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TRANSLATORS ' FOREWORD 

T h i s book is a translat ion o f the text o f M a r t i n Heidegger 's lec
ture course o f the same tide f r o m the W in t e r semester 1937¬
1938 at the University o f Fre iburg . T h e G e r m a n or i g ina l ap
peared posthumous ly i n 1984 (with a second ed i t i on i n 1992) as 
vo lume 45 o f Heidegger 's "Co l l ec ted W o r k s " (Gesamtausgabe). 

T h e volumes i n the Gesamtausgabe are not appear ing as cr i t ica l 
edit ions. T h e reason is that it is the i r express intent ion to faci l i 
tate a d irect contact between the reader a n d the work o f 
He idegger a n d to allow, as m u c h as is possible, no th ing extrane
ous to intervene. T h u s , i n part icular , they inc lude no interpre ta
tive o r in t roductory essays. A l l ed i tor ia l matter is kept to a n ab
solute m i n i m u m , a n d there are no indexes. T h e words o f 
He idegger are reconstructed wi th as m u c h faithfulness as the ed 
i tor can b r i n g to the task, a n d they are then s imply left to speak 
for themselves. 

It is o u r be l ie f that this translat ion may speak for itself as wel l . 
We have o n occasion felt the need to interpolate into o u r text 
Heidegger 's o w n terminology, i n o rde r to alert the reader to 
some nuance we were unable to capture. For the most part , how
ever, we have f ound Heidegger 's language di f f icult to translate, 
to be sure, but indeed translatable, a n d we have endeavored to 
express the sense o f his discourse in an Eng l i sh that is as f luent 
a n d natura l as possible. 

O n e word o f caut ion : wi thout in any way p r e suming to pre
j u d g e for the reader what she o r he wi l l find i n these pages, we 
feel it incumbent o n us to notify her o r h i m that the tide o f the 
vo lume is, o n the surface o f it, someth ing o f a misnomer . For 
even a rather casual glance at the table o f contents wi l l show that 
the book does not treat the diverse topics that are o rd inar i l y i n 
c luded in a text o n the "Bas i c questions o f phi losophy. " A n d i n 
deed such a work wou ld immediate ly be most un-He idegge r i an , 
since for this ph i losopher there is but one basic quest ion o f p h i 
losophy and the problems o f logic as we know them are on ly ex-
trinsically related to it. Now the title a n d subtitle o f this vo lume 



XX Translators ' Foreword 

are in fact qui te signi f icant, a l though not straightforwardly so 
(witness the impor tan t quota t ion marks i n the subtide), a n d the 
theme o f the book is assuredly not extraneous to Heidegger 's 
phi losophica l project but lies at its very heart. 

Finally, this course was de l ivered at the t ime He idegger was 
compos ing one o f his most famous posthumous texts, the cur -
rendy much-discussed Beiträge zur Philosophie ( "Contr ibut ions to 
ph i losophy" ) , ' wh ich dates f r o m 1936-1938. T h e two works are 
int imately re lated, so m u c h so that the ed i tor o f the two vo lumes 
considers the book in h a n d to be " the most impor tant a n d i m 
mediate prepara t ion for unde r s t and ing the Beiträge."9 Hence , 
this reason, as wel l as its o w n inherent signif icance, makes the 
present vo lume requi red study for those who wou ld travel 
Heidegger 's pa th . 

R .R. 
A . S . 
S i m o n S i l v e rman Phenomeno logy Cen te r 
Duquesne Univers i ty 

1. Martin Heidegger, Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis), Frankfurt: V. Klos-
tcrnvann. 1989. Gesamtausgabe B d . 65. 

2. Ibid., p. 513, "Afterword" by the editor. Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrmann. 
See also the same editor's afterword to the second edition of the present volume, 
p. 192 below. 



P R E P A R A T O R Y P A R T 

The Essence of Philosophy 

and the Question of Truth 





Chapter One 

Preliminary Interpretation of the 
Essence of Philosophy 

§1. Futural philosophy; restraint as the basic disposition of the 

relation to Being [Seyn]. 

"Bas i c questions o f ph i l osophy "—tha t seems to imp ly there is 
"such a t h i n g as " ph i l o sophy " i n itself, f r o m whose d o m a i n "basic 
quest ions" c o u l d be d rawn out . B u t such is not the case a n d can
not be; o n the contrary, it is on ly the very ask ing o f the basic 
questions that first determines what ph i losophy is. Since that is 
so, we need to indicate i n advance how phi losophy wi l l reveal it
self when we quesdon : i.e., i f we invest every th ing—everyth ing  
wi thout e x c ep t i on—in this quest ion ing a n d d o not merely act as  
i f we were quest ion ing whi le sti l l bel iev ing we possess o u r re^  
puted truths. ] 

/The task o f this b r i e f p re l iminary interpretat ion o f the essence 
o f ph i losophy wi l l s imply be to attune o u r quest ion ing att i tude to 
the r ight basic d ispos i t ion or, to put it more prudent ly , to allow  
this basic d ispos i t ion a first resonance. B u t , then , phi losophy, the 
most r igorous work o f abstract thought , and—dispos i t i on? C a n 
these two real ly go together, phi losophy a n d disposit ion? To be 
sure; for precisely when, a n d because, phi losophy is the most r ig 
orous t h i n k i n g i n the purest dispassion, it originates f r om and 
remains w i th in a very h i gh d isposi t ion. Pure dispassion is not 
no th ing , certainly not the absence o f d ispos i t ion, and not the 
sheer coldness o f the stark concept. O n the c o n t r a r y ^ h e pure 
dispassion o f thought is at bot tom only the most r igorous ma in 
tenance o f the highest d ispos i t ion, the one open to the un ique ly 
uncanny fact: that there are beings, rather than n o t . ^ 



