to provide the possi-
bility of receiving an emphasis that is placed either on ab- or on Grund.
We found such a word in abground.

The prefix ab in English reflects the movement of “staying away from
something” and enables the translation to convey what Heidegger has
in mind when he uses the German prefix ab-. When this prefix is
attached to the word ground, it conveys the sense of a ground that stays
away and in staying away somehow is. Putting ab and ground together,
we arrive at a word in translation that reflects what goes on in Ab-grund.
The word abground then provides a fitting translation of Abgrund.

Renditions of Grund and Abgrund with ground and abground easily lead
to translation of Ungrund and Urgrund: as “unground” and “urground.”
Prefixes such as un- and ur- in English facilitate these renditions. These
renditions readily allow for hyphenated forms of these words.

Griindung, the name of one of the six “joinings” of Contributions is a
special case. Seen in the light of being-historical thinking, Griindung
indicates a “ground” that is urground, abground, and unground at the
same time. The reader must keep in mind the significant and subtle dif-
ference between Griindung as “grounding” that goes straightaway for a
ground as the ground and a “grounding” that involves a ground which is
simultaneously urground, abground, and unground. We translate Griind-
ung as “grounding,” while advising the reader that here in Contributions
it is always the latter sense of the word grounding that is meant.

The same considerations apply to the verb griinden. Griinden works with
a “ground” that is simultaneously “urground, abground, and unground.”
Here a happy coincidence —rare in this translation work! —emerges: two
English words overlap and interweave in their etymology and disclosive
power: founding (from the latin fundus) and grounding (from the German
Grund). Whereas they are not so close together in their noun forms—
“foundation” and “ground”—their verb-forms show great affinity: “To
found” and “to ground.” We translate griinden as either “to ground” or “to
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found,” depending on the context. In either case it says fundamentally the
same thing. In the same vein, Griinder is “founder.”

6. Bergen and Related Words

The phenomenological kinship in Contributions between words such as
bergen, Bergung, verbergen, Verbergung, Sichverbergen, Sichverbergende, and
Verborgenheit is a kinship of critical importance to understanding and
translating this work since these words hint at the core of the question
of being, namely, its self-showing and manifesting. In translating these
words we were concerned with reflecting the subtle difference between
bergen as sheltering-preserving and verbergen as sheltering-concealing.
While we render bergen and Bergung with shelter and sheltering, we
account for the difference between bergen (or Bergung ) and verbergen
(or Verbergung) in that we render bergen with sheltering and verbergen
with sheltering-concealing. This also applies to the variants of bergen and
verbergen.

7. Besinnung and Related Words

How we translate the words Selbstbesinnung, Reflexion, and Selbstreflexion
depends largely on how we bring the word Besinnung into English. By
paying close attention to what Heidegger says about Besinnung—for
example, with regard to self, history, the first beginning, and science —we can
come upon an interpretation of Besinnung which will guide us in trans-
lating this word. Here is what Heidegger says about Besinnung and self:

[Besinnung] is . . . so originary that it above all asks how the self is to be
grounded. . . . Thus it is questionable whether through reflection [Reflexion]
on “ourselves” we ever find our self. . . .20

We come upon this same characterization of Besinnung in the context of
the first beginning, history, and science. It turns out that Besinnung is (a)
originary, (b) concerns matters whose treatment through reflection is
inadequate, and (c) is not the same as reflection. This means that, regard-
less of whether Besinnung concerns the self or any other being-historical
theme, it is an originary way of awareness that is always exposed to the
threat of a crushing reflection. In order to bring into English this origi-
nary awareness, we translated Besinnung with mindfulness —except in
those cases where the word Besinnung indicates normal German usage;
then we translate Besinnung as “consideration” or “deliberation.” Mind-
fulness comes from mindful, which carries the connotations of open,
attentive, aware, heedful, care-ful.

Translating Besinnung with “reflection” or “meditation” does not bring
into English the originary awareness that is Besinnung. The word reflection
is inadequate to this task because the activity to which this word refers
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and the assumptions that go along with it constantly bypass the aware-
ness which is Besinnung. When reflection sets in, there begins a process
of continual rebounding and recoiling that is bent on nothing other than
refinement of the reflection itself. The rebounding and recoiling, as well
as the ensuing refinement, easily bypass Besinnung as an awareness that
cannot be achieved through refinement of reflection. Given the Carte-
sian background of the word meditation, this word also proved inade-
quate to this task because it maintains a close proximity to reflection.
But the awareness that is Besinnung, as mindfulness, is unobtrusive and as
such is at the service of what Contributions calls “sheltering.”

Rendering Besinnung with mindfulness opens the way for translating
Selbstbesinnung with self-mindfulness, Reflexion with reflection, and Selbst-
reflexion with self-reflection. Translating Besinnung as “reflection” would
have offered no possibility at all for differentiating Selbstreflexion from
Selbstbesinnung, because both words would be translated as “self-
reflection.” By contrast, mindfulness presents the possibility of differen-
tiating Selbstreflexion from Selbstbesinnung with the word self-mindfulness.

8. Riicken and Related Words

The phenomenological kinship among words that gather around riicken,
namely entriicken, verriicken, Riickung, Entriickung, Verriickung, Ruck,
beriicken, and Beriickung, provides an important clue for bringing into
translation the enactment-character of being-historical thinking. The
word riicken can be brought into English with move or remove. And this
means that riicken can be readily translated with variants of move and
remove. However, discussion of Zeit-Raum in sections 238-242 makes it
clear that understanding the enactment-character of being-historical
thinking and reflecting this understanding in translation depends on
the success of the translation in accounting for the difference between
moving and removing in riicken. We heeded this difference in our transla-
tion by rendering entriicken with “to remove unto,” Entriickung with
“removal unto,” riicken with “moving,” and —depending on the context—
sometimes with “shifting.” However, we rendered verriicken and Verriick-
ung with “displace” and “displacing,” or “displacement,” because both Ger-
man words manifest the movement that occupies the core of the
¢xperience of man as he is dis-placed into Da-sein: these words stand for
the profound recasting and transformation of man.

We faced an altogether different situation in attempting to render
beriicken and Beriickung into English. Guided by what Heidegger accom-
plishes in section 242, “Time-Space as Ab-ground” —one of the most fas-
cinating sections of Contributions—and understanding his being-
.hislorical analysis of “time,” and “space,” we reflected his understanding
In our translation by rendering beriicken and Beriickung with moving that
charms and charming-moving-unto. This compound reflects the orienting
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power which, as Beriickung, comprises the core of Heidegger’s analyses of
“space” and “spatiality” —inseparable as these analyses are from those of
“time” and “temporality” in the context of being-historical thinking. We
decided that “charming” was the most appropriate English word to carry
the crucial nuances of “captivating,” “fascinating,” and “alluring” —all of
which inhere in Beriickung. The other two words in this family of words,
i.e., Ruck and Riickung, we rendered with shift and shifting.

The manner in which Contributions makes use of the word Ausein-
andersetzung—a word as often used in German academic philosophy as
perhaps the words “discussion,” “dispute,” and “argument” in English
academic philosophy—requires that we discuss our renditions of this
word in connection with the preceding deliberations on riicken as a
related word. The main reason for including Auseinandersetzung in the
present discussion of riicken and related words is not that Auseinandersetz-
ung is a member of this family of words. Plainly it is not. The main rea-
son for this inclusion is that, as Heidegger uses Auseinandersetzung here in
Contributions, there is a phenomenological kinship between Auseinander-
setzung and riicken as well as verriicken and Verriickung. It is our under-
standing that when Auseinandersetzung appears in several sections of
“Playing-Forth” and elsewhere in Contributions, the word assumes an
orienting power that is purely being-historical, which the word does not
have in its “normal” usage. When Heidegger talks about Auseinandersetz-
ung in connection with the “first” and the “other beginning,” he does
not primarily and exclusively have in mind a “debate” or an “argumen-
tative relation” between these “beginnings”—as if these “beginnings”
were “events” that are extant and accessible to historiography. Rather,
the word Auseinandersetzung indicates a specific manner in which philo-
sophical thinking gets dis-placed, is moved unto and shifts into these begin-
nings. In order to reflect this understanding in our translation, we
decided to render Auseinandersetzung with “contention,” “setting into
perspective,” “setting apart,” “coming to grips with,” and “encounter.”
In some cases the word Auseinandersetzung has a more usual connota-
tion; there we translated it with “debate” or “discussion.” Each decision
was implemented according to the context and based on the insight that
these contexts merit slightly different renditions.

9. Da and Related Words

The difficulty of translating Heidegger's word Da has been recognized all
along by Heidegger’s translators, demonstrated by the fact that the Ger-
man word Dasein has been almost universally retained in English transla-
tions. Untranslatability of the word Dasein extends also to the word Da, a
central word of Contributions, and to the words derived from Da, namely
Daheit, Dagriindung, and Dagriinder. Since there is no single word in
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English that would reflect what goes on as Da—in this word “here” and
“there” merge and become one—we decided to indicate this merging
thus: t/here [Da]. Throughout Contributions the reader will find t/here fol-
lowed by the word Da in square brackets. Da follows t/here in order to alert
the reader that this word refers to the merging of “here” and “there” and
that with this word Heidegger exposes a central being-historical theme.

We translated the two words Daheit and Dagriindung with t/hereness
and grounding of the t/here, each followed by the respective German
word in square brackets. For Dagriinder we chose to say: founder of t/here
followed by Dagriinder in square brackets.

10. Zeit-Raum and Related Words

In order to say what is being-historically ownmost to time and space,
Heidegger uses the word Zeit-Raum. We translated Zeit-Raum with time-
space. Note that this hyphenated word is quite different from Zeitraum
(written without a hyphen), which we have translated as “a span of
time.”2! The phenomenological context of Zeit-Raum includes the word
Zwischen and its variants, such as das Zwischenhafte, Zwischengrund, Zwis-
chenfall, zwischendeutig, inzwischen, and die Inzwischenschaft. Translating
das Zwischen with “between,” we have put the German word in square
brackets throughout, in order to draw the reader’s attention to the phe-
nomenological context of this word.

11. Gott and Related Words

The clue for translating Gott, Gotter, Gottern, gottern, and Gotterung, as well
as for the rendition of the title of section 279, “Wie aber die Gotter?” is
found in the word Goétterung. In understanding, interpreting, and trans-
lating this word, we were guided by what might be considered to be the
central being-historical insight into what is ownmost to gods, or to god,
and differentiates god and gods from be-ing—as articulated in section
126 of Contributions:

Be-ing is not and can never “be” more-being than a being, but also not
less-being than gods, because gods “are” not at all.22

If gods, or god, “are” not at all, then how are we to grasp them? The
response is that we must grasp them in terms of Gétterung. In order to
translate this word into English, we were guided by its orienting power
which, as a being-historical word, refers neither to an already existing
divine being nor to a being that is in the process of “becoming” god. In
Contributions the word Gotterung distinguishes “the passing of the last
god” from Gottwerdung, which as “god’s becoming” has been a preoccu-
pation of German philosophy from Jakob B6hme to Max Scheler.
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How to translate Gotrerung? We found “divine unfolding” and “godly
unfolding” unacceptable, since the word divine in “divine unfolding”
indicates a being, which is what Heidegger is keen to keep away from
gods as well as from “the last god.” The expression “godly unfolding”
would be in danger of a similar misunderstanding. In both cases the
word “unfolding” could be mistaken as referring to a being that unfolds.
Finally, “divinization” proved not to be an option, because as a noun
this word lacks the dynamism that is inherent in the “passing” of “the
last god.” Thus in order to translate Gotterung, we opted for “godding,”
because this word comes closest to showing the “dynamism” that is “the
last god,” avoids the reference to an already existing and extant being,
and recognizes and accepts the cleavage of be-ing wherein the passing of
“the last god” takes place.

Our rendition of Géttern with “gods’ godding” comes directly from the
decision to render Gotterung with godding. It is quite clear from various
contexts in Contributions that Gottern indicates gods’ manner of godding.
Moreover, when seen from within the “dynamism” called godding, the
plural “gods” no longer functions as a collective designation for the
Greek or other peoples’ gods. Contributions makes this point quite clear:

But the talk of “gods” here does not indicate the decided assertion on the
extantness of a plurality over against a singular but is rather meant as the
allusion to the undecidedness of the being of gods, whether of one single god
or of many gods. . . . The undecidability concerning which god and whether
a god can . . . once again arise, from which way of being of man . . . is what
is named with the name “gods."?

We faced one of the many challenges and hazards of this translation
work when we had to render into English the title of section 279: “Wie
aber die Gotter?” Realizing that this title needs a careful interpretation
and elucidation and accepting the fact that a translation cannot afford
to do either of the two, we reluctantly decided to translate this title with
“What about Gods?” However, the English reader should bear in mind
that the word “wie” —rendered here as “what about” —does not refer to
beings that already exist and are extant or to beings that existed and
were extant and are called gods. Moreover, the reader should be aware
that this title is not to be confused with a rhetorical question that as
such would already contain the answer, namely, a knowledge about
gods. The title of section 279 is intended to point not to a “what” but to
a “how,” i.e., to how “gods” (which also includes God) come

not from within “religion”; not as something extant, nor as an expedient of
man; rather [they come] from out of be-ing, as its decision. . . .24

In short the phrase “what about gods?” is actually intended to ask how
gods appear and shine forth from within the cleavage of be-ing.
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12. Leben and Related Words

Not all the members of the family of words and phrases that gather
around leben/Leben, namely erleben, Erlebnis, nahe dem Leben, and lebensnah,
can be brought into English with living/life and its variants because the ele-
ment of experience so crucial for an understanding of erleben, Erlebnis,
nahe dem Leben and lebensnah is not present in the English word /ife.

How to translate erleben and Erlebnis? For Erlebnis we decided to use
its standard English translation, namely lived-experience, which clearly
preserves the element of experience. However, in order to render erle-
ben into English, we opted for live-experience (“live” read as an adjective)
as an experience that is on-going and is actually occurring. We found
that the options “life-experience” and “life’s experience” run the risk of
being confused with the factual experience that is accumulated in the
course of a given life. On the other hand, the English word life is per-
fectly suitable for the rendition of the German nahe dem Leben and leb-
ensnah. We translated both these expressions with “true to life,” since in
German these expressions point to a state of affairs which can be mea-
sured by nothing other than factual life.

I1. The Group of Words with the Prefix “Er”

It is obvious that the prefix er- plays a very significant role in the think-
ing of Contributions, beginning of course with Ereignis, which often
appears in hyphenated form: Er-eignis. The significant role of the prefix
er- must be accounted for and the issue of translating a large number of
words with the prefix er- must be addressed. English rendering of these
words cannot proceed from translating one root word (as is the case in
the preceding eight groups of words) but must seriously consider the
impact of the prefix er- on the word that follows this prefix. In order to
achieve a translation that shows the being-historical character of words
that start with er —erdenken, erdffnen, erfragen, erzittern, erwinken, erfiigen,
ersagen, Erdffnung, Erschweigung, Erwesung, Erzwingung, Erkliiftung, Erzit-
terung, to mention only a few—we must understand and interpret the
function of the prefix er- within the context of being-history and then
indicate how we brought this function into English.

Contemporary German philology recognizes three functions of the
prefix “er”:

1. “Er” indicates an achieving, whereby the infinitive states the means by
which something is to be achieved. . . . Examples are erjagen, erbitten, ersingen.
2. “Er” indicates enhancing . . . and welling up of what is indicated by the
infinitive. . . . Examples are erklingen, erbliihen, erroten.

3. “Er” indicates that the activity indicated by the infinitive will be carried
thoroughly through. . . . Examples are ertragen, ersticken, erschlagen.?s

Accordingly, the prefix er- in each case fulfills only one of these functions.
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Moreover, how this single function is fulfilled depends on the infinitive
to which the prefix er- is attached. Thus it is jagen (hunting) that deter-
mines the function of the prefix er- in erjagen (hunting for), klingen
(sounding) that determines the function of this prefix in erklingen
(resounding), and tragen (carrying) that determines the function of this
prefix in ertragen (bearing up). In these cases the prefix er- either achieves
something indicated by the infinitive or enhances something indicated by
the infinitive, or carries something forth that is indicated by the infinitive.
In short, the infinitive enjoys a priority over the prefix er-.

However, in Contributions, this priority of the infinitive is no longer
there. Also, in this work the three functions of the prefix er- are unified
in one.?¢ That is to say, here the prefix er- does not separate what is
achieved by the infinitive from enhancing of what goes on there and
these two from carrying forth what happens in the infinitive. Thus,
when we come upon the word erdenken, for example, our translation
must reflect this interpretation of the prefix er-. The first step in accom-
plishing this is to realize that the prefix er- in Contributions determines
what goes on in the infinitive and not the other way around. Thus, trans-
lation must take seriously the impact of the prefix er- on the infinitive
and must bring this impact into English. Like Heidegger, his translators
too must be responsive to the prefix er- as it determines the infinitives
to which this prefix is attached.

Heidegger himself assists us in understanding this point in that he
briefly explains how a particular er-word, ersehen, is to be interpreted and
translated. In the Basic Questions of Philosophy: Selected “Problems” of “Logic,”
a university lecture text written at the same time as Contributions, we
come upon an explanation as to how sehen (seeing) is to be grasped as
ersehen. There Heidegger says: “We therefore call this seeing which
erbringt into visibility and ersieht what is to be seen Er-sehen.”¥” How are
we to interpret erbringt and ersieht? The clue for responding to this ques-
tion lies in how we interpret and translate the prefix er- How is this prefix
to be interpreted and translated as a significant element of language?