4 Pre l iminary Interpretat ion [2-3] 

I f we had to say someth ing immediate ly about this basic d ispo
s i t ion of phi losophy, i . e . o f fu tura l phi losophy, we might cal l it 
" restra int " \Verhaltenheit^\n it, two elements or ig inal ly be long to
gether and are as one: ' terror i n the face o f what is closest a n d 
most obtrusive, namely that beings are, a n d awe i n the face o f 
what is remotest, namely that i n beings, a n d before each be ing ,  
B e i n g h o l d s ^ w a ^ j a t o j e y n tm<]<Restraint is""the d ispos iuon in 
which tnis*Terror^snotwercomeând set aside but is precisely  
preserved a n d conserved t h r o u g h awe. Restraint is the basic dis
posi t ion o f the re lat ion to B e i n g , and in"it the concealment o f the  
essence o f B e i n g becomes what is most worthy o f quest ion ing^ 
O n l y one who throws h imse l f into the a l l - consuming tire o f thé  
quest ion ing o f what is most worthyôf questioningjTas the r ight 
to say more o f the basic d ispos i t ion than its allusive name. Yet 
once he has wrested for h imse l f this r ight , he wi l l not employ it 
but wi l l keep si lent. For a l l the more reason, the basic d ispos i t ion  
shou ld never become an object o f mere talk, for example i n the 
p o p u l a r a n d rash c la im that what we are now teaching is a p h i 
losophy o f restraint. 

§2. Philosophy as the immediately useless, though sovereign, 

knowledge of the essence of beings. 

Depend ing o n the dep th o f the history o f a people, there w i l l ex
ist o r wi l l not exist, i n the a l l -de t e rmin ing beg inn ing , the poetiz
i n g o f the poet a n d the t h i n k i n g o f the th inker , i.e., phi losophy. 
4i historical people w i thout phi losophy is l ike an eagle wi thout 
the h i gh expanse o f the rad iant aether, where its f l ight reaches 
thepures t s o a r i n g ^ 

(Phi losophy is complete ly di f ferent f r om "wor ld-v iew" a n d is 
fundamenta l ly dist inct f r o m al l "science." Phi losophy cannot by 
itself replace e i ther world-v iew o r science; no r can it ever be ap
preciated by t h e m . ^ h i l o s o p h y cannot at a l l be measured by any 
th ing else but on ly by its o w n now sh in ing , now h idden , essence.^ 
It we attempt to calculate whether phi losophy has any immedb .  
ate use and what that use might be, we wi l l f ind that ph i losophy  
accomplishes no th ing . 

It belongs necessarily to the character o f o rd inary o p i n i o n and 
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"p rac t i ca l " t h i n k i n g always to misjudge phi losophy, whether by 
overest imating o r underest imat ing it. ̂ Phi losophy is overesti
mated i f one expects its t h i n k i n g to have an immediate ly useful  
effect. Ph i losophy is underest imated i f one finds i n its concepts 
merely abstract (remote a n d watered down) representations o f 
thipgs that have already been sol idly secured in e x p e r i e n c e ^ 

Yet genuine phi losophica l knowledge is never the mere add i  
t ion o f the most general representations, l i m p i n g beh ind a be ing  
a lready k n o w n anywaMff l i i losophy is rather the reverse, a knowl¬
edge that leaps ahead, o p e n i n g u p new domains o f ques t ion ing 
a n d aspects ot quest ion ing about tne essence o f things, a n es 
sence that constantly conceals itself anew. T h a t is precisely the  
reason this knowledge can never be made useful . Ph i losophica l 
ref lection has a n effect, 11 it does, always on ly mediately, by mak
ing available new aspects for a l l c ompor tment a n d new pr inc i¬
ples for allf decisionsJpBut phi losophy has this power on ly w h e n it  
risks what is most p rope r to it, namely to posit i n a thought fu l  
way for the existence o f m a n [das Dasein des Menschen] the goal of*  
a l l ref lect ion a n d to establish thereby i n the history o i ^ a n ^ f l u c F 

^ten^overe ignty. We must therefore sayQphilosophy is the i m m e  
d ia t e l y useless, t f iough sovereign, knowledge o f the essence "oT 
thmgs !> 

[ T h e essence o f beings, however, is always the most worthy o f  
quest ioning. Insofar as phi losophy, i n its incessant ques t i o j j qg^ 
merely struggles to appreciate what is most worthy o f quest ion 
i n g and apparendy never yields results, it w i l l always a n d neces
sarily seem strange to a t h i n k i n g preoccupied wi th ca lculat ion,  
use, and ease o f l earn ing . T h e sciences, a n d indeed not on ly the 
natura l sciences, must strive increasingly a n d , it seems, irresist
ibly for a complete " t echno log i z ing " in o rde r to proceed to the 
end o f the i r course, la id d o w n for them so l ong ago. A t the same 
time, the sciences appear to possess genuine knowledge . For 
these reasons, the sharpest possible a l ienat ion with regard to 
phi losophy a n d at the same time a p resumed conv inc ing p r o o f 
o f the futi l i ty o f phi losophy occur i n a n d th rough the sciences. 

(Truth and "science": if, a n d only if, we believe ourselves to be in 
possession o f the " t r u t h , " do we have science a n d its business. Yet 
science is the disavowal o f a l l knowledge o f t ruth . To h o l d that 
today science meets wi th hosti l ity is a basic e r ro r : never has sci-



6 Pre l iminary Interpretat ion [4-5] 

ence fared better than it does today, and it wi l l fare sti l l better in 
the future. B u t n o one w h o knows wi l l envy^c ient is ts—the most 
miserable slaves o f m o d e r n t i m e O 

(The withdrawal o f science into what is worthy o f quest ion ing 
[Cf. " T h e Se l f -Determinat ion o f the G e r m a n University" ] is the 
dissolut ion o f m o d e r n science.) 

§3- Questioning the truth of Being, as sovereign knowledge. 

Phi losophy is the useless though sovereign knowledge o f the es-' 
sence o f beings. T h e sovereignty is based o n the goal established 
by t h i n k i n g for a l l ref lect ion. B u t what goal does o u r t h i n k i n g  
posit? T h e pos i t ing o f the goa l for a l l ref lect ion possesses t ru th 
on ly where a n d when such a goal is sought. W h e n wo C e r m a n t 
seek this goaL a n d as l o n g as we do so, we have also a lready  
f ound it. Fo^owr goal is the very seeking itselfTv/hzt else is the seek 
i n g but the most constant be ing- in-prox imity to what conceals i*t7  
self, out o f wh ich each need happens to come to us a n d every 
jub i l a t i on fills us wi th enthus iasm. T h e very seeking is the goal  
and, at the same t ime what is found7^> 

I Obv ious misgiv ings now arise. I f seeking is supposed to be the 
goal , then is not what is established as a goal actual ly the l imidess 
absence o f any goal? T h i s is the way ca lculat ing reason th inks . I f 
seeking is supposed to be the very goal , then d o not restlessness 
a n d dissatisfaction become perpetuated? T h i s is the o p i n i o n o f  
the feel ing that is av id for qu ick possessionsTVet we ma in ta in that  
seeking br ings into existence the highest constancy a n d  
e q u a n i m i t y — t h o u g h only w h e n this seeking genuinely seeks, i.e., 
extends into the farthest reaches o f what is most concealed a n d  
thereby leaves beh ind al l mere c u r i o s i t y ^ i n d what is more con - 1 
cealed than the g r o u n d o f what is so uncanny, namely that be
ings are rather than are not?/Vhat withdraws f r om us more than 
the essence o f Be ing , i.e., the essence o f that wh ich , i n a l l the fab 
r icated and disposed beings h o l d i n g sway a r o u n d us a n d bear ing 
us o n , is the closest but at the same time the most w o r n out  
( through constant hand l ing ) a n d therefore the most u n g r a s p ~  
able? 

To posit the very seeking as a goal means to anchor the beg in-
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n i n g a n d the end o f a l l ref lection in the quest ion o f the t r u t h — 
^iot o f this o r that be ing o r even o f al l beings, but o f B e i n g itself.  
T h e g randeur o f man is measured accord ing to what he seeks  
and accord ing to the urgency by wh ich he remains a s e e k e r ^ 
j Such quest ion ing o f the t ru th o f B e i n g is sovereigrT knowl 

edge, phi losophy. H e r e quest ion ing already counts as know ing , 
b e cause^o matter how essential a n d decisive an answer m igh t 
be, the answer cannot be o ther than the penul t imate step i n the  
l o n g series o f steps o f a quest ion ing f ounded i n itself. In the do 
ma in o f genuine seeking, to' t i n d does not mean to cease seeking  
but is the highest intensity o f s e e k i n g * ^ 

T h i s p re l im inary interpretat ion o f the essence o f ph i losophy 
wi l l , to be sure , have mean ing for us only when we exper ience 
such knowledge i n the labor o f quest ion ing—there fore "Bas i c 
questions o f ph i losophy . " B u t wh ich quest ion wi l l we raise? 



Chapter Two 

The Question of Truth 
as a Basic Question 1 

§4. Truth as a "problem" of "bgic" (correctness of an assertion) 

distorts every view of the essence of truth. 

T h e two titles announce the task o f o u r lectures i n a doub le way, 
" though wi thout m a k i n g it c lear what the content o f the discus
sions is to be. T o l earn that, let us take the subtide as o u r po int o f 
depar ture . Accord ing ly , the course wi l l be about logic. T rad i t i on 
ally, this is a " d i s c i p l i n e , " a b ranch o f phi losophy, suppos ing that 
phi losophy i tse l f is taken as a d isc ip l ine , which scholasticism d i 
vides in to i nd i v i dua l branches : logic, ethics, aesthetics, etc., each 

^oX which t h e n encompasses a series o f concomitant " p rob l ems . " 
^ P r o b l e m s " — t h e word i n quotat ion marks serves to name ques 
tions that are no l onge r t ru ly asked. T h e y have been f rozen as  
questions, a n d it is only a matter o f f i n d i n g the answer or, rather,  
mod i f y ing answers a l ready t o u n d , co l la t ing previous op in ions  
a n d reconc i l ing them. Such " p rob l ems " are therefore par t i cu 
larly p rone to conceal g enu ine questions a n d to dismiss out o f  
h a n d , as too strange, certain^questions ttiat have never yet been  
ra i sed ,Jndeed to mis interpret complete ly tne essence ot ques- 
t i o n i n g 3 T h e so-called " p r ob l ems " can thus readily~~usurp the 
place o f the basic questions o f phi losophy. Such " p r o b l e m s " o f 