The prefix er- in both words has an impact upon the infinitive that
follows it in that this prefix indicates a direction that bringen (bringing)
and sehen (seeing) have to take. In the case of bringen this direction
gives a specificity to bringen by enhancing and putting forth what this
bringen is all about in bringen. In these cases the prefix er- shows that
erbringen is other than mere bringen (bringing) and ersehen is other than
mere sehen (seeing). It is the impact of the prefix er- on these infinitives
that gets this “other than” across. This means that translating words in
Contributions such as erdenken, erdffnen, erbringen, ersehen depends on
how this prefix is brought into English. Rather than defining this prefix
each time it precedes an infinitive (something unmanageable and
counter-productive), we opted for using the prefix en- in English. The
English prefix en- works in the same way and as well as the German er-.
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In our effort to come up with a word that approximates Heidegger’s
Ereignis, we have already seen the crucial role that the prefix en- plays.
The same prefix en- that opened the possibility for an approximating
rendition of Ereignis also opens the road to an interpretation and trans-
lation of other er-words in Contributions. When in the above-mentioned
university lecture text Heidegger elucidates seeing as ersehen and bringing
as erbringen, he intends to bring together the three moments— of achiev-
ing, enhancing, and carrying forth—in such a way as to shift the empha-
sis from the root infinitive to the prefix er-. Thus, by calling Er-sehen “a
seeing which erbringt into visibility what is to be seen,” Heidegger refers
to a seeing which enables the coming into visibility of what is to be seen.
If we keep in mind that the prefix en- in English conveys all three senses
of “enabling something,” “bringing it into a certain condition,” and of
“carrying thoroughly through,” then we can say that “ersehen is an
en-seeing which en-brings into visibility what is to be seen.” By utilizing
words like enseeing and enbringing, we allow translation to reflect the
connection between the en- in enowning and the en- of enseeing as an en-
that enables this word to become an enabling seeing. Thus rendition of
ersehen with “enseeing” allows the translation to distinguish between
mere seeing and an enabling seeing; translating shows the shift from mere
seeing to an enabling seeing. Thus translation lets enowning echo in
enthinking, enseeing, enbringing, enopening, etc. The last word, enopening, is
of particular importance insofar as it directly renders the German Erdff-
nung and distinguishes this word from das Offene and its variants.

In general we have taken note of the unique orienting power of the
er- in German by using the prefix en- in English: enthinking for erdenken,
enquivering for erzittern, and sometimes enopening for Erdffnung, or
erdffnen, etc. However, sometimes the prefix er- belongs to a German
word in ordinary usage with an established meaning (erfahren, ermessen,
and sometimes erdffien) and thus is more appropriately translated into
English with a word without the prefix en-.

II1. Technical Aspects of the Translation

All additions to the text by the translators are placed within square
brackets [ ]. These additions include (1) important and problematic
German words within the text where we thought it necessary and/or
useful to indicate that the translation tends to hide an important
nuance, and (2) minor additions to the text that are intended to
enhance readability. (The one instance of brackets in the German—to
designate that portion of the text that was lost—is shown here with {}.)

Footnotes from the German edition are at the bottom of the page. All
foolnotes with an asterisk contain the references put forth by Heidegger
In the hand-written version, either to sections within Contributions to
Philosophy or to other writings and manuscripts of his. The editor of the
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original German text, E-W. von Herrmann, has filled out all abbrevia-
tions in the references. To the extent that the other manuscripts to
which Heidegger refers have already appeared in the Gesamtausgabe or
have already been firmly assigned to volumes not yet published, the
editor and translators noted this in parentheses or in brackets. The few
numbered footnotes contain bibliographical data for quotations of
other authors quoted by Heidegger, data added by the editor. There are
no translators’ footnotes.

References in the text itself to other published works by Heidegger are
given here in an English version—except for the text Das Wesen des
Grundes. Since both these words (Wesen and Grund) play a significant role
in Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning) and thus call for more appro-
priate words in English, we have left that title in German throughout.

References in the footnotes to volumes of the Gesamtausgabe that
have been translated into English include the English translation of the
title in brackets.

References—in both the text and in the footnotes—to texts by
Heidegger that have not yet been published have been left in German.
Here is a list of those texts, in the chronology of their composition and
showing in each case the volume of the Gesamtausgabe in which each
text will eventually appear:

GA 80 Vom Wesen der Wahrheit, Freiburg Lecture (1930)

GA 80 Vom Ursprung des Kunstwerkes, Freiburg Lecture (1935)

GA 82 Anmerkungen zu “Vom Wesen des Grundes” (1936)

GA 82 Eine Auseinandersetzung mit “Sein und Zeit” (1936)

GA 82 Laufende Anmerkungen zu “Sein und Zeit” (1936)

GA 88 Die neuzeitliche Wissenschaft (1937)

GA 73 Die dArfjdéia: Die Erinnerung in den ersten Anfang; Entmachtung
der ¢voig (1937)

GA 87 Ubungen SS 1937. Nietzsches metaphysische Grundstellung. Sein und
Schein (1937)

GA 88 Ubungen WS 1937/38. Die metaphysischen Grundstellungen des
abendlindischen Denkens (Metaphysik) (1937/38)

GA73 Das Da-sein

GA 84 Leibniz-Ubungen

GA 83 Marburger Ubungen. Auslegungen der Aristotelischen “Physik”

GA 94 Uberlegungen 11-V1

GA 95 Uberlegungen VI1-XI

GA 96 Uberlegungen XI1-XV

GA73 Wabhrheitsfrage als Vorfrage

The following abbreviations have been used throughout the text:

GA refers to volumes of the Gesamtausgabe
SS stands for Sommersemester
WS stands for Wintersemester
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*

In conclusion, the reader should be cautioned against forming an
opinion about this work of translation, as well as about the work pre-
sented here in translation, on the basis of this Foreword alone. The pur-
pose of this Foreword is to inform the reader that, in keeping with our
interpretation and understanding of Contributions, we heeded the ori-
enting power of being-historical words as we translated the keywords.
The purpose of this Foreword is not to objectify that orienting power or
to offer an “introduction” to being-historical thinking. This is another
way of saying that this Foreword is not a substitute for unmitigated
engagement with the work of thinking that is this present work in
translation.

However, for this engagement to unfold, we must bear in mind that
English translations of Heidegger cannot mirror exactly what goes on in
the German original and cannot push the original aside or do away
with it altogether. The undeniable fact is that English translations of
Heidegger remain referentially dependent on the original. This present
translation is no exception. For this reason the German pagination is
given on each page in the running heads.

Considering the tension between the German original and the
English translation of Heidegger’s work, we should not lose sight of the
fact that the German original itself is not readily accessible to German
readers. Interpreting and understanding Heidegger’s work is no less a
challenge and a task for his German than it is for his English readers.
This must not be taken as reflecting on Heidegger’s person. To say that
the original as well as the translation of Heidegger's work is difficult is
to draw attention to a fact that can easily be overlooked: Heidegger the
thinker is not in total command of the thinking of being. He is not in
total command and control of the thinking of being because this think-
ing is not a thinking about being but rather is enowned by being. The key
1o an appropriate assessment of the difficulty of the thinking of being
lies in this enownment.

If thinking of being is not a thinking about being but a thinking
enowned by being, then it comes as no surprise that Heidegger is almost
always dissatisfied with his work of thinking. It is in this enownment that
we must look for the roots of the distinction between work and pathways
of thinking —a distinction that Heidegger chose as a motto for the Gesamt-
ausgabe. With good reasons this distinction also applies to his second
major work, Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning).

If we look at the entirety of the passage in Besinnung in which
Heidegger addresses the syntax of Contributions, we find that the distinc-
tion between work and pathway of thinking is implied. Heidegger views
Contributions as a pathway of thinking when he acknowledges its suc-
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cess in implementing a new approach to the question of being—an
approach that advises him against a detailed unfolding that would nar-
row down the actual horizon and the thrust of questioning. But at the
same time Heidegger looks at the Contributions from the standpoint of
what a publication should be in order for it to be a work. In its entirety
that passage reads:

In its new approach this Contributions to Philosophy should render manifest
the range of the question of being. A detailed unfolding here is not neces-
sary because this all too easily narrows down the actual horizon and misses
the thrust of questioning. But even here that form has not yet been
attained which, precisely at this point, I demand for a publication as a
“work.”28

Here we must distinguish Heidegger’s way of giving recognition to Con-
tributions from his critical appraisal of it. As a work it initiates a new
approach to the question of being, without needing further unfolding.
This means that Contributions opens up a horizon hitherto inaccessible
to thinking. But considering the form in which this work is shaped, it
falls short of meeting the demands of a publication that is to be a
“work.” This means that, the new horizon notwithstanding, Contribu-
tions does not attain the status of a work in the usual sense and remains
necessarily a pathway of thinking. To put it succinctly, we can say that in
Contributions two strong currents merge: the current that flows into a
new horizon of thinking and the current that hits rockbottom and
recoils. It is this recoil which is crystallized in the fragmentations that
are part and parcel of the Contributions.

Could Heidegger not have taken the time for reviewing, examining,
and weighing his options in order to present Contributions in a “more
perfect” shape? Surely he returned again and again to this text, in its
completed form and with the full force of his intellectual acumen. It
would seem that he must have deliberately chosen to leave Contributions
as it now is, with its syntax intact. However, the question of why
Heidegger did not improve the syntax originates from within the privi-
leged standpoint of those who come after Heidegger. It is the question
that ineluctably remains tied to the immeasurable advantage of having
access to the Gesamtausgabe. But this access and that privileged stand-
point must not misunderstand themselves. Since no one has the slight-
est idea how Contributions would have looked had Heidegger smoothed
out its syntax, no one has any idea of the measure by which to
“reproach” him for the present shape of this work.

It is easy to say that Heidegger could have done this or that; it is easy to
reproach him for having failed to do this or that. But what is not easy to do
is to realize the extent to which any reproach remains referred to the
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very existence of the body of work that we who come after Heidegger
are referred to. Hans Kock succinctly and memorably points out how
deeply the very possibility of reproaching Heidegger must take into
account his body of work when he says:

It is not a question of reproaching Heidegger or of demanding posthumously
different ways of behaving. Rather, it is we who come after him who are put
1o the test because of our access to his Nachlag and to all of his work.?

In the final analysis, then, what counts is how those who come after
Heidegger respond to being put to the test. By offering this translation
to the English reading public, we as translators actually show how we
have stood the test of having to come to terms with another major
work of Heidegger’s from his NachlagB. It is our conviction that contem-
porary philosophy fails the task that Contributions allocates to it as long
as this philosophy remains stuck in merely “assessing” this work as
“working notes” or as a “collection of aphorisms.” For the message of
Contributions to the unprejudiced and open-minded reader seems to be:
Let us get on with the task of thinking at the end of philosophy.

Parvis Emad
Kenneth Maly
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Contributions to Philosophy
(From Enowning)






What was held back in prolonged hesitation
Is here held fast, hinting,
As the “level” used for giving it shape.






I. Preview”

Cf. Oberlegungen 11, 1V and V, VI [GA 94].






The Public Title: Contributions to Philosophy
and
the Essential Heading: From Enowning

The public title must now necessarily sound bland, ordinary, and saying
nothing and must give the impression that it is dealing with “scholarly
contributions” aimed at some “progress” in philosophy.

Philosophy cannot appear in public in any other way, since all essen-
tial titles have become impossible, because all fundamental words have
been used up and the genuine relation to the word has been destroyed.

However, the public title does correspond to the “matter,” insofar as,
in the age of crossing from metaphysics into be-ing-historical thinking,
one can venture only an attempt to think according to a more originary
basic stance within the question of the truth of be-ing. But even the
attempt, when successful and when made in accordance with the fun-
damental enowning of what is to be en-thought, must avoid all false
claim to be a “work” of the style heretofore. Future thinking is a think-
ing that is underway, through which the domain of be-ing’s essential
swaying —completely hidden up to now—is gone through, is thus first
lit up, and is attained in its ownmost enowning-character.

It is no longer a case of talking “about” something and representing
something objective, but rather of being owned over into enowning.
This amounts to an essential transformation of the human from “ratio-
nal animal” (animal rationale) to Da-sein. Thus the proper title says: From
Enowning. And that is not saying that a report is being given on or about
enowning. Rather, the proper title indicates a thinking-saying which is
en-owned by enowning and belongs to be-ing and to be-ing’s word.

1. Contributions to Philosophy Enact the
Questioning Along a Pathway . . .

Contributions to Philosophy enact a questioning along a pathway which is
first traced out by the crossing to the other beginning, into which West-
ern thinking is now entering. This pathway brings the crossing into the
openness of history and establishes the crossing as perhaps a very long
sojourn, in the enactment of which the other beginning of thinking
always remains only an intimation, though already decisive.

Thus, even though the Contributions to Philosophy always and only say
be-ing’s essential sway as enowning, still they are not yet able to join
the free jointure of the truth of be-ing out of be-ing itself. If this ever
succeeds, then the enquivering of be-ing’s essential sway will deter-
mine the jointure of the work of thinking. This enquivering then grows
stronger, becoming the power of a gentle release into the intimacy to the
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godding of the god of gods, from out of which Dasein’s allotment to
be-ing comes into its own, as grounding truth for be-ing.

And yet here already, as in a preparatory exercise, we must attempt
the thinking-saying of philosophy which comes from an other begin-

~ ning. This saying does not describe or explain, does not proclaim or

teach. This saying does not stand over against what is said. Rather, the
saying itself is the “to be said,” as the essential swaying of be-ing.

This saying gathers be-ing’s essential sway unto a first sounding,
while it itself [this saying] sounds only out of this essential sway.

What is said in the preparatory exercise is a questioning that belongs nei-
ther to the purposeful activity of an individual nor to the limited calculation
of a community. Rather, it is above all the further hinting of a hint which
comes from what is most question-worthy and remains referred to it.

Disengaging from all “personal” fabrication succeeds only in intimacy
to the earliest belonging. No grounding will be granted to us that is not
warranted by such a disengagement.

The time of “systems” is over. The time of re-building the essential
shaping of beings according to the truth of be-ing has not yet arrived. In
the meantime, in crossing to an other beginning, philosophy has to
have achieved one crucial thing: projecting-open, i.e., the grounding
enopening of the free-play of the time-space of the truth of be-ing. How
is this one thing to be accomplished? In this we have neither precedent
nor support. Mere modifications of what we now have do not get us
underway, even if they happened with the help of the greatest possible
mixture of historically known ways of thinking. And in the end every
manner of scholastic worldview stands outside philosophy, because it can
only persist on the basis of a denial of the question-worthiness of be-ing.
In appreciating this question-worthiness, philosophy has its own non-
deducible and incalculable dignity. All decisions about philosophy’s
activity are made by preserving this dignity and as preservations of this
dignity. In the realm of what is most question-worthy, however, philos-
ophy’s activity can enact only one single question. If at any of philoso-
phy’s hidden times it has to have decided what is its ownmost in the
light of its knowing, then certainly in the crossing to an other beginning.

The “other” beginning of thinking is named thus, not because it is
simply shaped differently from any other arbitrarily chosen hitherto
existing philosophies, but because it must be the only other beginning
according to the relation fo the one and only first beginning. The style of
thoughtful mindfulness in the crossing from one beginning to the other
is also already determined by the allotment of the one beginning to the
other beginning. Thinking in the crossing accomplishes the grounding
projecting-open of the truth of be-ing as historical mindfulness. Thus his-
tory is not the object or domain of an observation. Rather, it is that
which first awakens and effects thinking-questioning as the site of
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thinking-questioning’s decisions. Thinking in the crossing brings into
dialogue what has first been of be-ing’s truth and that which in the truth
of be-ing is futural in the extreme —and in that dialogue brings to word
the essential sway of be-ing, which has remained unquestioned until
now. In the knowing awareness of thinking in the crossing, the first
beginning remains decisively the first—and yet is overcome as begin-
ning. For this thinking, reverence for the first beginning, which most
clearly and initially discloses the uniqueness of this beginning, must
coincide with the relentlessness of tuming away from this beginning to
an other questioning and saying.

The outline of these Contributions is designed to prepare for the crossing
and is drawn from the still unmastered ground plan of the historicity of
the crossing itself:

echo

playing-forth

leap

grounding

the ones to come

the last god.
This outline does not yield an arrangement of various observations
about various objects. It is also not an introductory ascent from what is
below to what is above. It breaks ahead into the free-play of time-space
which the history of the crossing first opens up as its realm, in order,
with its law, to decide about those who are without a future, i.e., those
who are always only “eternal,” and about those who are to come, i.e.,
those who are but once.

2. Saying from Enowning as the First Response
to the Question of Being

The question of being is the question of the truth of be-ing. When
accomplished and grasped as it historically unfolds, it becomes the
grounding-question— over against the hitherto “guiding-question” of philoso-
phy, which has been the question about beings.

The question concerning the truth of be-ing, of course, pushes into
what is deeply sheltered. For the truth of be-ing, which as thinking is
inabiding knowing awareness of how be-ing holds sway, essentially,
perhaps does not ever rest with the gods, but belongs solely to that des-
tiny [Fiigung] to which even gods are subordinate, and which holds to
abground.

And yet: Whenever a being is, be-ing must sway. But how does
be-ing sway? But is a being? From where else does thinking decide here
if not according to the truth of be-ing? Thus be-ing can no longer be
thought of in the perspective of beings; it must be enthought from
within be-ing itself.
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At times those founders of the abground must be consumed by the
fire of what is deeply sheltered, so that Da-sein becomes possible for
humans and thus steadfastness in the midst of beings is rescued—so
that in the open of the strife between earth and world beings them-
selves undergo a restoration.

Accordingly, beings move into their steadfastness when the founders
of the truth of be-ing go under. Be-ing itself requires this. It needs those
who go under; and, wherever beings appear, it has already en-owned
these founders who go under and allotted them to be-ing. That is the
essential swaying of be-ing itself. We call it enowning. The riches of the
turning relation of be-ing to Da-sein, which is en-owned by be-ing, are
immeasurable. The fullness of the enowning is incalculable. And here
this inceptual thinking can only say little “from enowning.” What is said
is inquired after and thought in the “playing-forth” unto each other of
the first and the other beginning, according to the “echo” of be-ing in
the distress of being’s abandonment, for the “leap” into be-ing, in order
to “ground” its truth, as a preparation for “the ones to come” and for
“the last god.”

This thinking-saying is a directive. It indicates the free sheltering of
the truth of be-ing in beings as a necessity, without being a command.
Such a thinking never lets itself become a doctrine and withdraws
totally from the fortuitousness of common opinion. But such think-
ing-saying directs the few and their knowing awareness when the task
is to retrieve man from the chaos of not-beings into the pliancy of a
reserved creating of sites that are set up for the passing of the last god.

But if enowning is what makes up the essential swaying of be-ing,
how close must the danger be that be-ing refuses and must refuse en-
ownment because man has become feeble for Da-sein—because the
unfettered hold of the frenzy of the gigantic has overwhelmed him
under the guise of “magnitude.”

But when enowning becomes refusal and not-granting, is that simply
the withdrawal of be-ing and surrender of beings into not-beings, or can
not-granting (the not-character of be-ing) become in the extreme the
remotest en-ownment— given that man grasps this enowning and given
that the shock of deep awe puts him back into the grounding-attune-
ment of reservedness and thus already sets him out into Da-sein?