1. T h e question o f the essence o f truth is the casting o f the one and only goal  
which by itself reaches out beyond itself, truth understood here as the truth o f 
Being,"seen in terms o f the essence o f the appropriating event [vom Warn des Er-
rignkses\. What is at stake is not only the removal o f goal-lessness but, above all, 

^he overcoming ol ' the resistance against any search lor a goal." " 1 



§4. T r u t h as a " p r o b l e m " o f " l og i c " [7-9] 9 

phi losophic learnedness then have, f r om the standpoint o f gen
uine phi losophy, this remarkable d ist inct ion that, u n d e r the i m  
pressive appearance o f "p rob l ems , " they may summar i l y a n d de^ 
"cisively prevent real quest ioning. * J ~ 
' £What we in t end to discuss h e r e i s j u s t such a " p r o b l e m " o f 
" log ic . " B u t that means we shal l endeavor to go for thwith beyond 
the " p r o b l e m , " the f rozen quest ion, a n d likewise beyond " l og i c " 
as a d isc ip l ine o f scholastically degenerated phi losophica l l earn
edness, to a phi losophica l quest ion ing that is basic, that pene
trates into the g r o u n d . Yet we shal l have to make the "prob lems" ,  
o u r po int o f depar ture , for on ly i n this way can we seq^Qie t rad i  
t ional f o rm o f the quest iop>vhich we shal l put into quest ion, but  

T*TiK*17*a*rs*o^uTrrules us<Because,what is t rad i t ional often has be*- 
h i n d itself a very l ong past, it is not someth ing arbi trary but har - 
"bors i n itself st i l l the|tracejof an erstwhile genuine necessity>To  
be sure, such |traces] can on ly "bT seen once Ule t rad i t ional is set 
back u p o n its g r o u n d . | 

We shal l select a " p r o b l e m o f log ic " b e h i n d which lies h i d d e n a 
stil l unasked "basic quest ion o f phi losophy. " " L o g i c " is o u r abbre
viated express ion for X071XT1 eirurrriu/n. T h a t means " k n o w l 
edge about \6-yoq," unders tood as assertion. To what extent is as
sert ion the theme o f logic? A n d how does the construct ion o f this 
" b r a n c h " o f ph i losophy result f r om it? Le t us clari fy this br ie f ly 
s o jha t the name " l og i c " does not r ema in an empty t ide. 
[ W h a t provides the asser t ion—a statement o f the k i n d , " T h e 

stone is h a r d , " " T h e sky is covered "—such a rank that it is made 
expl ic i t ly the object o f a branch o f knowledge, namely, logic? 
T h e assertion asserts someth ing about a be ing , that it is a n d how 
it is. In d o i n g sof^he assertion is d irected to [richten auf] the be
ing , and i f the assertion in its very assert ing conforms to [sich rich-

ten nach] the be ing , and i f what it asserts maintains this d i rec t ion 
[Ricfitung] a n d o n that basis represents the be ing, then the asser
tion is correct [richtig]. T h e correctness o f an assert ion—that 
means for us , a n d has meant f r o m t ime immemor i a l , t ru th . T h e 
assertion is hence the seat a n d place o f t r u t h — b u t also o f u n 
t ruth , falsity a n d lies. T h e assertion is the basic f o rm o f those ut
terances that can be e i ther t rue o r false. It is not as a k i n d o f ut
terance a n d not as a verbal structure, but as the seat a n d place o f 
correctness, i.e., o f t ru th , that the assertion, the is a n em-

file:///6-yoq


Î O T h e Ques t ion o f T r u t h [9—10] 

incnt "object" o f knowledge. T h e n again, as this place o f t ru th , it 
claims special attention on ly because the t ruth a n d the posses
sion o f the t ru th attract except ional interest. We seek the t ru th , 
we speak o f the "w i l l to t r u t h , " we believe we possess the t ru th , 
we prize the " va lue " o f the t ru th . T h e t ru th and its possession, o r 
non-possession, are what make us uneasy, happy, o r d isap
po inted, a n d on ly for that reason does the assertion, as the place 
o f t ru th , receive basically a special attent ion, and fur thermore , 
on ly for that reason is there basically someth ing l ike " log ic . " I i n 
tentionally use the w o r d "basical ly," since matters have been 
quite d i f ferent for a l o n g time now, a n d the situation has been 
precisely the opposite. F o r a l ong time there has been logic as a 
d isc ip l ine o f scholastic phi losophy, and i n fact precisely since the 
beg inn ing o f Plato's~school, but indeed on ly since then. Because 
logic exists as the examinat ion o f XcVyos, there is also the " p r o b 
l e m " o f " t r u t h , " t ru th taken as the dist inctive proper ty o f Xo7o<;. 

T h e " p r o b l e m o f t r u t h " is therefore a p rob l em o f " l og i c " or, as 
we say i n mor e m o d e r n t imes, theory o f knowledge. T r u t h is that 
" va lue " by wh i ch knowledge first counts as knowledge. A n d the 
basic f o rm o f knowledge is the j udgmen t , the propos i t i on , the 
assertion, the \670s. T h e o r y o f knowledge is therefore always 
" l og i c " i n the jus t -ment ioned essential sense. 