To know be-ing’s essential sway as enowning means not only to
know the danger of not-granting, but also to be ready for the overcom-
ing. Because this is all so far ahead, the first thing here continues to be:
to put be-ing into question.

No one understands what “I” think here: to let Da-sein emerge from
within the truth of be-ing (and that means from within the essential
swaying of truth), in order to ground beings in the whole and as such
and to ground man in the midst of them.
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No one grasps this, because everyone tries to explain “my” attempt
merely historically [historisch] and appeals to the past, which he thinks
he grasps because it seems already to lie behind him.

And he who will someday grasp it does not need “my” attempt. For
he must have laid out his own path thereunto. He must be able to think
what has been attempted in such a way that he thinks that it comes unto
him from far away while still being what is ownmost to him, to which
he has been owned-over as the one who is needed and thus does not
have the inclination or opportunity to mean “himself.”

Following a simple shift of essential thinking, the happening of the
truth of be-ing must be transposed from the first beginning into the
other, so that the wholly other song of be-ing sounds in the playing-forth.

And thus what is happening everywhere here is really history
[Geschichte], which remains out of the reach of what is merely historical
[das Historische], because this history is not a matter of allowing the past
to come up but rather is in all respects the momentum over [Uber-
schwung] to what is to come.

3. From Enowning

Echo
Playing-Forth
Leap

Grounding

The Ones to Come
The Last God

The echo of be-ing as not-granting.

The playing-forth of the question of be-ing: The playing-forth is ini-
tially the playing forth of the first beginning, so that the first beginning
brings the other beginning into play, so that, according to this mutual
playing forth, preparation for the leap grows.

The leap into be-ing: The leap enleaps the abground of the cleavage
and thus first the necessity of grounding Da-sein, who is allotted from
within be-ing.

The grounding of truth as the truth of be-ing [is] (Da-sein).

4. From Enowning

Here everything is geared toward the sole and single question of the
truth of be-ing, i.e., toward questioning. So that this attempt turns into
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an impetus, the wonder of enactment of questioning must be experi-
enced and made effective for awakening and strengthening the force of
questioning.

Questioning immediately raises the suspicion that an empty rigidity
settles upon what is uncertain, undecided, and undecidable. It looks as
if “knowing” is drawn out into a stagnant reflection. It gives the appear-
ance of being constrictive and inhibiting, and even negating.

And yet, in the driving onset of questioning, there is affirmation of
what is not yet accomplished, and there is the widening of questioning
into what is still not weighed out and needs to be considered. What
reigns here is going beyond ourselves into what raises us above our-
selves. Questioning is becoming free for what is compelling, though
sheltered.

In what is seldom experienced as its ownmost, questioning is quite
different from the semblance of what is precisely not its ownmost. This
often robs the dis-encouraged of their last reserve of fortitude. But then
neither do they belong to the invisible circle which encircles those who
in questioning receive the hint of be-ing as a response.

The questioning which is concerned with the truth of be-ing cannot
be reckoned from out of what has gone on up to now. And if this ques-
tioning is to prepare the beginning of another history, then the enact-
ment of this questioning must be originary. As unavoidable as it is to come
to terms with the first beginning of the history of thinking, just as cer-
tainly must questioning itself ponder its distress alone, forgetting all that
surrounds it.

History emerges only in the immediate skip of what is “historical”
[das Historische).

The question concerning the “meaning” [of being], i.e., in accordance
with the elucidation in Being and Time, the question concerning ground-
ing the domain of projecting-open—and then, the question of the truth
of be-ing—is and remains my question, and is my one and only question;
for this question concerns what is most sole and unique. In the age of total
lack of questioning anything, it is sufficient as a start to inquire into the
question of all questions.

In the age of infinite needing that originates according to the hidden
distress of no-distress-at-all, this question necessarily has to appear as the
most useless jabbering—beyond which one has already and duly gone.

Nevertheless the task remains: to restore beings from within the truth of
be-ing.

The question of the “meaning of being” is the question of all ques-
tions. When the unfolding of this questioning is enacted, what is own-
most to what “meaning” names here is determined, along with that in
which the question dwells as mindfulness and along with what the ques-
tion as such opens up, namely the openness for self-sheltering, i.e., truth.



5. For the Few and the Rare [11-12] 9

The question of being is the leap into be-ing which man as seeker of
be-ing enacts, insofar as he is one who creates in thinking. The one who
seeks be-ing, in the ownmost overflow of seeking power, is the poet
who “founds” be-ing.

But we of today have only this one duty: to prepare for that thinker
by means of a grounding that reaches far ahead, of a secure prepared-
ness for what is most question-worthy.

5. For the Few and the Rare

For the few who from time to time again ask the question, i.e., who put
up anew the essential sway of truth for decision.

For the rare who bring along the utmost courage for solitude, in
order to think the nobility of be-ing and to speak of its uniqueness.

Thinking in the other beginning is in a unique way originarily histor-
ical: the self-joining enjoining of be-ing’s essential swaying.

We must risk a projecting-open of be-ing’s essential swaying as
enowning, precisely because we do not know the mandate of our history.
May we be able to experience in a fundamental way the essential sway-
ing of this unknown, in its self-sheltering.

May we indeed want to unfold this knowing, so that the unfamiliar
which is assigned to us lets the will be in solitude and thus forces
Da-sein to be steadfast by way of the utmost reservedness over against
the self-sheltering.

The nearness to the last god is silence. This silence must be set into
work and word in the style of reservedness.

To be in the nearness of the god—whether this nearness be the
remotest remoteness of undecidability about the flight of gods or their
arrival — this cannot be counted as “happiness” or “unhappiness.” The
steadfastness of be-ing carries its own measure within itself—if it still
needs a measure at all.

But to whom among us today is this steadfastness allotted? We are
hardly capable of being prepared for the necessity of being’s steadfast-
ness—or even of hinting at this preparedness as the beginning of
another course of history.

The relapses into the hardened ways and claims of metaphysics will
continue to disturb and to block the clarity of the way and the deter-
minedness of the saying. Nevertheless, the historical moment of the
crossing must be enacted out of knowing that all metaphysics (grounded
upon the guiding question: What is a being?) remains incapable of shift-
ing man into the basic relations to beings. And how should metaphysics
be able to do that? Even the will to do that gets no hearing as long as the
truth of being and its uniqueness has not yet become distress. But how
should thinking succeed in achieving what earlier remained withheld
from the poet (Hélderlin)? Or do we have simply to wrest his path and
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his work from its being buried —wrest it in the direction of the truth of
be-ing? Are we prepared for this?

It is only through the ones who question that the truth of be-ing
becomes a distress. They are the genuine believers, because, in opening
themselves up to what is ownmost to truth, they maintain their bearing
to the ground (cf. Grounding, 237: Faith and Truth).

Those who question—alone and without the help of any enchant-
ment —establish the new and highest rank of inabiding in the midpoint
of be-ing, in the essential swaying of be-ing (enowning) as the midpoint.

The ones who question have set aside all curiosity; their seeking
yearns for the abground, wherein they know the oldest ground.

If a history is ever to be allotted to us again, i.e., if we are to be creatively
exposed to beings out of belongingnéss to being, then we cannot turn
away from this destiny, namely to prepare the time-space for the final deci-
sion concerning whether and how we experience and ground this belong-
ingness. Therein lies [the task0f] grounding, in thinking, the knowing of
enowning, through groundfng the essential sway of truth as Da-sein.

However the decisioh on historicity or the lack of history may be
made, those who quéstion and thus prepare for that decision in think-
ing must be; each is to bear the solitude in his highest hour.

What saying accomplishes the utmost reticence in thinking? What
procedure best brings about the mindfulness of be-ing? The saying of
the truth. For truth is the between [das Zwischen] for the essential sway-
ing of be-ing and the beingness of beings. This between grounds the
beingness of beings in be-ing.

But be-ing is not something “earlier” —subsisting for and in itself.
Rather, enowning is the temporal-spatial simultaneity for be-ing and
beings (cf. Leap, 112: The “Apriori”).

In philosophy propositions never get firmed up into a proof. This is
the case, not only because there are no top propositions from which
others could be deduced, but because here what is “true” is not a “prop-
osition” at all and also not simply that about which a proposition makes
a statement. All “proof” presupposes that the one who understands—as
he comes, via representation, before the content of a proposition—
remains unchanged as he enacts the interconnection of representations
for the sake of proof. And only the “result” of the deduced proof can
demand a changed way of representing or rather a representing of what
was unnoticed up until now.

By contrast, in philosophical knowing a transformation of the man
who understands takes place with the very first step—not in a moral,
“existentiell” sense but rather with Da-sein as measure. This means that
the relation to be-ing and even before that the relation to the truth of
be-ing is transformed by way of shifting into Da-sein itself. The think-
ing of philosophy remains strange because in philosophical knowing
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everything—humanness in its standing in the truth, truth itself, and
thus the relation to be-ing —is always exposed to displacement and thus
no immediate representation of anything extant is ever possible.

Especially in the other beginning—following upon the question of
the truth of be-ing—the leap into the “between” must be immediately
enacted. The “between” of Da-sein overcomes the yogonée, not, as it
were, by building a bridge between be-ing (beingness) and beings — as if
there were two riverbanks needing to be bridged—but by simulta-
neously transforming be-ing and beings in their simultaneity. Rather
than possessing an already established standpoint, the leap into the
between first of all lets Da-sein spring forth.

The grounding-attunement of thinking in the other beginning resonates in
the attunings that can only be named in a distant way, as
startled dismay e
reservedness (cf. Preview, 13: Reservedness) intimating
deep awe (cf. Preview, 6: The Grounding-Attunement.)

The inner relation among these will be experienced only by thinking
through the individual joinings to which the grounding of the truth of
be-ing and of the essential swaying of truth must be joined. There is no
word for the onefold of these attunements, even as it might seem nec-
essary to find a word, in order to avoid the easy misunderstanding that
everything here amounts to a frightful weakness. Thus would the noisy
“heroism” judge it.

Startled dismay: This can be most appropriately clarified by contrast-
ing it with the grounding-attunement of the first beginning, with won-
der. But clarifying an attunement never guarantees that attunement
really occurs, instead of merely being represented.

Startled dismay means returning from the ease of comportment in
what is familiar to the openness of the rush of the self-sheltering. In this
opening what has been familiar for so long proves to be estranging and
confining. What is most familiar and therefore the most unknown is
the abandonment of being. Startled dismay lets man return to face that
a being is, whereas before a being was for him just a being. Startled dis-
may lets man return to face that beings are and that this—be-ing—has
abandoned all “beings” and all that appeared to be beings and has with-
drawn from them.

But this startled dismay is not a simple evading, nor is it a helpless sur-
render of the “will.” Rather, because it is precisely the self-sheltering of
be-ing that opens up in this startled dismay and because beings themselves
and the relation to them want to be preserved, the ownmost “will” of this
startled dismay allies itself to startled dismay from within—and that is
what we call here reservedness.
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Reservedness (cf. Preview, 13: Reservedness) is the fore-attuning of
preparedness for refusal as gifting. In reservedness—and without elim-
inating that [above mentioned] return—the turn into the hesitant
self-refusal reigns as the essential swaying of be-ing. Reservedness is
the midpoint (cf. below) for startled dismay and deep awe. These simply
make more explicit what belongs originarily to reservedness. Reserved-
ness determines the style of inceptual thinking in the other beginning.

But in accord with what has been said, deep awe should not be con-
fused with bashfulness or understood only in this direction. Far from
allowing this confusion, the deep awe that is meant here outgrows even
the “will” of reservedness—and this out of the depth of the ground of
the onefold grounding-attunement. This onefold, and deep awe in par-
ticular, gives rise to the necessity of reticence. And that is the letting-
hold-sway of be-ing as enowning that through and through attunes
every bearing in the midst of beings and every comportment to beings.

Deep awe is the way of getting nearer and remaining near to what is
most remote as such (cf. The Last God), that in its hinting— when held
in deep awe —still becomes the nearest and gathers in itself all relations
of be-ing (cf. Leap, 115: The Guiding-Attunement of the Leap).

But who is capable of tuning into this grounding-attunement of
awe-full, startled reservedness in the essential man? And how many
will still assess that this attunement by be-ing does not justify evading of
beings, but the opposite? For it constitutes the opening of the simplicity
and greatness of beings and the originarily needed necessity of shelter-
ing the truth of be-ing in beings, in order then once again to give his-
torical man a goal: namely, to become the founder and preserver of the truth
of be-ing, to be the “t/here” [Da] as the ground that is used by be-ing’s
essential sway: to be care, not as a minor concern with some arbitrary
thing, nor as denial of exultation and power, but more originarily than
all that, because this care is always a care “for the sake of be-ing” —not the
be-ing of man, but the be-ing of beings in the whole.

The directive, already often repeated, to think “care” only in the
inceptual realm of the question of being and not as some arbitrary, per-
sonal accidental, “ideological,” or “anthropological” view regarding
humans—this directive will continue to be without effect in the future,
as long as those who only “write” a “critique” of the question of being
do not experience —and do not want to experience —the distress of the
abandonment of being. For in an age of “optimism” —poorly enough
displayed —already the words care and abandonment of being sound “pes-
simistic.” But that now precisely the attunings that are indicated by
these names, along with their opposite, have from the ground up
become impossible in the inceptual realm of questioning —because they
presuppose value-thinking (&yad6v) and the usual interpretations of
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beings and the familiar conception of man—who is willing to think
mindfully, so far as to let this at least become a question?

In inceptual thinking one must especially traverse the realms of the
truth of be-ing, even as these realms again retreat into hiddenness in
the lighting up of beings. This going off to the side belongs inseparably
to the mediacy of the “efficacy” of all philosophy.

In philosophy what is essential —after it, almost hidden, has gone to
the fore —must retreat and become inaccessible (for the many), for this
essential is insurpassable and therefore must withdraw into the enabling
of the beginning. For when it comes to be-ing and its truth, one must
begin again and again.

All beginnings are in themselves completed and insurpassable. They
withdraw from mere history [Historie], not because they are super-tem-
poral and eternal, but because they are greater than eternity: they are
the thrusts of time which spatialize be-ing’s opening of its self-shelter-
ing. The ownmost grounding of this time-space is called Da-sein.

Reservedness, the tuning of the midpoint of startled dismay and
deep awe —and the basic thrust of the grounding-attunement—in this
reservedness Da-sein attunes itself to the stillness of the passing of the
last god. Situated creatively in this grounding-attunement of Da-sein,
man becomes the guardian and caretaker of this stillness.

In this way the inceptual mindfulness of thinking becomes necessar-
ily genuine thinking, i.e., a thinking that sets goals. What gets set is not
just any goal, and not the goal in general, but the one and only and thus
singular goal of our history. This goal is the seeking itself, the seeking of
be-ing. It takes place and is itself the deepest find when man becomes
the preserver of the truth of be-ing, becomes guardian and caretaker of
that stillness, and is resolute in that.

Seeker, preserver, guardian, and caretaker: this is what care means as the
basic trait of Dasein. Man’s determination is gathered in these names,
insofar as he is grasped according to his ground, i.e., according to
Da-sein, which in turning is enowned by enowning as by be-ing’s essen-
tial sway. And it is only on the strength of this origin as the grounding
of time-space (“temporality” [ Temporalitit]) that Da-sein can become an
inabiding for transforming the distress of the abandonment of being
into the necessity of creating as the restoring of beings.

And joined up in the joining of be-ing, we stand at the disposal of the
gods.

Seeking itself is the goal. And that means that “goals” are still too
much in the foreground and still take place ahead of be-ing—and thus
bury what is needful.

If gods are the undecided, because at the beginning the opening for
godding is still denied, what does it mean to say: at the disposal of the
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gods? That word means to stand ready for being used in opening the
open. And those are used the hardest who must first tune to the open-
ness of this opening and accomplish the attunement to this opening, by
enthinking and making questionable the essential sway of truth. At the
“disposal of the gods” means to stand far away and outside — outside the
familiarity of “beings” and interpretations of them. It means to belong
to those who are most remote, to belong to those for whom the flight of
the gods in their furthest withdrawal remains most near.

We are already moving within an other truth, even as we are still in
the crossing (within a more originary transformation of what is own-
most to “true” and “correct”).

Of course, the grounding of this “ownmost” requires an exertion
from thinking as had to have been accomplished only in the first begin-
ning of Western thinking. For us, this exertion is strange because we do
not have a clue as to what mastering the simple onefold requires. For peo-
ple of today, who are hardly worth mentioning as one turns away from
them, remain excluded from knowing the pathway of thinking. They
flee into “new” contents, and, with the construction of the “political”
and the “racial,” construct for themselves a hitherto unknown facade
for the old trimmings of “school-philosophy.”

They appeal to the shallow pools of “lived-experiences,” incapable of
estimating the broad jointure of the arena of thinking, incapable of
thinking the depth and height of be-ing in such an opening. And when
they believe themselves superior to “lived-experience,” they do so with
an appeal to an empty cleverness.

But from where is the education to essential thinking to come? From
thinking ahead to and going along the deciding pathways.

For example, who goes along the path of grounding the truth of
be-ing? Who has any inkling of the necessity of thinking and inquiring —
that necessity that does not need the crutches of Why or the props of
What for? '

The more necessary the thinking saying of be-ing is, the more
unavoidable becomes the reticence of the truth of be-ing along the pas-
sageway of questioning.

More readily than others the poet veils the truth in image and thus
bestows it to our view for keeping.

But how does the thinker shelter the truth of be-ing, if not in the
pondering steadiness of the path of his questioning steps and their
resulting consequences? Unpretentiously, as in a solitary field, under
the big sky, the sower paces off the furrows with a heavy, faltering step,
checking at every moment, and with the swing of the arm measures
and molds the hidden space for all growth and ripening. Who is capable
of still enacting this in thinking, as what is most inceptual to his power
and as his highest future?
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If a thinking question is not so simple and so outstanding as to deter-
mine the will and the style of thinking for centuries—by yielding to
them what is the most profound issue to think—then it is best that it
not be asked. For, if that question is simply recited, it only augments the
incessant “carnival” of colorful and changing “problems,” those “objec-
tions” which strike no one and by which no one is struck.

Given this comparison, how is it with the be-ing question, as the
question of the truth of be-ing, a question which in and of itself, in
turning, simultaneously asks the question of the be-ing of truth? But
how long must be the way along which the question of truth even only
begins to be encountered?