Even though it might s ound exaggerated to say that the prob
l em o f t ru th exists as a " p r o b l e m " because there is " l o g i c " and 
because this d isc ip l ine is f r o m time to t i m e j a k e n u p once again 
a n d presented u n d e r a new veneer, nevertheless it remains u n -
debatable that since the t ime o f Plato a n d Ar is tot le the quest ion 
o f t ru th has been a quest ion o f logic. T h i s impl ies that the search 
for what t ru th is moves a l ong the paths a n d i n the perspectives 
which were firmly la id d o w n by the approach a n d the range o f 
tasks o f logic a n d its presupposi t ions. T o ment ion on ly more 
m o d e r n th inkers , this fact can easily be substantiated on the basis 
o f the works o f Kant , Hege l , a n d Nietzsche. T h o u g h it is certa in 
that for these phi losophers a n d i n general for the ent ire t rad i 
t ion o f Western phi losophy, the quest ion o f t ruth is a medi tat ion 
o n th ink ing a n d X670S, a n d hence is a quest ion o f " log ic , " yet it 
wou ld be complete ly super f ic ia l a n d falsi fying to c la im that these 
thinkers have raised the quest ion o f t ru th , a n d consequently 
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sought an answer to it, only because logic exists and logic insists 
on such a q u e s t i o n ^ r e s u m a b l y the concern that led these th ink
ers to the question o f t ru th was not merely the one o f i m p r o v i n g 
and r e f o rm ing logic but precisely that " interest" every m a n has  
in the t ru th , m a n as one who is exposed to beings a n d thus is  

' h imsel f a be ing. ^> 
• "Never the l ess i f m a y be that this " interest " i n t ru th , wh i ch can 
be alive even where there is no " interest" i n " log ic , " can , i n the 
course o f t ime, sti l l be forced by the domina t i on o f logic in to a 
quite def ini te d i rect ion a n d stamped wi th a whol ly de t e rmined 
f o rm. T h a t is i n fact how matters stand. Even where the quest ion 
of t ru th does not stem f rom an interest i n logic, the treatment o f 
the quest ion sti l l moves i n the paths o f logicTj 

In brief, then , f r om t ime immemor i a l t r a m has been a " p r o b 
lem o f l og i c " but not a basic quest ion o f phi losophy. 

[ T h i s fact even bears o n Nietzsche, a n d i n the sharpest way, i.e., 
precisely where the quest ion o f t ru th was especially ra ised i n 
Occ identa l ph i losophy i n the most passionate manner . For  
Nietzsche's s tar t ing po int is that we d o not possess the " t r u t h , "  
which obviously makes the quest ion o f t ru th most imperauveT 
secondly, he asks what t ru th might be wo r th ; th ird ly , he ques- > 
tions the o r i g i n o f the "w i l l to t r u t h . " A n d yet, i n spite o f this rad 
ical ism o f questioning^ apparent ly never to be surpassed, the 
quest ion o f t ru th remains caughC"eyen for Nietzsche, i n the 
trammels o f " l og i c . " | 

Wha t is so w r o n g wi th that? For one, it c ou ld be that the per
spective o f a l l logic as logic precisely distorts every view o f the 
essence o f t ru th . It cou ld be that the presupposi t ions o f a l l logic 
do not pe rmi t an or ig ina l quest ion ing o f t ru th . It c ou ld be that 
logic does not even attain the port ico o f the quest ion o f t ru th . 

These remarks at least suggest that the " p r ob l em o f t r u t h " 
stands w i th in a l ong t rad i t ion which has increasingly removed 
the question o f t ru th f r om its root and g r o u n d and indeed that 
the quest ion o f t ru th has never yet been raised or ig inal ly . I nsofar 
as m o d e r n a n d contemporary thought moves whol ly w i th in the 
perspectives o f this t rad i t ion , an o r i g ina l quest ion ing o f t ru th be
comes accessible only wi th dif f iculty, indeed must appear 
strange, i f not downr ight fool ish. 
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§5. Discussion of truth by asking the basic question 

of philosophy, including d]historical confrontation\with 

Western philosophy. The need and the necessity of an 

original questioning. 

If, i n what follows, we are not to discuss t ru th as a " p r o b l e m o f 
"logic" but instead are to quest ion it whi le ask ing the basic ques
t ion o f phi losophy, then at the very outset we wi l l need to take 
into account these di f f icult ies o f unders tand ing , i . e ^ e w i l l have  
to recognize that today the quest ion o f t ru th involves a c on f r on  
t a t i on with the whole o f Western phi losophy and can never be 
broached w i thout this histor ical confrontat ion. A histor ical {ge-

scfiichtiich\ con f rontat ion , however, is essentially di f ferent f r o m a 
historiogmphical [historisch] reckoning o f a n d acquaintance wi th 
the past. W h a t a historical confrontat ion means shou ld become 
clear i n actually t h i n k i n g t h r o u g h the quest ion o f t ruth**^ 

T h e quest ion o f t r u t h — e v e n i f the answer is not yet 
f o r thcoming—al ready sounds , merely as a quest ion, very pre
sumptuous . For i f beh ind such quest ion ing there d i d not l ie the 
c la im to indeed know the t r u t h itself i n some sort o f way, then a l l 
this to-do wou ld be a mere game. A n d ^ e t greater than this c l a im 
is the ho l d ing back, to wh ich the quest ion o f t ru th must be at- 
tunedTTor it is not a matter o f tak ing u p again a well-established  
" p r o b l e m ; " o n the contrary, the quest ion o f t ru th is to be raised  
as a basic quest ion. T h a t means t ruth must first be esteemed as 
basically worthy o f quest ion ing , that is, worthy o f quest ion ing in  
its groundV^Vhoever ho lds h imse l f i n this att i tude, as esteeming 
something" h igher , wi l l be free o f al l p r esumpt i on . Nevertheless, 
^een f rom the outside, the quest ion o f t ru th always retains the 
appearance o f arrogance: to want to decide what is p r imary a n d 
what is ult imate. H e r e on ly the correct quest ion ing itself a n d the 
exper ience o f its necessity can forge the appropr ia te a t t i t u d e ^ 