Whatever in the future and in truth dares to be called philosophy
must as its first and foremost accomplish this: first to find the site for
thinking questioning of the renewed inceptual question, i.e., to ground
Da-sein (cf. Leap).

The thinking question of the truth of be-ing is the moment that carries
the crossing. This moment can never be really fixed—and even less cal-
culated. It first establishes the time of enowning. The unique simpleness
of the onefold of this crossing can never be grasped in merely historical
|historisch] fashion, because publicly historical “history” has long since
passed this crossing by —granting that this crossing can ever be shown
directly to history. Thus a long future is in store for this moment, assum-
ing that the abandonment of beings by being is to be broken once again.

In and as Da-sein, be-ing en-owns the truth which it manifests as the
not-granting, as that domain of hinting and withdrawal — of stillness —
wherein the arrival and flight of the last god are first determined. For
that man can do nothing—least of all when he has been given the task
of preparing for the grounding of Da-sein—so much so that this task
once again inceptually determines what is ownmost to humans.

6. The Grounding-Attunement

In the first beginning: deep wonder.
In another beginning: deep foreboding.

Everything would be misinterpreted and would fail if we wanted to
prepare the grounding-attunement with the help of an analysis, or
cven a “definition,” and to bring it into the free-space of its tuning
power. It is only because for a long time now “psychology” has limited
what the word attunement demonstrates, only because today’s on-going
mania for “lived-experience” would all the more confuse whatever is
being said about the attunement, without any mindfulness of it—for
this reason alone an orienting word must again and again be said
“about” attunement.

All essential thinking requires that its thoughts and sentences be
mined, like ore, every time anew out of the grounding-attunement. If
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the grounding-attunement stays away, then everything is a forced rat-
tling of concepts and empty words.

Given that for a long time now a mis-concept of “thinking” has ruled
the opinion about “philosophy,” the representation and judgment about
attunement can in the end only be an offshoot of misinterpretation of
thinking (attunement is a weakness, a stray, an unclarity, and a dull-
ness—over against the acumen and exactness and clarity and agility of
“thought”). At the very best, attunement might be tolerated as an orna-
mentation of thinking.

But grounding-attunement attunes Da-sein and thus attunes thinking
as projecting-open the truth of be-ing in word and concept.

Attunement is the spraying forth of the enquivering of be-ing as
enowning in Da-sein. Spraying forth: not a mere disappearing and
extinguishing, but the opposite —as preserving the sparks, in the sense
of the clearing of the “t/here” [Da] in accord with the full cleavage of
be-ing.

The grounding-attunement of another beginning can hardly ever be
known merely by one name —and especially in crossing to that begin-
ning. And yet, the manifold names do not deny the onefoldness of this
grounding-attunement; they only point to the ungraspable of all that is
simple in the onefold. The grounding-attunement calls to us: startled
dismay, reservedness, deep awe, intimating, deep foreboding.

The intimating opens up the expanse of the concealing of what is
allotted and perhaps withheld.

Understood in terms of grounding-attunement, intimating does not
at all aim only at what is futural, what stands before —as does the inti-
mating that is generally thought in a calculative way. Rather, it traverses
and thoroughly takes stock of the whole of temporality: the free-play of
the time-space of the “t/here” [Da].

Intimating in itself keeps the attuning power in store and grounds it
back into itself. Towering far above all uncertainty of common sense,
intimating is the hesitant sheltering of the unconcealing of the hidden as
such, of the refusal.

Intimating puts the inceptual inabiding in Da-sein. It is in itself both
the shock and the zeal—always assuming that here, as ground-
ing-attunement, it tunes and be-tunes the enquivering of be-ing in
Da-sein as Da-sein.

Every naming of the grounding-attunement with a single word rests
on a false notion. Every word is in each case taken from tradition. The
fact that the grounding-attunement of another beginning has to have
many names does not argue against its onefoldness but rather confirms
its richness and strangeness.

Every mindfulness of this grounding-attunement is always only a gen-
tle preparation for the attuning breaking-in |Einfall] of the grounding-
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attunement, which must remain fundamentally an unintended happen-
ing [Zu-fall]. Of course, according to the sway of grounding-attunement,
the preparation for such an unintended happening consists only in a
thinking that deals with crossing. And this must grow out of a genuine
knowing awareness of preservation of the truth of be-ing.

But if be-ing holds sway as not-granting, and if this not-granting itself
should come forth into its clearing and be preserved as not-granting,
then the preparedness for the not-granting can consist only in renuncia-
tion. However, here renunciation is not the mere “not-wanting-to have”
or “leaving-on-the-side” but rather takes place as the highest form of
possession whose highness gets decided [Entschiedenheit findet] in the
carefree openness for the zeal for the gifting of the not-granting, a gift-
ing that cannot be thought exhaustively.

The openness of the crossing is maintained and grounded in this
decidedness [Entschiedenheit]; it is the midpoint of abground between
the no-longer of the first beginning and its history and the not-yet of
the fulfillment of the other beginning.

All guardianship of Da-sein must get its footing in this decidedness,
insofar as man, founder of Da-sein, has to become guardian of the still-
ness of the passing of the last god (cf. Grounding).

As an intimating decidedness, however, this decidedness is only the
dispassionate power to suffer [Leidenskraft] of the creative one, i.e., the
thrower of the truth of be-ing—a truth that opens stillness up for the
essentially coercive force of beings, a stillness from which be-ing (as
enowning) can be heard.

7. From Enowning

How far removed from us is the god, the one who designates us
founders and creators, because what is ownmost to god needs these
[founders and creators]?

God is so far removed from us that we are incapable of deciding
whether it is moving toward us or away from us.

And to enthink fully this remoteness in its essential swaying, as the
time-space of the utmost decision, means to inquire into the truth of
be-ing, into the enowning itself, from which every future history
springs — granted that there will still be history.

This remoteness of the undecidability of the utmost and the foremost
is what is cleared for self-sheltering; it is the essential swaying of truth
itself as the truth of be-ing.

For the self-sheltering of this clearing, the remoteness of the undecid-
ability is not a merely extant and indifferent emptiness, but the essential
swaying of enowning itself as the sway of enowning—of the hesitant
refusal that already enowns Dasein; the staying within the moment and
within the abode of the foremost decision.
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Everything true is decided upon and grounded, all beings become
beings, and not-being slides into the appearance of be-ing—all of this
simultaneously with the essential sway of the truth of enowning. This
remoteness is also the furthest and our closest nearness to god, while at
the same time it is the distress of the abandonment of being, sheltered
by the lack-of-distress evidenced in the evading of mindfulness. The
last god is sheltered within the essential swaying of the truth of be-ing,
in and as enowning.

The prolonged Christianization of god and the growing publicizing of
every attuned relation to beings have both stubbornly and covertly bur-
ied the preconditions by virtue of which something stays in the remote-
ness of undecidability of the flight or arrival of god, whose essential
swaying will nevertheless be most intimately experienced in a knowing
awareness, which stands in truth only as a creative knowing. In its
broadest sense, creating means every sheltering of truth that is in beings.

When we speak of god and gods, we think —according to a long-
standing habit of representation —in that form which still indicates pri-
marily and above all the multi-faceted name of “transcendence.” By
this term one means that which transcends extant beings, including
especially human beings. Even where particular ways of transcending
and of transcendence are denied, still this way of thinking itself cannot
be denied. With this way of thinking one can easily gain an overview of
today’s “worldviews”:

1. The transcendent one (also imprecisely called “transcendence”) is
the God of Christianity.

2. This “transcendence” is denied and replaced by the “people”
itself —however undetermined the latter is in its way of being —as goal
and direction for all history. This counter-Christian “worldview” is only
apparently unchristian; for it is essentially in agreement with that way of
thinking that is called “liberalism.”

3. The transcendent that is meant here is an “idea” or a “value” or a
“meaning,” something for which one does not put one’s life on the line,
but which is to be realized through “culture.”

4. Any two of these meanings of the transcendent—peoples’ ideas
and Christianity or peoples’ ideas and a culture-oriented politics or
Christianity and culture—or all three of these couplings are mixed up
in various degrees of definitiveness. And this mixed product is what is
today the average and dominant “worldview,” which intends everything
but can no longer make a decision about anything.

As varied as these “worldviews” are and as vehemently as they
openly or covertly attack one another—if one can still call spinning
around in what is undecided an “attack” —these “worldviews,” unbe-
knownst and without thinking, all agree that what is ownmost to man
is already known—man as that being unto and from which every
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“transcendence” is determined and indeed as that which in the end pri-
marily determines man. But this has become fundamentally impossi-
ble, because in his determinability man has already been established,
instead of determining him as that which needs to be dis-placed from
out of his hitherto accepted determination, in order first to be attuned
to a determinability.

But how is man to be displaced from out of where he runs aground
and where the domination of those “transcendences” and their mixtures
above all belong? If he is to accomplish this by himself, is not then the
presumption of the measure even greater than when he simply remains
set up as the measure?

Or is it possible that this displacing comes over human beings?
Indeed. And that is the distress of the abandonment by being. This dis-
tress does not first need help but must itself become first of all the help-
ing one. But this distress must still be experienced. And what if man has
become hardened against this distress and, as it seems, is as stubborn as
ever? Then those must come who awaken, who in the end maintain that
they have discovered distress because they know that they suffer distress.

The awakening of this distress is the first displacing of man into that
between [Zwischen] where chaos drives forth at the same time as god
remains in flight. This “between” is, however, not a “transcendence”
with reference to man. Rather, it is the opposite: that open to which
man belongs as the founder and preserver wherein as Da-sein he is
en-owned by be-ing itself—be-ing that holds sway as nothing other
than enowning.

If thanks to this displacing man comes to stand in enowning and has
his abode in the truth of be-ing, then he is primarily still only ready for
the leap into the deciding experience whether, within enowning, it is
god’s staying away or god’s onset that decides for or against god.

Only when we estimate how singularly necessary being is and how it
nevertheless does not hold sway as god itself, only when we have tuned
what is our ownmost to these abgrounds between man and be-ing and
be-ing and gods—only then do “presuppositions” for a “history” again
begin to be real. Thus only mindfulness of “enowning” is appropriate for
thinking.

Finally and above all “enowning” can only be en-thought (forced in
front of inceptual thinking) if be-ing itself is grasped as the “between”
for the passing of the last god and for Da-sein.

Enowning owns god over to man in that enowning owns man to
god. This “owning-to” that “owns-over” is enowning, wherein the truth
of be-ing as Da-sein is grounded (as transformed, man is shifted into
the decision to be-there and to be-away [Da-sein und Weg-sein]) and
wherein history takes its other beginning from be-ing. But the truth of
be-ing as openness for the self-sheltering is simultaneously the removal
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unto the decision of remoteness and nearness of gods and thus the
preparation for the passing of the last god.

Enowning is the between with regard to the passing of god and the
history of man. But this between is not some indifferent intermediate
field. Rather, the relation to the passing is the opening of the cleavage
used by god (cf. Leap, 157-158: Cleavage and “Modalities”); and the
relation to man is the enowning-letting-spring-forth of the grounding
of Da-sein and thus the necessity of sheltering the truth of be-ing that is
in beings as a restoring of beings.

Passing is not history and history is not enowning and enowning is
not passing—and yet all three (if we are permitted to degrade them to
a numerical order at all) are experienced and enthought only in their
relations, i.e., in terms of enowning itself.

The remoteness of undecidability does not, of course, mean “what is
otherworldly” but rather is what is nearest to the as yet not grounded Da
[t/here] of Da-sein, which has taken up its abode in preparedness for
the refusal, refusal as the essential swaying of be-ing.

What is thus the nearest is so near that every unavoidable pursuit of
machination and of lived-experience must have already passed it [what
is nearest] by and thus can also never immediately be called back to it.
Enowning remains the most estranging.

8. From Enowning’

The flight of gods must be experienced and endured. This steadfast
enduring grounds the most remote nearness to enowning. This enown-
ing is the truth of be-ing.

The distress of the abandonment by being first opens up in this truth.

The grounding of the truth of be-ing, the grounding of Da-sein,
becomes necessary from within this distress.

This necessity is accomplished in the ongoing decision which runs
through everything that is historical in man: whether in the future man
belongs to the truth of being—and thus, from within and for this
belongingness, shelters the truth as what holds true in beings—or
whether the beginning of the last man drives man into a deranged ani-
mality and refuses to grant the last god to historical man.

What happens when the struggle for measures dies out, when the
same willing no longer wants greatness, i.e., no longer brings forth a
will for the greatest difference of the ways?

If the other beginning is still being prepared, then this preparation is
concealed as a great transformation; and the more hidden it is, the
greater is the occurrence.[_'i"he error, of course, consists in thinking that

* Cf. Preview, 16: Philosophy.
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an essential overturn [Umschlag] —one that lays hold of everything in a
fundamental way —should also be immediately and generally known
and comprehended by all and displayed for the public eye. Only the
few constantly stand in the brightness of this lightning:}

The many have the “good fortune” of finding themselves in some-
thing extant and thus of pursuing what belongs to them by following
what is useful for a whole.

“In the other beginning that wholly other [dimension] that is called
the domain of the decision is thought in advance. In that domain the
genuinely historical be-ing of peoples is won or lost.

This being — historicity —is not the same in all ages. Right now it stands
before an essential transformation insofar as it has been given the task of
grounding that domain of the decision and the relational context of
enowning by virtue of which historical human being first of all comes to
itself. Ele grounding of this domain requires a privation that is the oppo-
site of self-effacement. It can be accomplished only with the courage for
the ab-ground. This domain—assuming that such a designation is at all
sufficient—is Da-sein, that “between” which first grounds itself and sets
humans and god apart and together, owning one to the other. What opens
up in the grounding of Da-sein is enowning. With that is not meant an
“over against,” something intuitable, or an “idea.” Rather, what is meant is
the beckoning-inviting and a holding-over across into the open of t
“t/here” [Da], which is the clearing-sheltering turning-point in this tumin?

This turning obtains its truth only insofar as it is striven as the strite
between earth and world and thus shelters what holds true in beings.
'Only history which is grounded in Da-sein has the guarantee of belong-
ing to the truth of being”."x

9. A Glance

Be-ing as enowning is hesitant refusal as (not-granting). Ripeness is
fruit and gifting. The nihilating in be-ing and its counter-resonance has
the character of strife (be-ing or non-being).

Be-ing holds sway in truth and is clearing for self-sheltering.

Truth [holds sway] as the essential sway of ground: Ground is the
wherein of the grounding (not the wherefrom as cause).

The ground grounds as ab-ground: distress as the open of self-sheltering
(not “emptiness,” but inexhaustability of the abground.)

Abground [holds sway] as time-space.

Time-space [is] the site for the moment of strife, (be-ing or non-being).

Strife [is] the strife of earth and world, because truth of be-ing [takes
place] only in sheltering, sheltering as grounding the “between” in
beings: the tug of earth and world.

The pathways and manners of sheltering are beings.
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10. From Enowning

Be-ing holds sway as enowning.

The essential swaying has its center and breadth in the turning
[where] strife and countering [are carried out].

The essential swaying is warranted and sheltered in truth.

Truth occurs as the clearing sheltering.

The grounding-jointure of this occurrence is the time-space that
originates from within it.

Time-space is what towers up for fathoming the cleavage of be-ing.

As en-joining truth, time-space is originarily the site for the moment
of enowning.

The site for the moment holds sway from out of enowning, as the
strife of earth and world.

Strifing of this strife is Da-sein.

Da-sein occurs within the ways of sheltering truth from within the
warranting of the lit-up and sheltered enowning.

The sheltering of truth lets the true as beings come into the open and
into dissemblage.

Thus a being first of all stays in be-ing.

A being is. Be-ing holds sway.

Be-ing (as enowning) needs beings so that be-ing may hold sway.
Beings do not need be-ing in the same way. Beings can still “be” in the
abandonment of being, under whose dominance the immediate availabil-
ity and usefulness and serviceability of every kind (e.g., everything must
serve the people) obviously make up what is a being and what is not.

But this seeming independence of beings over against be-ing —as if be-ing
were only an addendum of representational, “abstract” thinking—is not a
priority but rather only the sign of a privilege for a blinding deterioration.

Understood from within the truth of be-ing, what is an “actual”
being is a not-being under the domination of what is not ownmost to
shine, a shining whose origin thereby remains hidden.

As the grounding that takes the strifing of the strife into what is
opened up by strife, Da-sein is awaited by humans and is carried in the
inabiding which sustains the “t/here” [Da] and belongs to enowning.

Thinking of be-ing as enowning is the inceptual thinking that pre-
pares for an other beginning by putting the first beginning in proper
perspective.

The first beginning thinks be-ing as presence from within a presenc-
ing which manifests the first flashing of the one essential swaying be-ing.

11. Enowning — Dasein — Man’

1. Enowning: the sure light of the essential swaying of be-ing in histor-
ical man’s most extreme range of the deepest distress.

* Cf. Grounding.
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2. Dasein: the “between” [Zwischen] which has the character of a
mid-point that is open and thus sheltering, between the arrival and
flight of gods and man, who is rooted in that “between.”

3. The origin of Dasein is in enowning and its turning.

4. Thus Dasein has only to be grounded as and in the truth of be-ing.

5. From the human side, grounding—not creating—is letting the
ground be (cf. For the Few and the Rare . . .), so that man once
again comes to himself and recovers self-being.

6. The grounding ground is at the same time the abground for the cleav-
age of be-ing and the unground for beings’ abandonment by being.

7. The grounding-attunement of grounding is reservedness (cf. there).

8.{Reservedness is the outstanding moment of relation to enowning

; in having been called by the call of enowning. ;

9. Dasein is the fundamental occurrence of future history. This occur-
rence emerges from enowning and becomes the possible site for the
moment of decision regarding man— his history or non-history, as
its passage to going under.

10. In their essential sway, i.e., in_their belonging together_as.the
ground of history, enowning and Dasein are still fully hidden and
will remain strange for a long time yet. For there are no bridges,
and the leaps are not yet accomplished. Lacking is the depth of an
experience of truth and mindfulness that is sufficient to both: the
power of the peak decision (cf. there). On the other hand, the path
is strewn with many opportunities and means for misinterpreta-
tion, because the knowing awareness of what takes place in the
first beginning is also lacking.

12. Enowning and History

History here is not meant as one domain of beings among others, but
solely with a view to the essential swaying of be-ing itself. Thus already
in Being and Time the historicity of Dasein needs to be understood solely
from within the fundamental-ontological intention and not as a contri-
bution to the existing philosophy of history.