{ B u t in view o f the t rad i t ion preserved throughout two m i l l en -
niaThow are we supposed to exper ience the necessity o f an or i g 
ina l quest ioning, a n d o f a s tepp ing out o f the c ircuit o f the tra
d i t iona l p rob l em o f t ru th , a n d consequendy the need o f an o ther  
sort of quest ioning? W h y can we not and shou ld we not adhere 
to < -the o l d " ; why does the de terminat ion o f t ru th hitherto not 
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satisfy us? T h e answer to these questions is already no th ing less 
than a r e tu rn into the more o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th , wh ich i n 
deed must first be put o n its way by o u r very quest ioning. S i m i -
lar ly^ve can already convince ourselves by a s imple ref lection on 
the t rad i t ional concept o f t ru th that here we have i n h a n d some 
th ing worthy o f quest ion ing wh ich has remained unquest ioned.^ 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e question of truth as the most necessary philosophical 

question in an age that is totally unquestioning. 

' i f we try to determine the present situation o f man o n earth 
metaphysically—thus not historiographically and not in terms o f 
world-view—then it must be said that man is beg inning to enter the  
age o f the total unquestionableness o f all things and o f al l contriv
ances. T h a t is truly an uncanny occurrence, whose orientation no  
one can"establish a n d whose bear ing no one 1 can evaluate. >  
^ U n l y one th ing is immediately clear: in this completely unques 
t ioning age, philosophy, as the questioning that calls forth what Is"  
most worthy ot questioning, becomes inevitably most strange.  
Therefore it is the most ne<essar^"&'nd necessityThas its most pow
erful form i n the simple 1. T R e simple, however, is our name for  
what is inconspicuously the most difficult, which, when it occurs,  
appears to everyone immediately and ever again as the easiest anT 
most accessible; yet it remains incontestably^the most di f f icultCThe 
simple is the most difficult, tor the mulupleao 'mits and Tavors dis
persion, and a l l dispersion, as a counter-reacuon to the uni t icauon 
ot m a n in his constant Might f rom himself—i.e., f rom his relation to 
Be ing itsel f—confirms and thereby alleviates and releases the 
heavy burden o f existence. The" mult ip le is the easy—even where " 
concern over it seems toilsome. Foi^prpgress f r om one th ing to an
other is always a relaxation, and it is precisely this progress that js 
not allowed by 1 the simple, which presses on insteaJTo a amstant 
re turn to the same in aconstantsel f-enrichment. OnlyY f \v?nsT7n"e"* 
s!niipTe""3o we arrive within the arena o f the necessary. What is most 
necessary in phi losophy—suppos ing that it must again become the 
strangest—is precisely that simple question by which it, i n its ques
t ioning, is first brought to itself: namely, the question o f t r u t h * ^ 
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2) What is worthy of questioning in the determination of 

truth hitherto (truth as the correctness of an assertion) as 

compelling us toward the question of truth. 

T h e quest ion o f t ru th , as it has been treated hi therto , is a " p r o b 
l em o f log ic . " I f f r om this "p rob l em"—i . e . , f r om the m o r i b u n d  

ues t i on—a l i v ing quest ion is to arise, and i f this is not to be ar-
itrary and art i f ic ia l , but necessary i n an or ig ina l way, then we  

have to strive for a genuine exper ience o f what is c ompe l l i ng us  
toward the quest ion o f tratlT"\ 

| T h e de te rminat ion o f t ru th u p to now, a n d still va l id every
where i n the most var ied t rappings , runs as follows: t ru th is the  
correctness o f a representat ion o f a be ing. A H represent ing o f 
beings is a pred ica t ing about them, a l though this pred icat ion can 
be accompl ished silently a n d does not need to be p r onounced . 
T h e most c o m m o n f o rm o f pred icat ion is the assertion, the s im
ple propos i t ion , the \6"yos, a n d therefore the correctness o f 
r epresenta t i on—truth—is to be f ound there i n the most i m m e 
diate way. T r u t h has its place a n d seat i n Ao-yos. T h e more precise 
de te rminat ion o f t ru th then becomes the task o f a medi tat ion o n 
Xavps, a task o f " l o g i c . J ^ 

Q V h a t can now compe l us to t u r n the usual de f in i t ion o f t ru th 
as correctness o f representat ion into a question? T h i s can indeed 
on ly be the c ircumstance, perhaps sti l l h i d d e n , that the unques 
t ioned de te rminat i on o f t ru th as correctness contains someth ing  
worthy o L q u e s t i o n i n g wh ich by itself requires be ing pu t into  
ques t i onx l t c o u l d be objected that not everyth ing questionable 
needs to be made the object o f a quest ion. Perhaps^therefore we 
want to examine whether a n d to what extent there is i n the usual 
de te rminat ion o f t ru th as correctness someth ing worthy o f ques
t i on ing i n the first place, a n d whether, fu r thermore , it is o f such 
a k i n d that we cannot pass over it unheeded a n d u n q u e s t i o n e d -
suppos ing that we c la im to be in f o rmed about the t ru th , i n ac
co rd with others a n d with ourselves. \ 

§6. The traditional determination of truth as correctness. 