En-owning is originary history itself —which could be understood to
mean that here be-ing’s essential sway is grasped “historically” after all.
Yes, of course, “historically,” but not by picking up a “concept” of his-
tory, rather historically because now the essential sway of be-ing no
longer bespeaks only presence, but the full essential swaying of the
temporal-spatial ab-ground and thereby of truth. Thus a knowing
awareness of the uniqueness of be-ing continually ensues. However, it is
not as if “nature” is hereby set back; rather, nature, too, is originarily
transformed. In this originary concept of history we first attain the
domain where it becomes manifest why and how history is “more
than” deed and will. “Fate,” too, belongs to history without exhausting
what is ownmost to it.
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The way toward what is ownmost to history —grasped according to
the essential swaying of be-ing itself —is prepared “fundamental-onto-
logically” by means of grounding historicity on temporality. In the
sense of the one guiding question of being in Being and Time, this means
that, as time-space, time retrieves into itself what is ownmost to history.
But insofar as time-space is the abground of the ground, i.e., of the
truth of being, its interpretation of historicity contains the directive
toward being’s essential sway itself, inquiry into which is the sole task
there —being neither theory of history nor philosophy of history.

13. Reservedness’

Reservedness is the style of inceptual thinking only because it must
become the style of future humanness, one grounded in Da-sein, because
it thoroughly attunes and carries this grounding.

Reservedness—as style—is the self-assuredness of the grounding
measure and fierce steadfastness of Dasein. It attunes the style because
it is the grounding-attunement.

Attunement (cf. the Holderlin lectures™) is meant here in the sense
of inabiding: the onefold of carrying out all charming-moving-onto, of
all projecting-open, of carrying in all removal-unto and the steadfastness
and enactment of the truth of being. Here every other external and “psy-
chological” representation of “attunement” must be kept at a distance.
Thus attunement is never merely the how that accompanies and lights
up and shadows all human dealings that would already be set. Rather,
it is primarily by attunement that the extent of Dasein’s removal-unto
is fathomed and the simpleness of charming-moving-unto is allotted to
Dasein, insofar as we are dealing here with reservedness as the ground-
ing-attunement.

Reservedness is the grounding-attunement because it tunes the
engrounding of the ground of Da-sein, of enowning, and thus tunes the
grounding of Da-sein.

Reservedness is the strongest and at the same time gentlest pre-
paredness of Dasein for en-ownment, for being thrown into the owned
standing within the truth of the turning in enowning (cf. The Last God).
The mastery of the last god only comes upon reservedness; reserved-
ness furnishes the deep stiliness for the mastery and for the last god.

Reservedness attunes each grounding moment of a sheltering of
truth in the future Dasein of man. This history, grounded in Da-sein, is
the hidden history of deep stillness. In this stillness alone there can still
be a people.

This reservedness alone enables all human being and gathering to be

‘Cf. above, 5: For the Few and the Rare, 9ff.; cf. below, Grounding, 193: Da-sein and
Man.

" WS 1934/35 Holderlins Hymnen “Germanien” und “Der Rhein~ (GA 39).
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gathered unto itself, i.e., into the destination of its assignment: the
steadfastness of the last god.

Are we still, in the future, destined to a history [Geschichte] —one that
is totally other than what history now seems to be taken to be: the
gloomy chasing after self-devouring events, which can only be fleet-
ingly held by means of the loudest of noises?

If a history is still to be granted to us, i.e., a style of Da-sein, then this
can only be the sheltered history of deep stillness, in and as which the mas-
tery of the last god opens and shapes beings.

Thus the deep stillness must first come over the world for the earth.
This stillness only springs forth from reticence. And this reticence only
grows out of reservedness. As grounding-attunement, reservedness
thoroughly tunes the intimacy of the strife between world and earth
and thus the strifing of the onset of en-ownment.

As strifing of this strife, Dasein keeps what is its ownmost in the shel-
tering of the truth of be-ing, i.e., [sheltering] of the last god, unto a
being (cf. Grounding).

Reservedness and Care

Reservedness is the ground of care. Reservedness of Da-sein first of all
grounds care as the inabiding that sustains the “t/here” [Da]. But one has
to say again and again that care does not mean gloom or a gripping fear
or agonizing trouble about this or that. All of this is simply what is not
ownmost to care, insofar as care is subject to yet another misunderstand-
ing, namely that it is one “attunement” and “attitude” among others.

In the expression “he will provide for order” or “take care of,” some-
thing of what is ownmost to care comes to the fore: reaching ahead into
decidedness. But at the same time care is no mere attitude of will and
cannot be accounted for as a capacity of the soul.

As steadfastness of Da-sein, care reaches ahead into decidedness for
the truth of be-ing and especially sustains the allotment to being-cap-
tive to the “t/here” [Da]. The ground of this “especially” is the reserved-
ness of Dasein. This attunes only as enowned belongingness to the
truth of being.

Reservedness as origin of stillness and as law of the gathering. The
gathering [gathers] in the stillness and [is] the sheltering
of truth. Sheltering of truth and its unfolding [unfolds]
into the caring-for and dealing with [things].

Reservedness as openness for the reticent nearness of the essential sway-
ing of be-ing, tuning to the remotest enquivering of hints
that enown from the distance of what is undecidable.

Reservedness and seeking; the highest find in seeking itself [is] the
nearness to decision.

Reservedness: the self-restraining leaping forth into the turning of enown-
ing (thus neither a romantic flight nor a bourgeois repose).
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Reservedness, Silencing, and Language

The word fails, not as an occasional event —in which an accomplishable
speech or expression does not take place, where only the assertion and
the repetition of something already said and sayable does not get
accomplished —but originarily. The word does not even come to word,
even though it is precisely when the word escapes one that the word
begins to take its first leap. The word’s escaping one is enowning as the
hint and onset of be-ing.

The word’s escaping is the inceptual condition for the self-unfolding
possibility of an originary-poetic-naming of be-ing.

When will the time of language and deep stillness come, the time of
the simple nearness of the essential sway and the bright remoteness of
beings—when the word would once again work? (cf. inceptual think-
ing as non-conceptual.)

Reservedness is the creative sustaining in ab-ground (cf. Grounding,
238-242: Time-Space).

14. Philosophy and Worldview

Philosophy is useless but at the same time masterful knowing.

Philosophy is fruitful but rare inquiry into the truth of be-ing.

Philosophy is the grounding of truth while being deprived of what is true.

Philosophy is wanting to go back to the beginning of history and thus
wanting to go beyond oneself.

Thus, from an external point of view, philosophy is merely a decora-
tion —perhaps a cultural discipline and show-piece, perhaps even a her-
itage whose ground is lost. This is how the many must take philosophy —
and especially then and there when philosophy is a distress for the few.

The “worldview” arranges the experience in a certain direction and
into its range —always only so far that the worldview is never put into
question. Thus the worldview constricts and thwarts genuine experi-
ence. Seen from the standpoint of worldview, that is its strength.

Philosophy opens up experience, but because of that philgsophy is
precisely not capable of grounding history in an immediate way.

Worldview is always an end, mostly very drawn out and as such
never known.

Philosophy is always a beginning and requires an overcoming of itself.

Worldview has to refuse any new possibility, in order to preserve itself.

Philosophy can cease for a long time and apparently disappear.

Both have their various times and, within history, hold onto wholly
different stages of Da-sein. The differentiation of “scientific philosophy”
and “philosophy of worldviews” is the last offshoot of the philosophical
helplessness of the nineteenth century, in the course of which “science”
achieved a particularly technical cultural significance, whereas, as a
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substitute for the foundations that disappeared, the “worldview” of
individuals was in a weak sort of way to continue still to hold “values”
and “ideals” together.

What lies within the thought of “scientific” philosophy as the last
genuine remnant (cf. the deeper understanding in Fichte and Hegel) is
this: grounding and establishing the knowable systematically (mathe-
matically) in the manner of a unity, on the basis and following the idea
of knowing as certainty (self-certainty). In this intention of “scientific”
philosophy there still lives an urge in philosophy itself, namely still to
rescue its ownmost matter from the arbitrariness of opinion in terms of
worldview and from the necessarily limiting and dictatorial manner of
worldview in general. For even in the “liberal” worldview there lies this
self-righteousness, in the sense that it demands that each be allowed his
opinion. But the arbitrariness is slave to what is “accidental.”

But the ownmost matter of philosophy is forgotten and miscon-
strued in “epistemology.” And where “ontology” is still understood (as
in Lotze), it still remains one discipline among others. That and how the
old guiding-question here (t{ 0 &v) is rescued throughout the whole of
modern philosophy—and of course modified —this never reaches the
clarity of knowing, because philosophy already lacks necessity and
owes its “cultivation” to its character as “cultural commodity.”

“Worldview,” like domination of “world-pictures,” is an outgrowth
of modernity, a consequence of modern metaphysics. Herein is also the
reason why “worldview” then tries to set itself above philosophy. For
along with the emergence of “worldviews” the possibility of a will to
philosophy disappears, to such a degree that in the end worldview had
to ward off philosophy. Meanwhile, the more philosophy had to sink
away and become mere erudition, the more worldview succeeds. This
remarkable appearance of the dominance of “worldviews” attempted to
bring into its service—and not accidentally—even the last great philos-
ophy, that of Nietzsche. That was all the more easy in that Nietzsche
himself rejected philosophy as “erudition” and thus seemingly took the
side of “worldview” (as a “philosopher-poet”!).

“Worldview” is always “machination” over against what is handed
down 1o us, for the sake of overcoming and subduing it, with the means
that are proper to worldview and which it has itself prepared, though
never brought to fruition —all of this slid over into “lived-experience.”

As the grounding of the truth of be-ing, philosophy has its origin in
itself; it must take itself back into what it grounds and only build itself
up from that.

Philosophy and worldview are so incomparable that there is no
model possible for demonstrating this differentiation visually. Every
image would always still bring both of them too close to each other.
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The hidden but used up “dominion” of the churches; the easiness
and accessibility of “worldviews” for the masses (as substitute for “spirit,”
that has long been wanting, and for the relation to “ideas); the contin-
ued and indifferent pursuit of philosophy as erudition and simulta-
neously, both mediately and immediately, as ecclesiastical scholasticism
and the scholasticism of world views —all of this, from within the famil-
iar and flexible omniscience of public opinion, will for a long time keep
philosophy as creative cogrounding of Dasein at a distance. Of course,
this is nothing to “regret” but rather only an indication that philosophy
is heading toward a genuine destining of what is ownmost to it. And
everything depends on not disturbing this destining and not disregard-
ing it with an “apologetic” for philosophy, a machination that necessar-
ily always remains below the rank of philosophy.

But distress is indeed mindfulness of the approaching of this destin-
ing of philosophy, the knowing awareness of that which disturbs and
disfigures and would like to validate a semblance of the being of philos-
ophy. But this very knowing would misconstrue itself, if it let itself be
enticed to make that contrary being into an object of refutation and dis-
pute. The knowing awareness of what is not ownmost [to philosophy]
must persist in disregarding what is not ownmost.

What is ownmost to worldview in terms of machination and lived-
experience forces the shaping of each worldview to vacillate in the
broadest of opposites and therefore also always to solidify itself through
adjustment. That “worldview” can be the ownmost matter for the indi-
vidual and his respective life-experience and his very own formation of
opinion, that in opposition to this “worldview” a “total worldview” can
come forward in order to extinguish every individual opinion—even
this belongs to what is ownmost to worldview as such. As boundless as
the former is in its arbitrariness, so rigid is the latter in its finality.
Indeed, what is opposite and the same here is easy to grasp: The ulti-
mate validity is only the particularity that extends into the complete-
ness of universal validity, and the arbitrariness is what is possible for
each individual as finally valid only for him. The necessity of what has
taken a long time to grow—and with that the abground character of
what is creative —is lacking everywhere.

In each case the suspicion and mistrust against philosophy is equally
great and equally different.

Every total posture that claims to determine and regulate every kind
of action and thinking must unavoidably reckon as oppositional and
even demeaning everything that might additionally still come up as
necessity. How would a “total” worldview be able to cope with some-
thing like this being even possible, let alone essential—something
which this worldview itself simultaneously undermines and raises and
includes in other necessities — other necessities that cannot be brought
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to it from the outside at all but rather arise from its hidden ground (e.g.,
from the way of being of a people)?

Thus there arises here an unsurpassable difficulty, one that can
never be removed either by adjustment or by excuse. The total worldview
must close itself off from the opening of its ground and from engrounding the
domain of its “creating”; that is, its creating can never arrive at what is its own-
most way of being and become creating-beyond.-itself, because thereby the total
worldview would have to put itself into question. The consequence is that
creating is replaced in advance by endless operations. The ways and risks
that belong to what was once creating are arranged according to the
machination’s gigantic character, and the machinational gives the
appearance of the liveliness of creating.

Only questioning and decidedness to question-worthiness can be set
over against “worldview.” Every attempt at mediation—regardless of
the side from which it comes—weakens the positions and eliminates
the domain’s possibility of genuine struggle.

It should come as no surprise that, even though they are incompati-
ble, total political belief as well as total Christian faith are nevertheless
engaged in adjustment and tactics. For they share the same way of
being. Because of their total posture, total political belief and total Chris-
tian faith are based upon renouncing essential decisions. Their struggle
is not a creative one but rather “propaganda” and “apologetics.”

But does philosophy not also and even above all and altogether lay
claim to “the total,” especially when we define philosophy as a know-
ing awareness of beings as such and in the whole? The answer is yes, as
long as we think in the form of philosophy up to now (metaphysics),
and as long as we take philosophy in its distinctively Christian cast (in
the systematization of German Idealism). But it is precisely here that
modern philosophy is already on the way to “worldview.” (It is no acci-
dent that this word becomes more and more legitimate in the orbit of
this “thinking.”)

However, insofar and as soon as philosophy finds its way back into its
inceptual way of being (in the other beginning) and the question of the
truth of be-ing becomes the grounding midpoint, the abground charac-
ter of philosophy reveals itself. As such, philosophy must return to the
beginning, in order to bring into the free-space of its mindfulness the
cleavage and the beyond-itself, the estranging and always unfamiliar.

15. Philosophy as “Philosophy of a People”
Who would deny that philosophy is philosophy “of a people”? As evi-
dence that quashes any opposing view, can we not appeal to the great-
ness of the beginning of Western philosophy? Is it not philosophy of “the”
Greek people? And the enormous end of Western philosophy — “German
Idealism” and “Nietzsche” —is it not philosophy of “the” German people?
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But what do we say when we make such self-evident statements?
We do not say anything about what is ownmost to philosophy itself. On
the contrary, such a characterization of philosophy levels it off and
makes it into an indifferent “accomplishment,” a “fulfillment,” a man-
ner of comportment similar to the one that can also exemplify the style
of clothing and food preparation and the like. Such an obvious way of
philosophy’s belongingness to the “people” gives the false impression
that, by indicating such belongingness, we say something essential
about philosophy—or even about creating a future philosophy.

Thus, the phrase “philosophy of a people” immediately proves to be
extremely ambiguous and obscure —not to mention that the vagueness
of talking about “people” remains entirely undetermined.

In what way does a people become a people? Does a people become
only what it is? If so, what then is a people and how do we come to
know: 1. What is a people in general? 2. What is this or that people? 3.
What kind of people are we ourselves?

Here all platonizing manner of thinking fails when it prescribes for
the health of a people an idea, a meaning, and a value in accord with
which that people is to “become.” From where does such a prescription
come and how does it happen?

Mindfulness of what belongs to “being a people” constitutes an essen-
tial passage-way. As little as we dare not misunderstand this, just as
important is it to know that a very high order of be-ing has to be
achieved if a “people principle” is to be mastered and brought into play
as standard for historical Da-sein.

A nation first becomes a people when those who are its most unique
ones [Einzigsten] arrive and begin to intimate. Thus a people first
becomes free for its law, which it must struggle for, as the ultimate
necessity of its most noble moment. Philosophy of a people is that
which makes a people into a people of a philosophy, which historically
founds the people in its Da-sein, and which prevails upon a people to
become guardians of the truth of be-ing.

Philosophy of “a” people is what freely and uniquely comes over the
people as much as what comes “from within” the people—over the
people, insofar as it already decides for itself, Da-sein.

Therefore, philosophy of “a” people cannot be calculated and pre-
scribed according to some kinds of dispositions and abilities. On the
contrary, thinking about philosophy comes from “the people” only if it
grasps that philosophy has to spring forth from its very ownmost origin
and that this “leap” can succeed only if philosophy as such still belongs
to its first, essential beginning. Only thus can philosophy move “peo-
ple” into the truth of be-ing—instead of, vice versa, being assaulted by
a so-called people, as an extant one, and thus being driven into what is
not its ownmost.
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16. Philosophy*

Philosophy is the immediate, useless, but at the same time masterful knowing
from within mindfulness.

Mindfulness is inquiring into the meaning (cf. Being and Time), i.e.,
into the truth of be-ing.

Inquiring into the truth is leaping into its essential sway and thus
into be-ing itself (cf. Grounding, 227: On the Essential Sway of Truth).

The question reads: whether and when and how we belong to being
(as enowning).

This question has to be asked for the sake of the essential sway of being,
which needs us—needs us, not as beings who happen to be extant, but
insofar as we sustain and inabide—by persevering in—Da-sein, and
ground Da-sein as the truth of being. Hence mindfulness—leap into the
truth of being—is necessarily self-mindfulness. That does not mean (cf.
Grounding) an observation turned back upon us as “given.” Rather, it is
grounding the truth of self-being according to Da-sein’s ownhood.

According to what was just said, the question whether we belong to
being is in itself also the question of the essential sway of be-ing. This
question of belongingness is a question of deciding between the belong-
ingness, which still has to be determined, and the abandonment of
being as hardening unto non-beings in the shining of beings.

Because philosophy is such a mindfulness, it leaps ahead into the
utmost possible decision and by its [own] opening dominates in advance
all sheltering of the truth in and as beings. Therefore, philosophy is mas-
terful knowing itself, even though not an “absolute” knowing in the style
of the philosophy of German Idealism.

But because mindfulness is self-mindfulness and thus along with it
we are moved into the question of who we are and because our being
is historical — especially one that has come over us in its having-been —
mindfulness becomes necessarily the question concerning the truth of
the history of philosophy and mindfulness of philosophy’s all-surpass-
ing first beginning and its unfolding into the end.

A mindfulness of what transpires today is always too short-sighted.
What is essential is mindfulness of the beginning as it anticipates its end
and still includes “today” as the extension of the end —and this in such
a manner that what is today becomes being-historically manifest only
from the beginning (cf. Echo, 57: History of Be-ing and Abandonment
of Being).

Even more shortsighted is the alignment of philosophy with the “sci-
ences,” which has become customary —and not accidentally —since the
beginning of modernity. This direction of inquiry—and not just the
explicit “philosophy of science” —must be given up completely.

* Cf. Preview, 7: From Enowning, pp. 17-20; Uberlegungen 1V, 85 ff. [GA 94).
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Philosophy never builds immediately upon beings; it prepares the
truth of being and stands ready with the viewpoints and perspectives
that hereby open up.

Philosophy is a joining in beings as the conjoining of the truth of be-ing, a
conjoining enjoined to be-ing.

17. The Necessity of Philosophy

All necessity is rooted in distress. As the first and utmost mindfulness of
the truth of be-ing and of the be-ing of truth, the necessity of philoso-
phy lies in the first and utmost distress.

This distress is that which drives man round among beings and
brings him first of all in front of beings in the whole and into the mid-
point of beings, thus bringing man to himself —and thus in each case
letting history begin or founder.

What drives man round is his thrownness into beings, a thrownness
that determines him as the thrower of being (of the truth of be-ing).

The thrown thrower enacts the first, grounding throw as project-
ing-open beings unto be-ing (cf. Grounding, 203: Projecting-Open and
Da-sein). In the first beginning, where man first of all takes a stand in
front of beings, the projecting-open itself and its manner and its neces-
sity and distress are still obscure and covered over, and nevertheless
powerful: ¢horg — dAfjOE10 — EV — 6V — Abyog — vOOG — OAEOG — pT) Sv—
otxn — ddikia.

The necessity of philosophy consists in the fact that as mindfulness it
does not have to eliminate that distress but rather must persevere in it
and ground it, i.e., make it the ground of man'’s history.

To be sure, that distress varies in the essential beginnings and transi-
tions of man'’s history. But this distress should never be taken superficially
and reckoned with summarily as a lack or misery or something like that.
This distress exists outside any “pessimistic” or “optimistic” valuation.
The grounding-attunement that attunes unto necessity differs according
to the inceptual experience of this distress.

The grounding-attunement of the first beginning is deep wonder that
beings are, that man himself is extant, extant in that which he is not.

The grounding-attunement of the other beginning is startled dismay:
startled dismay in the abandonment of being (cf. Echo) and the reserv-
edness that is grounded in such startled dismay in its creative mode.

Distress is that driving round that first brings about the decision and
severance of man as a being from beings—and in the midst of beings
brings that decision back again to beings. This distress belongs to the
truth of be-ing itself. Most originarily, it is distress in the pressing need for
the necessity of the highest possibilities, on whose pathways man —cre-
ating and grounding — goes beyond himself and back into the ground of
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beings. Where this distress fully culminates, it brings about Da-sein and
its grounding (cf. now WS 37/38, pp. 18ff.").

Distress, that on-going driving round —how would it be if it were the
truth of be-ing itself, how would it be if, with the more originary
grounding of truth, at the same time be-ing would sway more as enown-
ing? How would it be if distress thus would become more pressing and
would drive round more, but this driving round in this intensity would
be just that strife which had its self-refusing ground in the overflowing
of the intimacy of beings and of be-ing?

18. The Powerlessness of Thinking

This powerlessness appears to be obvious, espedcially if power means:
the force of immediate effect and prevailing. But how would it be if
“power” means: grounding and consolidating into the essential sway
from within the “capability” for transformation? Even then no decision
has yet been made about the powerlessness and power of thinking.

What is understood normally by the powerlessness of thinking has
several reasons:

1. that at this time no essential thinking at all is enacted and enactable.

2. that machination and lived-experience claim to be all that is effec-
tive and thus “powerful” and that they leave no room for genuine
power.

3. that, assuming that essential thinking might succeed, we do not yet
have any strength to open ourselves to its truth, because to that a
proper rank of Dasein belongs.

4. that, with the growing deadening vis-a-vis the simplicity of an
essential mindfulness and with the lack of perseverance in ques-
tioning, every turn on the path is disregarded if in its first stage it
does not bring some “result” —a result with which something is “to
be made” or by which something is to be “experienced” [zu erleben].

Therefore, “powerlessness” is not yet straightforwardly an objection
against “thinking” but rather only against its despisers.

And on the other hand the genuine power of thinking (as en-think-
ing of the truth of be-ing) does not tolerate an immediate conclusion
and evaluation, especially when thinking must shift into be-ing and
bring into play the entire strangeness of be-ing—thus when thinking
can never be based on a successful result in beings.

This is the most hidden ground for the solitariness of thinking-ques-
tioning. The often evoked solitariness of thinking is only a conse-

*Lecture course WS 1937/38, Grundfragen der Philosophie. Ausgewdhlte ~Probleme~ der
“Logik~ (GA 45, 671f.) [trans. R. Rojcewicz and A. Schuwer, Basic Questions of Philosophy:
Selected ~Problems” of ~Logic” (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994)].



34 1. Preview [4749]

quence, that is, it does not result from withdrawing oneself or being
away from . . ., but rather springs forth from the origin from within the
domain of be-ing. Therefore, this solitariness will never be eliminated
by “results” and “successes” that a thinker achieves. Rather, that soli-
tariness will thereby only be increased, assuming that it makes any
sense at all to speak here of increasing.

19. Philosophy
(On the Question: Who Are We?)

As mindfulness of be-ing, philosophy is necessarily self-mindfulness.
The foregoing claim regarding this interconnection is essentially differ-
ent from any way of securing the “self”-certainty of the “I” for the sake
of “certainty” and not for the sake of the truth of be-ing. But this claim
reaches deeper still, into a domain that is more originary than the one
which the “fundamental ontological” approach to Da-sein in Being and
Time had to set forth in crossing—an approach that even now is not yet
sufficiently unfolded and brought to the knowing awareness of those
who are engaged in questioning.

But now, insofar as “we” ourselves move into the domain of ques-
tioning, after grounding the way of being of mindfulness originarily as
self-mindfulness, from that point on the philosophical question can be
put in the form of the question: Who are we?

Apart from the who-question, whom do we mean with the “we”? (Cf.
SS 34, Logik.") Do we mean us ourselves, who right now are extant, here
and now? Where will the encircling circle take its course? Or do we
mean “man” as such? But man as such “is” unhistorical only in being his-
torical. Do we mean ourselves as our own people? But even then we are
not the only ones but a people among other peoples. And by what means
is what is ownmost to a people determined? What becomes immediately
clear is that the way in which what is questioned in the inquiry is set
forth—the “we” —already contains a decision about the Who. That is to
say, we cannot pass through the who-question untouched by taking up
the “we” and “us” as if they were extant and only lacked the detérmina-
tion of the Who. Even in this question, the turning reverberates. This
question can be neither asked nor responded to straightforwardly. But as
long as what is philosophy’s ownmost—mindfulness of the truth of
be-ing—is not grasped and thus the necessity of a self-mindfulness that
here springs forth has not become effective, this question is as question
already exposed to weighty reservations.

*Lecture course SS 1934, Uber die Logik als Frage nach der Sprache (GA 38).
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1.'In spite of the “we,” the question is indeed directed back to us our-
selves and thus “reflected”; it requires a posture that looks back and
runs against the straightforward character of acting and being effective.

2. But it is not only because of this reflective posture that the ques-
tion seems to deviate from the path. Rather, as a question it is alto-
gether a deviation. Even when this question is not “reflective” and only
“occupies itself” with “us,” it would still be a “theoretical” brooding by
man —a brooding that takes him away from acting and being effective
and in any case weakens both of these. Both reservations join hands in
the one demand: In acting and being effective, we must be ourselves
and not question or undermine ourselves.

3. This also shows that it is not clear for what purpose this question is
to be asked, and to what the difficulty connects; it is not clear how to
figure out from where we are to get any answer at all.

Here, too, the most obvious solution seems to lie in the demand just
mentioned: We should be ourselves in acting, and precisely this way of
being answers the question of Who we are, even before it is ever asked.

The will to self-being renders the question futile.

This consideration is clear, but only because it tries—almost uninten-
tionally —to stay on the surface.

For, what does self-being mean? Is man, are we, only on the basis of
the fact that we let that which attaches itself to us and in which we are
imprisoned take its course? It is not at all clear in what sense man is and
how we are. And the reference to an acting and being effective is not
sufficient. Every “operation,” every manner of being concerned with
things moves man—but the question still is whether he thereby already
“is.” Of course, it cannot be denied that by being in this way he is a being;
but precisely therefore the question gains in intensity, whether man
already “is,” if he is and occurs in this way; whether a people “is” itself
only when it increases and decreases its “existence” [Bestand]. Obviously
there is “more” to a people’s way of being; this “being” has in itself its
own relationality of essential determinations whose “unity” initially
remains pretty much in the dark. For, whence should come, for exam-
ple, the effort “institutionally” and “organizationally” to shape up the
extant body of the people? That man is made up of body-soul-spirit does
not say much. For this overlooks the question of the being of this unified
extant thing— not to mention that these “extant pieces” and their appli-
cation, considered as man’s determinations, still presuppose his specific
historical experiences and his relation to beings. What do “soul”—
anima —wyuy1i mean? What do spirit— animus, spiritus—nveopo mean?

If we take or want to take even the very next step in the direction of
a clarity that goes beyond the mere, hollow use of words, then essential
tasks of elucidation emerge, which in the end are not indifferent but
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actually quite crucial for taking up and enacting what it means to be
human and to be a people.

But let us leave aside, for the moment, the question concerning
man’s “being” when we ask in this manner. Let us instead ask: What do
we mean by self in the self-being which is called for?

Self —does that not mean that we put ourselves forth into the
engagement of being —that is, already have ourselves in view and have
the right feel for ourselves, are at home with ourselves? By what means
and how is man certain that he is at home with himself and not merely
with a semblance and a surface of what is his ownmost? Do we know
ourselves—as selves? How are we to be ourselves, if we are not our
selves? And how can we be ourselves without knowing who we are, so
that we are certain of being the ones who we are?

The who-question is thus not an external and additional question, as
if by means of responding to it we get additional information about
man — information that from a “practical” point of view is superfluous.
Rather the who-question asks the question concerning the self-being
and thus the question concerning what is ownmost to selfhood.

In the question “who are we?” is lodged the question of whether we
are. Both questions are inseparable; and this inseparability once again
indicates the hidden, ownmost being of man, indeed of historical man.

Here the view opens up into totally different kinds of interrelations
that are shaped differently from the ones that mere calculation and
control of human beings as extant knows —as if what counts is reshap-
ing him, just as the potter reshapes a lump of clay.

Man’s selfhood —the historical man’s selfhood as the selfhood of the
people—is a domain of events wherein man will be owned unto him-
self only when he himself reaches into the open time-space in which an
owning can take place.

Man's ownmost “being” is thus grounded in belonging to the truth of
being as such; and this, in turn, because being’s essential sway as
such—and not what is ownmost to man—contains in itself the call to
man, the call which attunes man to history (cf. Groundirg, 197:
Da-sein—Ownhood — Selfhood).

From this it becomes clear that the who-question, as the enactment of
self-mindfulness, has nothing in common with a curious ego-addicted
lostness in the full-fledged brooding over “one’s own” lived-experiences.
Rather the who-question is an essential path for the enactment of the
question concerning what is most question-worthy, i.e., that question
that alone opens up the worthiness of the question-worthy: the ques-
tion of the truth of being.

Only the one who comprehends that man must historically ground
what is ownmost to him by grounding Da-sein, only the one who com-
prehends that inabiding the sustaining of Da-sein is nothing other than
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residing in the time-space of that event that is enowned as the flight of
gods, only the one who in creating takes the dismay and bliss of enown-
ing back into reservedness as grounding-attunement —only this one is
capable of having an inkling of the essential sway of being and, in such
a mindfulness, is capable of preparing truth for what is coming as true.

Whoever sacrifices himself to this preparation stands in the crossing
and has grasped far ahead and thus ought not to expect any under-
standing—as immediately urgent as that might be—from those of
today. Rather he ought to expect resistance.

Mindfulness as self-mindfulness, as it becomes necessary here fol-
lowing the question of the essential sway of be-ing, is far removed from
that clara et distincta perceptio in which the ego rises and becomes certain.
Because selfhood — the site for the moment of the call and the belong-
ingness —must first be set up for decision, the one who is in the crossing
cannot know what comes unto him.

All “recourse” to what is past remains unproductive if it does not
stem from the utmost decisions and instead only serves to avoid them
by as much mixing as possible.

In and through mindfulness what necessarily happens is what is
always-still-something-else, whose preparation is actually the issue but
which would not find the site for enowning if there were no clearing for
what is sheltered. Philosophy as self-mindfulness, in the way just indi-
cated, is enactable only as inceptual thinking of the other beginning.

This self-mindfulness has left all “subjectivity” behind, including that
which is most dangerously hidden in the cult of “personality.” Wherever
this has set in—and correspondingly the “genius” in art—everything
moves, despite assurances to the contrary, in the track of modern think-
ing of “I” and consciousness. Whether one understands personality as
the unity of “spirit-soul-body” or whether one turns this mix upside
down and then, for example, puts the body first, this does not change
anything in the dominating confusion of thinking that avoids every
question. “Spirit” is thereby always taken to be “reason,” as the faculty
of being able to say “I.” In this regard even Kant was further along than
this biological liberalism. Kant saw that person is more than the “I”; it is
grounded in self-legislation. Of course, this too remained Platonism.

And does one want to ground the ability to say I biologically? 1f not,
then reversing this ability is just a game—what it is even without this
reversal, because here unquestioningly the concealed metaphysics of
“body,” “sensibility,” “soul,” and “spirit” is presupposed.

Self-mindfulness as grounding selfhood occurs outside the doctrines
just mentioned. Of course, this mindfulness is aware of the fact that
something essential is decided, whether the question “who are we?” is
asked or whether this question is not only held back but as such denied.

Not wanting to ask this question means either stepping aside from
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the truth about man in question here or disseminating the conviction
that the question of who we are has been decided for all eternity.

If the latter is what happens, then all experiences and accomplish-
ments are enacted only as expression of “life” that is “self” certain—and
therefore can be believed to be organizable. In principle there are no
experiences that ever set man beyond himself into an unentered
domain from within which man as he is up to now could become ques-
tionable. That is—namely, that self-security —that innermost essence of
“liberalism,” which precisely for this reason has the appearance of being
able to freely unfold and to subscribe to progress for all eternity. Thus
“worldview,” “personality,” “genius,” and “culture” are decorations and
“values” to be realized, in whatever way.

At this point to ask the question “who are we?” is indeed more dan-
gerous than any other opposition that we face on the same level of cer-
tainty about man (the final form of Marxism, which essentially has
nothing to do with Judaism or with Russia; if anywhere a spiritualism
still lies dormant and unevolved, then in the Russian people; Bolshe-
vism is originally Western, a European possibility: the emergence of the
masses, industry, technicity, the dying off of Christianity; but insofar as
the dominance of reason as equalization of all people is merely the con-
sequence of Christianity and Christianity is fundamentally of Jewish
origins —cf. Nietzsche’s thought on slave-rebellion in morality — Bolshe-
vism is actually Jewish; but then Christianity is fundamentally Bolshe-
vist! And then what decisions become necessary from this point on?).

But the dangerousness of the question “who are we?” —if danger is
capable of en-forcing what is highest —is the one and only way to come
to ourselves and thus to open the way for the originary saving, i.e., jus-
tifying the West through its history.

Dangerousness of this question is in itself so essential for us that it
loses the semblance of being opposed to the new German will.

But as a philosophical question, it must be prepared for a long time
to come and cannot—as it understands itself—lay claim to wanting
immediately to replace, or even to determine, what at the moment is a
necessary way of action.

Above all the question “who are we?” must remain purely and fully
enjoined with the inquiry into the grounding question: How does
be-ing hold sway?

20. The Beginning and Inceptual Thinking’

The beginning is what grounds itself as it reaches ahead: It grounds
itself in the ground that is to be engrounded by the beginning; it

*On the “beginning,” cf. lecture course SS 1932, Der Anfang der abendldndlischen Phi-
losophic (GA 35); rectoral address, Die Selbstbehauptung der deutschen Universitit (GA 16);
Freiburg lecture 1935, Vom Ursprung des Kunstwerks [GA 80).
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reaches ahead as grounding and thus is unsurpassable. Because every
beginning is unsurpassable, in being encountered it must be placed
again and again into the uniqueness of its inceptuality and thus into its
unsurpassable fore-grasping. When this encountering is inceptual, then
it is originary —but this necessarily as other beginning.

Only what is unique is retrievable and repeatable. Only it carries within
itself the ground of the necessity of going back to it and taking over its
inceptuality. Repetition here does not mean the stupid superficiality
and impossibility of what merely comes to pass as the same for a second
and a third time. For beginning can never be comprehended as the
same, because it reaches ahead and thus each time reaches beyond what
is begun through it and determines accordingly its own retrieval.

What is inceptual is never that which is new, because this is merely
the fleeting item of yesterday. Beginning is also never the “eternal,”
precisely because it is never removed or taken out of history.

But what is the beginning of thinking—in the sense of mindfulness
of beings as such and of the truth of be-ing?

21. Inceptual Thinking®
(Projecting-Open)

En-thinking the truth of be-ing is essentially a projecting-open. What is
ownmost to such a projecting-open is that, in enactment and unfold-
ing, it must place itself back into what it opens up. Thus one might get
the impression that, wherever a projecting-open prevails, things are
arbitrary and ramble in what is ungrounded. But the projecting-open
comes precisely to the ground and transforms itself first into a necessity
to which it is related from the ground up—even though prior to its
enactment the ground is still hidden.

The projecting-open of the essential sway of be-ing is merely a
response to the call. When unfolded, the projecting-open loses every
semblance of self-empowerment, without ever becoming self-effacement
and surrender. What it opens up lasts only within the grounding that
shapes history. What is opened up in the projecting-open overwhelms
the projecting-open itself and rectifies it.

The projecting-open unfolds the thrower and at the same time seizes it
within what opens up. This seizure that belongs to the essential project-
ing-open is the beginning of the grounding of the truth that has been
achieved in the projecting-open.