We say that an assertion, o r the knowledge embedded i n it, is 
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true insofar as it conforms to [sich richten nach] its object. T r u t h is 
correctness [Richtigkeit]. In the early m o d e r n age, though above 
al l i n medieval times, this rectitudo was also cal led adaequatio  

(adequation), assimilatio (assimilation), o r convenientia (corre-_  
spondence) . These de terminadons revert back to Ar is tot le , wi th 
w h o m the great Greek phi losophy comes to its end. fAr is tot le 
conceives o f t ru th , which has its home i n X670S (assertion), 
as ou.ouixn<; (assimilation). T h e representat ion (vo-no-a) is assimU  
lated to what is to be grasped. T h e representat ional assert ion 
about the h a r d stone, o r representat ion i n general , is o f course 
someth ing pe r ta in ing to the " s o u l " (t|»vx"n)> someth ing " s p i r i 
tua l . " A t any event, it is not o f the type o f the stone. T h e n how is  
the representat ion supposed to assimilate itsel f to the stone? T h e 
representat ion is not supposed to, a n d cannot , become stone
l ike, no r shou ld it, i n the co r r espond ing case o f a n assertion 
about the table, become woody, o r in represent ing a stream be
come l i qu id . Nevertheless, the representat ion must make itself 
s imi lar to the be ing at h a n d : i.e., as represent ing [\br-stellen], it 
must posit the encountered before us [vor uns hin-stellen] a n d 
mainta in it as so posited. T h e re-present ing, the posit ing-before 
(i.e., the th ink ing ) , con forms to the be ing so as to let it appear in  
the assertion as it is. 

j T h e re lat ion o f a representat ion to an object ( i v T i x e i u i v o v ) is 
the most " n a t u r a l " th ing i n the wor ld , so m u c h so that we are a l 
most ashamed to stil l speak expl ic i t ly o f it. There fo re , the naive 
view, not yet ta inted by "epistemology," w i l l not be able to see 
what is supposed to be incorrect o r even merely questionable in 
the de te rminat ion o f t ru th as correctness. Admit ted ly , t h r o u g h 
out the many endeavors o f m a n to attain a knowledge o f beings, 
it o f ten happens unfor tunate ly that we d o not grasp beings as 
they are and are de luded about t h e m / B u t even de lus ion occurs 
only where the intent ion prevails o f c o n f o r m i n g to beings. We 
can de lude others a n d take them in only i f the others, just as we  
ourselves, are i n advance in an attitude o f c on f o rm ing to beings  
and a im ing at correctness. Correctness is the s tandard a n d the 
measure even for incorrectness. T h u s the de terminat ion o f trutrT 
as correctness, together wi th its counterpart , namely incorrect
ness (falsity), is i n fact c lear as dayTpecause this concept ion o f 
t ruth emerges, as is obvious, entirely f r om the " n a t u r a l " way o f 
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th ink ing , a n d corresponds to it, it has lasted th roughout the cen
turies and has l o n g ago been hardened into someth ing taken for 
granted^ 

T r u t h is correctness, o r i n the more usual f o rmu la : t ru th is the 
correspondence o f knowledge (representation, thought , j u d g 
ment, assertion) wi th the object. 

r-+ Truth 

correctness 
rectitudo 

adaequatio 

assimilatio 

convenientia 

ôuofctxnç 

—• correspondence 

§7. The controversy between idealism and realism on the 

common soil of a conception of truth as the correctness 

of a representation. 

T o be sure, i n the course o f t ime objections arose against this 
concept ion o f t r u t h . These objections were based, specifically, o n 
doubt as to whether o u r representat ions reached the be ing itself 
i n i tsel f at a l l a n d d i d not ra ther r ema in enclosed w i th in the c i r 
cuit o f the ir o w n activity, hence i n the r ea lm o f the " s o u l , " the 
" sp i r i t , " "consciousness," the "ego." S u r r e n d e r to this doubt 
leads to the view that what we attain i n o u r represent ing is always 
only someth ing re-presented by us, hence is i tsel f a representa
t ion . Consequendy knowledge a n d assertions consist i n the rep
resentation o f representations a n d hence i n a combinat i on o f 
representations. T h i s c o m b i n i n g is an activity a n d a process tak
i n g place mere ly " i n o u r consciousness." T h e adherents o f this 
doctr ine believe they have "c r i t i ca l l y " pur i f i ed a n d surpassed the 
usual de te rminat i on o f t ru th as correctness. B u t this " b e l i e f is 
mistaken. T h e doct r ine that knowledge relates only to represen
tations (the represented) mere ly restricts the reach o f a represen
tat ion; yet it sti l l c laims that this restricted representat ion con
forms to the represented a n d only to the represented. T h u s even 
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here a s tandard o r measure is presupposed, to which the repre
sent ing con forms. Even here t ru th is conceived as correctness. 