What and who the thrower “is” is graspable only from within the
truth of the projecting-open —while at the same time it is still sheltered.
For this is what is most essential: that the opening as clearing brings the
self-sheltering-concealing to pass and the sheltering of truth thus first

*Cf. Grounding.



40 I. Preview [56-58]

of all receives its ground and spur (cf. Grounding, 244 and 245: Truth
and Sheltering).

22. Inceptual Thinking

Inceptual thinking is enthinking of the truth of be-ing and thus
engrounding of the ground. By resting on the ground, this thinking first
of all manifests its grounding, gathering, and holding power.

But how is enthinking of be-ing a resting-on? By opening up what is
most worthy of questioning, this thinking enacts the appreciation and
thereby the highest transfiguration of that on which the question rests,
i.e., does not come to a stop. For otherwise it, as an enopening question-
ing, could not rest on anything.

Resting-on means that questioning finds its way into the domain of
the utmost resonance into belongingness as belonging to the utmost
occurrence, which is the turning in enowning (cf. The Last God, 255:
Turning in Enowning). This “finding-its way” happens in the leap,
which unfolds as the grounding of Dasein.

23. Inceptual Thinking:
Why Thinking from within the Beginning?
Why a more originary retrieval of the first beginning?

Why the mindfulness of its history?

Why encountering its end?

Because the other beginning (from within the truth of being) has
become necessary?

Why a beginning at all? (Cf. Uberlegungen IV on the beginning and
crossing.)

Because only the greatest occurrence, the innermost enowning, can
still save us from being lost in the bustle of mere events and machina-
tions. What must take place is enopening being for us and putting us
back into this [being] and thus bringing us to ourselves and before the
work and the sacrifice.

But now the greatest enowning is always the beginning— evén if it is
the beginning of the last god. For the beginning is what is sheltered, the
origin that has not yet been misused and managed, the origin that is
always withdrawing as it grasps far ahead and thus preserves within
itself the highest reign. This unused-up power of the closure of the rich-
est possibilities of courage (of the attuned-knowing will to enowning) is
the only rescue and attestation.

For this reason inceptual thinking is necessary as an encounter
between the first beginning, which still needs to be won back, and the
other beginning, which is still to be unfolded. And within this necessity
inceptual thinking yields the broadest, keenest, and steadiest mindful-
ness, blocking all evading of decisions and expedients.
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Inceptual thinking appears to be standing completely off to the side
as useless. And yet, if one wants to think usefulness, what is more use-
ful than being saved unto being?

Accordingly, what is the beginning, that it can become what is most
essential among all beings? It is the essential swaying of being itself. But
this beginning first becomes enactable as the other beginning when the
first beginning is put into proper perspective. Grasped inceptually, the
beginning is be-ing itself. And in accordance with it thinking is also
more originary than re-presenting and judging.

The beginning is be-ing itself as enowning, the hidden reign of the origin
of the truth of beings as such. And be-ing as enowning is the beginning.

Inceptual thinking:

1. lets be-ing tower into beings, within the reticent saying of the
grasping word —building on this mountain range.

2. prepares for this building by preparing for the other beginning.

3. commences the other beginning by putting the first beginning in
proper perspective as it is more originarily retrieved.

4. is in itself sigetic—in the most enunciated mindfulness, precisely ret-
icent.

The other beginning has to be realized totally from within be-ing as
enowning and from the essential swaying of its truth and its [truth’s] his-
tory (cf., e.g., the other beginning and its relationship to German Idealism).

Inceptual thinking locates its inquiry into the truth of be-ing very far
back into the first beginning as the origin of philosophy. Thus it guaran-
tees that in its other beginning it will come from far away and, by mas-
tering the heritage, will find its utmost futural steadfastness—and thus
will reach back to itself in a transformed necessity (over against the first
beginning).

What is ownmost to inceptual thinking and what distinguishes it is
its masterful sway, whereby the encounter with the highest and simplest
is initially enforced and enacted. Inceptual thinking is masterful know-
ing. Whoever wants to go very far back—into the first beginning —must
think ahead to and carry out a great future.

The claim of philosophical thinking can never be met by way of a
prompt co-enactment that is common to all. It does not tolerate exploi-
tations. Because such thinking thinks be-ing, i.e., what is most unique
in its strangeness and most ordinary and familiar in the usual under-
standing of being, such thinking remains necessarily rare and foreign.
But because it has this uselessness about it, it must immediately exact
and affirm in advance those who can plow and hunt, who do manual
labor and drive, who build and construct. This thinking itself must
know that it can at any time count as unrewarded effort.

In the domain of the other beginning there is neither “ontology” nor
anything at all like “metaphysics.” No “ontology,” because the guiding
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question no longer sets the standard or determines the range. No
“metaphysics,” because one does not proceed at all from beings as
extant or from object as known (Idealism), in order then to step over to
something else (cf. Playing-Forth). Both of these are merely transitional
names for initiating an understanding at all.

What are the ways and directions for presenting and communicating
the jointure of inceptual thinking? The first full shaping of the jointure
(from Echo to The Last God) cannot avoid the danger of being read and
acknowledged as a vast “system.” Singling out individual questions
(like the origin of the work of art) must renounce a uniform enopening
and full shaping of the whole domain of jointure.

Enhancing both of these always remains a way taken in distress. But
are there other ways in the epoch of distress? What good fortune here
is preserved for the poet! Markings and images are what is most inner
for him, and the overseeable shape of the “poem” is at any given time
capable of putting into itself what is most essential to it.

But what about the case where the concept wants to measure the
necessity and where the question wants to measure its direction?

24. The Wayward Claim on Inceptual Thinking

Such a claim is the demand that one should be able immediately to say
where the decision lies (without putting up with distress); that one
should indicate what is to be done without having grounded the histor-
ical place for future history from the ground up; that one should imme-
diately accomplish a rescue, without its running into a will that reaches
far out into a transformed setting of goals.

In taking a stand toward thinking, there are two misestimations:

1. an over-estimation, insofar as immediate answers are expected for a
comportment that wants to spare itself a resolute openness to mind-
fulness and to staying in distress in the enactment of questioning.

2. an under-estimation, in that thinking is measured against ordinary
re-presenting and thinking’s power for grounding the time- space—
the preparatory character—is misconstrued.

Whoever wants to be a teacher in the domain of inceptual thinking
must possess the reservedness of being able to forego an “effect” and
must not deceive himself with illusionary success of being famous and
being talked about.

But inceptual thinking finds its most severe hindrance in the unex-
pressed self-understanding of humans today. Totally aside from individ-
ual interpretations and assignment of goals, a human being takes itself
1o be an extant “specimen” of the species “human.” This is then trans-
ferred to historical being as an event within an unfolding belonging-
ness. Wherever this interpretation of humanness (and along with it
interpretation of being a people) prevails, there is lacking any point of
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engagement and any claim to an arrival of the god — not to mention the
claim to the experience of the flight of gods. It is precisely this experi-
ence that presupposes that the historical human being knows itself to
be removed unto the open midpoint of beings that are abandoned by
the truth of their being.

Every waywardness of the claims stems from misconstruing the
essential sway of truth as the clearing sheltering of the t/here [Da],
which must be endured in the inabiding of questioning.

But every gathering unto a more originary belongingness can be pre-
pared for the basic experience of Da-sein.

25. Historicity and Being

Historicity is understood here as one truth, the clearing sheltering of
being as such. Inceptual thinking is enacted as historical; it co-grounds
history through a self-joining injunction.

Mastery over the masses who have become free (i.e., rootless and
self-seeking) has to be established and maintained with the fetters of
“organization.” Can what is organized in this way grow back into its
originary soil—not only blocking what belongs to the masses but trans-
forming it? Does this possibility still have any chance at all in the face of
the growing “artificiality” of life, which renders easier and itself orga-
nizes that “freedom” of the masses, the arbitrary accessibility of all for
all? No one should underestimate the importance of standing up to and
resisting the unswerving uprooting. That is the first thing that must hap-
pen. But does that—and above all the means necessary to achieve it—
guarantee the transformation of the uprootedness into a rootedness?

Here yet another mastery is needed, one which is sheltered and
reserved, ongoingly sporadic and quiet. Here preparation is to be made
for those who are to come, those who create new sites within being
itself, from within which once again a stability in the strife of earth and
world takes place.

Both forms of mastery —fundamentally different—must be wanted
and simultaneously affirmed by those who know. Here is also a truth in
which the essential sway of be-ing is intimated: the cleavage, swaying in
be-ing, into the highest singularity and the most superficial generality.

26. Philosophy as Knowing Awareness

When knowing as preserving the truth of what holds true (preserving the
cssential sway of the truth in Da-sein) distinguishes future man
(vis-a-vis the hitherto rational animal) and lifts him into the guardian-
ship of be-ing, then the highest knowing is that which is strong enough
to be the origin of a renunciation. We take renunciation, of course, as
weakness and evasion, as suspension of the will; thus experienced,
renunciation is giving-away and giving up.
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But there is a renunciation that not only holds fast but also even gains
by fighting and en-during, that renunciation that emerges as the pre-
paredness for the refusal, for holding fast to this estranging that in such a
shape sways as be-ing itself—that “in the midst of” of beings and of god-
ding which makes room for the open between [Zwischen], in whose
free-play of time-space the sheltering of the truth into beings and the
flight and arrival of gods pulsate in each other. Knowing awareness of
not-granting (Da-sein as renunciation) unfolds as the long preparation for
the decision of truth, whether truth again becomes master of what holds
true (i.e., holding true as “correct”) or whether truth gets measured only
according to what holds true and thus according to what is under truth—
whether truth remains not only the goal of technical-practical knowing
(a “value” and an “idea”) but rather grounds the uproar of refusal.

This knowing awareness unfolds as enactment of a questioning that
reaches far ahead into be-ing, whose question-worthiness forces all cre-
ativity into distress, sets up a world for beings, and saves what of earth
is reliable.

N a2 ﬂﬁ'

27. Inceptual Thinking R N
(Concept) (/¢ jf i
“Thinking” in the ordinary and long since customary determination is
the re-presentation of something in its idéa as the xowvév, re-presenta-
tion of something in general.

But, for one thing, this thinking relates to what is extant and already
present (a definite interpretation of beings). But, for another, this
thinking is always supplementary in that it provides what is already
interpreted with only what is most general to it. This thinking rules in
different ways in science. The grasp of the “general” is twofold, espe-
cially since characterization of what is thought as xowv6v does not come
originarily from the “general” but from the “many” and from “beings”
(as uf) 6v). The many as starting point and the basic relation to the many
are decisive and, initially—also within the standpoint of conscious-
ness—such that it is an “over-against” without first properly being deter-
mined and grounded in its truth. This is first to be achieved by means of
the “general.” How does this understanding of thinking, coupled with
determining and obtaining “categories,” become the criterion for the
“form of thinking” called assertion?

This thinking was once —in the first beginning —still creative in Plato
and Aristotle. But it did erect the realm in which from then on repre-
sentation of beings as such was maintained and in which then the
abandonment of being unfolded in ever more hidden fashion.

Inceptual thinking is the originary enactment of the onefold of echo,
playing-forth, leap, and grounding. Enactment here wants to say that
these —echo, playing-forth, leap, and grounding, in their onefold —are
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taken over and sustained in each case only in human terms, so that
they themselves are always essentially an other and belong to the
occurrence of Da-sein.

The keenness of saying in this thinking and the simpleness of the
shaping word are measured by a conceptuality that rejects any mere
acumen as empty obtrusiveness. What is grasped here—and what is
only and always to be grasped—is be-ing in the joining of those join-
lurest[fge masterful knowing of this thinking can never be said in a
proposition.)Byt what is to be known can just as little be entrusted to an
indefinite and flickering representation.

Concept [Begriff] is here originarily the “in-grasping” [Inbegriff], and
this is first and always related to the accompanying co-grasping of the
turning in enowning.

At first the ingrasping can be shown by the relation that each con-

cept of being, as concept—i.e., in its truth—has to Da-sein, and thus to
the inabiding of historical man. But insofar as Da-sein grounds itself first
as belongingness to the call of the turning in enowning, the innermost
in the ingrasping lies in grasping the turning itself, i.e., in that knowing
that sustains the distress of the abandonment of being and inheres in
the preparedness for the call—in that knowing awareness that speaks
by first keeping silent in Dasein’s sustaining inabiding.
" In-grasping here is never a comprehensive grasping in the sense of a
species-oriented inclusiveness but rather the knowing awareness that
comes out of in-abiding and brings the intimacy of the turning into the
sheltering that lights up.

28. The Immeasurability of Inceptual
Thinking as Finite Thinking

This thinking and the order it unfolds areﬂoufgﬁalhe question of
whether a system belongs to it or not. “System” is only possible as a
consequence of the mastery of mathematical thinking (in its widest
sense) (cf. WS 35/36°). A thinking that stands outside this domain and
outside the corresponding determination of truth as certainty is there-
fore essentially without system, un-systematic; but it is_not therefore
arbitrary and chaotic. Un-systematic would then merely mean some-
thing like “chaotic” and disordered, if measured against system.

Inceptual thinking in the other beginning has a rigor of another kind:
the freedom of joining its jointure. Here the one is joined to the other
according to the mastery of the questioning-belonging to the call.

The rigor of reservedness is other than the “exactitude” of a “reason-
ing” that is let loose, is indifferent, belongs to every man—a “reasoning”

* Lecture course WS 1935/36, Die Frage nach dem Ding. Zu Kants Lehre von den transzen-
dentalen Grundsdtzen (GA 41).
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whose results are equally valid for every man and compelling for such
certainty-claims. Here something is compelling only because the claim
to truth is content with the correctness of derivation and of fitting into an
established and calculable order. This contentment [is] the reason for
the compelling.

29. Inceptual Thinking®
(The Question of What Is Ownmost)

In the domain of the guiding-question, comprehension of what is own-
most is determined from the point of view of beingness (oVcia-xowvév);
and what is most ownmost lies in its greatest possible generality. Taken
in the opposite direction, this says that the particular and the manifold,
which come under and launch the concept of essence, are random. It is
precisely the randomness of beings—a randomness that nevertheless
and precisely indicates belonging to essence — that is essential.

On the other hand, when be-ing as enowning is grasped, what is
ownmost is determined in terms of the originality and uniqueness of
be-ing itself. What is ownmost is not what is general but rather precisely
the essential swaying of the respective uniqueness and rank of a being.

The question of “what is ownmost” has in itself the character of deci-
sion [Entscheidungshafte], which now dominates the question of being
from the ground up.

Projecting-open is setting rank and deciding.

The basic principle of inceptual thinking is thus twofold: Everything
of the ownmost is essential swaying [alles Wesen ist Wesung].

All essential swaying is determined according to what is ownmost in
the sense of what is originary and unique.

30. Inceptual Thinking
(As Mindfulness)

In enacting and preparing for echo and forth-play, inceptual thinking as
mindfulness is essentially first of all crossing and as such a going-under.

In the crossing, mindfulness is enacted; and mindfulness is necessar-
ily self-mindfulness. But this indicates that this thinking is still referen-
tially dependent on us ourselves and thus on humans and requires a
new determination of what is ownmost to humans. Insofar as this is
launched in modernity as consciousness and self-consciousness, the
mindfulness in crossing seems to have to become a new clarification of
self-consciousness. Especially since we cannot simply take ourselves
out of the present situation of self-consciousness, which is more like a

*Cl. in Leap: the be-ing of the essential sway.
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calculation. Thus the basic experience of inceptual thinking is still a
being in the sense of today’s man and his situation and thus man’s
“reflection” on “self.”

There is something correct in this deliberation, and yet it is not true.
Insofar as history and historical mindfulness carry and rule humans, all
mindfulness is also self-mindfulness. However, the mindfulness that is
to be enacted in inceptual thinking does not assume that the self-being
of today’s humans can be immediately obtained by representing the “1”
and the we and their situation. For the selfhood is precisely not
obtained thus but rather definitively lost and distorted (cf. Grounding,
197: Da-sein— Ownhood — Selfhood).

The mindfulness of inceptual thinking is, on the other hand, so orig-
inary that it above all asks how the self is to be grounded, the self in
whose domain “we,” I and you, each come to ourselves. Thus it is ques-
tionable whether through reflection on “ourselves” we ever find our
self, whether therefore Dasein’s projecting-open ever has anything to
do with the clarification of “self”-consciousness.

Now, it is not at all established that the “self” is ever determinable by
way of representing the I. Rather it is important to recognize that self-
hood first springs forth out of the grounding of Da-sein and that this
grounding is enacted as enownment of belonging to the call. Thus the
openness and grounding of the self springs forth from within and as the
truth of be-ing (cf. Grounding, 197: Da-sein— Ownhood — Selfhood). It
is neither the analysis of human beings in another direction nor the
announcing of other ways of their being —all of which is, strictly speak-
ing, improved anthropology —that brings about self-mindfulness; but
rather it is the question of the truth of being that prepares the domain
of selfhood in which man—we —historically effecting and acting and
shaped as a people, first comes to his self.

Of course, the ownness of Da-sein as grounded in self-being can initially
be indicated by crossing from the hitherto accepted I-oriented self-
consciousness and only from that perspective; Da-sein is always mine.
With that one must keep in mind that in Kant and German Idealism
this I-oriented self-consciousness also already reached a totally new
shape, in which a referential dependence on the “we,” on the historical
and the absolute, is co-established. Besides, with Da-sein the transfer-
ence into the open is given at once. To want to find a “subjectivity”
here, disregarding everything else, is always superficial.

The mindfulness of inceptual thinking has to do with us (ourselves)
and then again not. Not with us, in order from here on to demarcate the
decisive determinations, but with us as historical beings and indeed in
the distress of the abandonment of being (initially the collapse [Verfall]
of the understanding of being and forgottenness of being). With us,
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who are already exposed to beings, with us in this way, in order to find
our way beyond ourselves to self-being.

The crossing character of inceptual thinking unavoidably brings this
ambiguity with it, as if we are dealing with an anthropological, existen-
tiell deliberation in the usual sense. But in truth every step is born up
by the question of the truth of be-ing.

The look to us is enacted according to the leap ahead into Da-sein. But
an initial mindfulness must, in the utmost ways of being human, try to
distinguish the otherness of Dasein over against all “lived-experience”
and “consciousness.”

The temptation is still close at hand to take the entire deliberation in
the first half of Being and Time as confined to the range of an anthropol-
ogy, only with an other orientation.

31. The Style of Inceptual Thinking

Style is the self-certainty of Dasein in its grounding legislation and in its
withstanding the fury.

The style of reservedness is the remembering awaiting of enowning,
because reservedness thoroughly attunes the inabiding.

This reservedness also thoroughly attunes every strifing of the strife
between world and earth.

Reservedness yields—in reticence —to the soft measure and carries
out utter fury, both of which—belonging each to the other—meet up
with each other in very different ways, from the earth as from world.

As grown certainty, style is the law of enactment of truth in the sense
of sheltering in beings. Because art, for example, is setting-into-work of
truth and because in the work the sheltering comes in itself to stand unto
itself, therefore style is visible, although hardly understood — especially
in the field of art. But the thinking about style is here not expanded fur-
ther and transferred from art to Da-sein as such.

32. Enowning
A Decisive Glance after the Enactment
of Echo and Playing-Forth

The task is to see into and to follow in advance the relation of being and
truth and the way in which from this point on time and space, in all
strangeness, are grounded in their originary belonging-together.

Truth is sheltering that lights up, sheltering which occurs as removal-
unto and charming-moving-unto. These, in their onefold as well as in
their overflow, proffer the transposed open for the play of a being, which
in the sheltering of its truth become a being as thing, tool, machination,
work, deed, sacrifice.

But removal-unto and charming-moving-unto can also become solid-
ified in an indifference; and then the open is held to be what is generally
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extant, what gives the appearance of being a being, because it is real.
From the vantage point of this hidden indifference of the apparent lack
of removal-unto and charming-moving-unto, the removal-unto and
charming-moving-unto appear as exceptions and strange, whereas they
indeed show the ground and essential sway of truth. That indifference is
also the domain in which all re-presentation, meaning, all correctness, is
played out (cf. Grounding: on Space).

That essential sway of truth, however, the removing-unto-charming-
moving-unto clearing and sheltering as origin of the t/here [Da], sways
in its ground, which we experience as en-ownment. The nearing and
flight, arrival and departure, or the simple staying away of gods; for us
in being master, i.e., as the beginning and being master over this hap-
pening, this inceptual mastery of the end will show itself as the last god.
In its hinting, being itself, enowning as such, first lights up; and this
lighting-up needs the grounding of the essential sway of truth as clear-
ing and sheltering-concealing and [needs] their final sheltering in the
altered shapes of beings.

What one otherwise and up to now has thoughrJ about space and time,
which belong back into this origin of truth, is—as Aristotle for the first
time worked out in the Physics—already a consequence of the previously
established essence of beings as ovoia and of truth as correctness and of
all that which follows from that as “categories.” When Kant calls space
and time “intuitions,” that is within this history only a weak attempt to
rescue what is ownmost to space and time. But Kant had no access to the
essential sway of space and time. In any case the orientation to “I” and
“consciousness” and re-presentation mislays all the ins and outs.

Truth’

What was indicated about truth by means of the lectures on the work
of art and what was seen as “arrangement” is already the consequence of
the sheltering that actually preserves what is lit up and hidden. It is pre-
cisely this preserving that first of all lets beings be—and indeed those
beings that they are and can be in the truth of the not-yet-differentiated
being and the manner in which this truth is unfolded. (What counts as
a being [seiend], something present, the “actual,” [is] initially referred to
only insofar as necessary and possible — the usual example from the his-
tory of the first beginning.)

The sheltering itself is enacted in and as Da-sein. And this occurs— gains
and loses history—in the inabiding care [Be-sorgung] that belongs in
advance to enowning but hardly knows it. This care is understood, not
from everydayness but rather from the selfhood of Dasein; this care
maintains itself in manifold ways, ways which require one another:

*CI. Grounding.
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tool-preparation, machination-arrangement (technicity), producing works,
deeds that establish states, and thoughtful sacrifice. In all of them,
though in different ways, there is a pre- and co-shaping of knowledge
and essential knowing as the grounding of truth. “Science” [is] only a
distant offshoot of a definite proliferation of tool-preparation, etc.; there
is nothing independent [in science], and it is never to be brought into con-
nection with the essential knowing of enthinking of being (philosophy).

But sheltering maintains itself not only in the ways of producing but
also and originarily in the way of taking over the meeting of the lifeless
with what lives: stone, plant, animal, human. Being-taken-back into the
earth that is closed in upon itself—that is what happens here. But this
happening of Da-sein is never for itself; rather it belongs with kindling
the strife of earth and world, belongs in the inabiding in enowning.

Philosophy is finding the simple looks and secret shapes and letting
them appear, in which appearance the essential swaying of be-ing is
sheltered and lifted into the hearts.

Who can do both: the distant look into the most hidden essential
sway of be-ing and the nearest prospering of the emerging shape of
sheltering beings.

How do we, leaping in advance into the essential swaying of be-ing,
create for this [be-ing] the rush of its beings, so that the truth of be-ing
may preserve its historical staying power as thrust?

What remains for thinking is only the simplest saying of the simplest
image in purest reticence. The future first thinker must be capable of this.

33. The Question of Be-ing

As long as we do not recognize that all calculating according to “pur-
poses” and “values” stems from an entirely definite interpretation of
beings (as idéa), as long as we do not comprehend that hereby the ques-
tion of be-ing is not even intimated, let alone asked, as long as in the end
we do not testify by enactment that we know of the necessity of this
unasked question and thus already ask it, as long as all of this remains
outside the purview of that which still behaves like “philosophy” —just
so long is all noisy talk of “be-ing,” of “ontology,” of “transcendence and
paratranscendence,” of “metaphysics,” and of the assumed overcoming
of Christianity without foundation and empty. Without knowing it, one
still moves within the ruts of neo-Kantianism, which one gladly scolds.
For nowhere is a work of thinking ac¢omplished, and no steps of
enopening questioning are taken.

Only the one who has grasped the question of being and has once
really attempted to traverse its course can cease expecting anything
from “antiquity” and its attendants—unless it be the terrible warning
once again to relay questioning into the same ground of necessity —not
that one-time necessity that has definitively been [ gewesen] and only
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thus is swaying [wesend]. Rather “retrieval” here means to let the same,
the uniqueness of be-ing, become a distress again— and that means thus
from a more originary truth. “Again” here saﬁrecisely “totally other.”
But as of yet there is no hearing for that terrible warning and no will for
sacrifice, for staying on the barely enopened next stretch of the way.

Instead of this, one deceives oneself and others about one’s own per-
plexity by being noisily enthusiastic about the “antiquity” endured by
Nietzsche.

To what extent, for example, does the figure and work of Hermann
Lotze, the most genuine witness of the easily and much maligned nine-
teenth century, stand removed from such practices?

34. Enowning and the Question of Being

Enowning is that self-supplying and self-mediating midpoint into which
all essential swaying of the truth of be-ing must be thought back in
advance. This thinking thither and back in advance is the enthinking of
be-ing. And all concepts of be-ing must be said from there.

Turned around: All that is initially thought about be-ing in distress and
only in the crossing from the unfolded guiding-question to the ground-
ing-question —and all that is inquired into as way to the truth of be-ing
(the unfolding of Da-sein)—all this dare not be translated into the
groundless desert of a traditional “ontology” and “doctrine of categories.”

The unspoken intimating of enowning manifests itself in the fore-
ground and simultaneously in historical remembering (oVoia =
napovoia) as temporality [Temporalitit]: the happening of the removal-
unto which shelters what has been and anticipates what is to come, i.e.,
the enopening and grounding of the t/here [Da] and thus the essential
sway of truth.

“Temporality” [Temporalitdt] is never meant as a correction of the
concept of time, as the familiar substitution of the calculable time-con-
cept with “experienced-time” (Bergson-Dilthey). All such [thinking]
remains outside the acknowledged necessity of crossing from the guid-
ing-question, conceived as such, to the grounding-question.

In Being and Time “time” is the directive to and echo of that which hap-
pens as the truth of the essential swaying of be-ing, in the uniqueness
of en-ownment.

Only here, in this originary interpretation of time, does one reach
the region where time along with space attain the most extreme differ-
entness and thus precisely the most intimate essential swaying
| Wesungsinnigkeit]. This relation [is] prepared for in the presentation of
the spatiality of Da-sein, and not for example of the “subject” and of the
“I" (cf. Grounding, Space).

In the confusion and lack of rigor in today’s “thinking,” one needs an
almost scholastic grasping of thinking’s ways in the shape of characterized
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“questions.” Of course, the crucial will to thinking and its style never con-
sist in a more didactic deliberation on these questions. But, in order to
offer a clarification vis-a-vis the idle talk of “ontology” and of “being,”
one has to know the following:

A being is.

Be-ing holds sway.

“A being”: This word names not only what is actual —and this only as
extant and still only as object of knowledge —names not only what is
actual of whatever kind, but rather also and at the same time names the
possible, the necessary, and the accidental —everything that in any way
whatsoever is in be-ing, including what is not and the nothing. Whoever,
thinking himself quite clever, immediately discovers here a “contradic-
tion” —because what is not cannot “be” —he always thinks way too short
with his non-contradiction as the standard for what is ownmost to beings.

“Be-ing” means not only the actuality of the actual, and not only the
possibility of the possible—and not at all only the being of a given
being —but rather be-ing in its originary essential swaying in the full
cleavage, where the essential swaying is not limited to “presence.”

Of course the essential swaying of be-ing itself, and with that be-ing in
its most unique uniqueness, cannot be experienced arbitrarily and just
like beings but rather opens up only in the momentariness of Dasein’s
leap-ahead into enowning (cf. The Last God, 255: Turning in Enowning).

Also, there is no way that leads directly from the being of beings to
be-ing, because the look to the being of beings already takes place out-
side the momentariness of Dasein.

Henceforth an essential differentiation and clarification can be brought
into the question of being. Such clarification is never an answer to the
question of being but rather only a thorough grounding of questioning,
awakening and clarifying the power to question this question—which
always arises out of Dasein’s distress and upward swing.

If we inquire into beings as beings (6v 1} dv) and thus inquire into
the being of beings in this starting point and direction, then whoever
inquires stands in the realm of the question that guides the begirnning of
Western philosophy and its history up to its end in Nietzsche. Therefore
we call this question concerning being (of beings) the guiding-question.
Its most general form was formulated by Aristotle, as ti 10 dv; What is
a being, i.e., for Aristotle, what is ovoia as the beingness of a being?
Being here means beingness. This says at the same time that, despite
rejection of the species-character, being (as beingness) is always and
only meant as the xowdv, i.e., what is common and thus common for
every being.

On the other hand, if one inquires into be-ing, the approach here is
not from beings, i.c., from this and that being respectively —and also
not from beings as such in the whole —but rather the leap is enacted into
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the truth (clearing and sheltering) of be-ing itself. Here what is experi-
enced and questioned is that which is hidden in the guiding-question
and sways in advance: the openness for essential swaying as such, i.e., for
truth. Along with what is asked here is the questioning that questions
ahead into truth. And insofar as be-ing is experienced as the ground of
beings, the question of the essential swaying of be-ing, when asked in
this way, is the grounding-question. Going from the guiding-question to
the grounding-question, there is never an immediate, equi-directional
and continual process that once again applies the guiding-question (to
be-ing); rather, there is only a leap, i.e., the necessity of an other begin-
ning. Indeed and on the contrary, a crossing can and should be created
in the unfolding overcoming of the posing of the guiding-question and
its answers as such, a crossing that prepares the other beginning and
makes it generally visible and intimatable. Being and Time is in service to
this preparation, i.e., it actually stands already within the grounding-
question, without unfolding this question purely out of itself, inceptually.

The being of beings, the determination of beingness (i.e., the declara-
tion of “categories” for ovoia), is the answer to the guiding-question.
For the later, post-Greek history, various domains of beings become
important in different ways; and the number and kind of categories and
their “system” change. However, this point of departure remains essen-
tially the same, whether it is rooted immediately in A6yog as assertion
or as the result of definite transformations in consciousness and abso-
lute spirit. From the Greeks to Nietzsche, the guiding-question defines
the same manner of the question of “being.” The clearest and best
example of this unity in the tradition is Hegel’s Logic.

For the grounding-question, on the other hand, being is neither the
answer nor even the domain of the answer. Rather, being is what is most
question-worthy. What fits being is an appreciation that leaps ahead and
is unique, i.e., itself is opened up as mastery and thus is brought into the
open as that which is not and can never be conquered. Be-ing as the
ground in which all beings first of all and as such come to their truth
(sheltering, arranging and objectivity); the ground in which beings sink
(abground), the ground in which their indifference and matter-of-factness is
also presumed (unground). That be-ing in its essential swaying sways in
this way as ground shows its uniqueness and mastery. And this in turn is
only the hint into enowning, wherein we have to seek the essential
swaying of being in its supreme hiddenness. Be-ing as what is most
question-worthy has in itself no question.

The guiding-question, when unfolded in its whole context, lets us
always recognize a grounding-stance toward beings as such, i.e., a stance
laken by the inquiring (man) on a ground that is not fully groundable
as such out of the guiding-question and not knowable at all, but a
ground that is brought into the open by the grounding-question.
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Whereas a continuity from the guiding-question to the ground-
ing-question is not possible, still, on the other hand, the unfolding of
the grounding-question at the same time proffers the ground for taking
the whole history of the guiding-question back into a more originary
ownership—instead of perhaps discarding it as something merely in the
past (cf. Playing-Forth, 92: Setting the First and the Other Beginning
into Perspective).

35. Enowning

Mindfulness of the way [means asking]:
1. What inceptual thinking is.
2. How the other beginning is enacted as reticence.

“Enowning” would be the proper title for the “work” that here can
only be prepared for; and therefore instead of that the title must be:
Contributions to Philosophy.

The “work” is the self-unfolding structure in turning back into the
towering ground.

36. Enthinking Be-ing and Language

The truth of be-ing cannot be said with the ordinary language that
today is ever more widely misused and destroyed by incessant talking.
Can this truth ever be said directly, if all language is still the language of
beings? Or can a new language for be-ing be invented? No. And even if
this could be accomplished —and even without artificial word-forma-
tion—such a language would not be a saying language. All saying has
to let the ability to hear arise with it. Both must have the same origin.
Thus only one thing counts: to say the most nobly formed language in
its simplicity and essential force, to say the language of beings as the
language of be-ing. This transformation of language pushes forth into
domains that are still closed off to us, because we do not know the truth
of be-ing. Thus speaking of “refusal of follow-through,” “clearing of
sheltering,” “en-owning,” “Da-sein,” is not picking truths out of the words
but rather opening up the truth of be-ing in such a transformed saying
(cf. Preview, 38: Reticence in Silence).

37. Be-ing and Reticence in Silence’
(The Sigetic)

The grounding question is: How does be-ing hold sway?

Reticence in silence means mindful lawfulness of being reticent and
silent (o1yawv). Reticence in silence is the “logic” of philosophy, insofar as
philosophy asks the grounding-question from within the other begin-

" Cl. lecture course SS 1937, Nietzsches metaphysische Grundstellung im abendldandischen
Denken. Die ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen (GA 44), the conclusion and passim on language.
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ning. Philosophy looks for the truth of the essential swaying of be-ing, and
this truth is the hinting-resonating hiddenness (mystery) of enowning
(the hesitating refusal).

We can never say be-ing itself in any immediate way, precisely when
it arises in the leap. For every saying comes from be-ing and speaks out
of its truth. Every word and thus all logic stands under the power of
be-ing. Hence what is ownmost to “logic” (cf. SS 34°) is the sigetic.
What is ownmost to language is also grasped first of all in sigetic.

But “sigetic” is only a title for those who still think in “disciplines”
and believe to have knowledge only when what is said is classified.

38. Reticence in Silence

The foreign word sigetic in its correspondence to “logic” (onto-logy) is
meant here, retrospectively, only in the context of crossing and not at
all as a mania for replacing “logic.” Because the question of be-ing and
the essential swaying of be-ing persist, this questioning is more origi-
nary and therefore less able to be locked into an academic discipline
and to suffocate. We can never say be-ing (enowning) immediately —
and thus also never say it mediately in the sense of an enhanced “logic”
of dialectic. Every saying already speaks from within the truth of be-ing
and can never immediately leap over to be-ing itself. Reticence in
silence has a higher law than any logic.

In the end, however, reticence in silence is not an a-logic, which would
like to be logic in a real sense but only cannot. On the contrary, the will
and knowing of reticence in silence are oriented in a totally different direc-
tion. And just as little does it deal with the “irrational” and “symbols” and
“ciphers,” all of which presuppose traditional metaphysics. On the other
hand, reticence in silence includes the logic of beingness, in the same way
as the grounding-question transforms in itself the guiding-question.

Reticence in silence stems from the swaying origin of language itself.

The basic experience is not the assertion or the proposition, and con-
sequently not the principle —be it “mathematical” or “dialectical” —but
rather the reservedness that holds unto itself over against the hesitating
self-refusal in the truth (clearing of sheltering) of distress, from which
the necessity of decision arises (cf. Preview, 46: Decision).

Whenever this reservedness comes to word, what is said is always
enowning. But to understand this saying means to enact the projecting-
open and to execute knowing’s leap into enowning. Saying grounds as
reticence in silencing. Its word is not somehow only a sign for some-
thing totally other. What it names is what it means. But “meaning* is
owned up to only as Da-sein and that means in thinking-questioning.

*Lecture course SS 1934, Uber Logik als Frage nach der Sprache (GA 38).
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Reticence in silence and enactment of questioning is putting the
essential questioning up for deciding what is ownmost to truth.

The search for be-ing? The originary find is in originary seeking.

Seeking is already holding-oneself-in-the-truth, in the open of self-
sheltering and self-withdrawing. Originary seeking is the grounding
relation to hesitating refusal. Seeking as questioning and nevertheless
reticence in silencing.

Whoever seeks has already found! And originary seeking is that engrasping
of what has already been found, namely the self-sheltering as such.

Whereas ordinary seeking first finds and has found by ceasing to search.

Therefore the originary find in the originary sheltering is sheltered precisely
as seeking as such. Acknowledging what is most question-worthy [means] stay-
ing in the questioning and inabiding.

39. Enowning

This is the essential title for the attempt at inceptual thinking. The public
title, however, has to be: Contributions to Philosophy.

Projecting-open intends to be a jointure of inceptual thinking, i.e.,
that which can be willed solely in the attempt at this thinking and
which knows little about itself.

That is to say:

1. In the structure nothing of the rigor o