/The doc t r ine that o u r representations relate only to the r cpre -
sented, the perceplum, the idea, is cal led ideal ism. T h e counter 
c la im, accord ing to which o u r representations reach the things 
themselves (res) a n d what belongs to them (realia), has been 
cal led, ever since the advance o f ideal ism, real ism. Thus these  

"hosti le brothers, each o f w h o m likes to think*nimselt supe r i o r to  
the other, are unwit t ing ly in complete, accord wi th regard to t f i e  
essence, i.e., w i th regard to what prwioest*h*e* J*presuppositi  
and* the very possibility o f the i r controversyl**p"attKe•relation to  
beings is a represent ing o f them a n d that the/truth|of the repre*"  
sentation consists in its) correctness^ A th inke r such as kant, wh*o 
f ounded ideal ism a n d strictly adhered to it, and who has most  
pro found ly thought it t h r ough , concedes i n advance that the  
concept ion o f t ru th as correctness o f a representat ion—as corre""  
spondence wi th the object—is invio lable. Real ism, for its part , is 
captive to a great e r r o r when it c laims that even Kant , the most 
p r o f ound " idea l is t , " is a witness for the defense o f rea l ism. O n 
the contrary, the consequence o f Kant's adherence to the t rad i 
t ional de te rminat i on o f t ru th as correctness is s imply the oppo 
site, namely that real ism, i n its de te rminat ion o f t ruth as correct 
ness o f a representat ion, stands o n the same g r o u n d as idealismT  
and is even itself idea l ism, accord ing to a more r igorous a n d  
more o r i g ina l concept of" " i d ea l i sm. " For even accord ing to the 
doctr ine of" r ea l i sm—the cr i t ica l and the na ive—the res, beings, 
are attained by means o f the representat ion, the idea. Ideal ism 
and real ism therefore compr ise the two most extreme basic 
positions as regards the re lat ion o f m a n to beings. A l l past theo
ries conce rn ing this re lat ion a n d its charac t e r—tru th as 
correctness—are e i ther one-sided caricatures o f the extreme po
sitions o r diverse variations o n the numerous mixtures a n d dis
tort ions o f the two doctr ines. T h e controversy a m o n g a l l these 
op in ions can stil l go o n endlessly, without ever l ead ing to genu 
ine ref lection o r to an insight, because it is characteristic o f this  
sterile wrang l ing to renounce i n advance the quest ion o f the soil 
u p o n which the combatants stand. In o ther words, the concep
t ion of t ru th as correctness o f representat ion is taken for granted 
everywhere, in phi losophy just as in extra-phi losophica l o p i n i o n . 
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T h e more obvious and the more unquest ioned the usual de
terminat ion o f t ru th , the s imp l e r has to be what is worthy o f  
question1 i n this de t e rmina t i on , suppos ing someth ing o f the sort 
is indeed concealed there in. Yet the more s imple what is worthy 
o f quest ion ing proves to be, the more di f f icult it wi l l be to grasp 
this s imple i n its i nne r fullness, i.e., to grasp it s imply a n d u n i -
tari ly as what is worthy o f quest ion, i.e., perp lex ing , a n d to ad  
here to it i n o rde r to un f o l d its p rope r essence and thus pose it 
back u p o n its h i d d e n g r o u n d . 

§8. The space of the fourfold-unitary openness/first directive  

toward what is worthy of questioning in the iraditional  

determination of truth as correctness. 

We must now seek a first d irect ive toward what is worthy o f ques
t i on ing here, i n o rde r to secure o u r quest ion ing in general a n d , 
even i f on ly pre l iminar i l y , assure ourselves o f its legitimacy. Let 
us reflect: i f o u r representations a n d assert ions—e.g. , the state 
ment, " T h e stone is h a r d " — a r e supposed to c on f o rm to the ob 
ject, then this be ing , the stone itself, must be accessible i n ad¬ 
vance: in o rde r to present i tsel f as a s tandard a n d measure for  
the conformi ty wi th it. In short , the be ing, i n this case the th ing ,  
must be out i n the open . Even more : not only must the stone  
i t se l f—in o rde r to r ema in w i th o u r examp le—be out in the open  
but so must the d o m a i n which the cor i tormity with the t h i n g has  
to traverse in o rde r to read o f f f r o m itTTntne mode o f represent 
ing , what characterizes the be ing in its be ing thus and so. M o r e  
over, the h u m a n who is represent ing, a n d who i n his represent¬
ing conforms to the th ing , must also be open . H e must be open  
jor what encounters h i m , so that it might encounter h i m . Finally* 
The person must also be o p e n to his le lows, so that, co-represent
i ng what is communica ted to h i m i n their assertions, he can , to
gether with the others a n d out o f a being-with them, c o n f o r m to 
the same th ing a n d be in agreement with them about the correct 
ness o f the represent ing. 

In the correctness o f the representat ional assertion there 
ho lds sway consequently a four- fo ld openness: (1) o f the th ing , 
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(2) o f the reg ion between th ing a n d man , (3) o f m a n h imse l f wi th  
regard to the th ing , and (4) o f m a n to fellow m a n . 

T h i s four- fo ld openness wou ld not be what it is and what it has  
to be i f each o f these opennesses were separately encapsulated  
f rom the others. T h i s four- fo ld openness holds sway rather as  
one a n d unitary, a n d i n its compass every conformi ty to . . . and "  
every correctness a n d incorrectness o f represent ing come into  
play a n d ma inta in themselves. I f we attend to this mul t ip l e a n d 
yet uni tary openness then wi th one stroke we find ourselves 
t ransported into another rea lm beyond correctness a n d its con 
comitant representat ional activity. 

T h i s mul t ip le -uni tary openness ho lds sway in correctness. T h e  
openness is not first p roduced by the correctness o f the repre 
sent ing, but rather, just the reverse, it is taken over as what was  
always already h o l d i n g sway. Correctness o f representat ion is  
*onTypos"sible if it can establish itself i n this openness wh ich sup 
ports it a n d vaults it over. T h e openness is the g r o u n d a n d the  
soi l a n d the arena o f a l l correctness. T h u s as l o n g as t ru th is c on 
ceived as correctness, and correctness itself passes unquest ioned , 
i.e., as someth ing ult imate a n d pr imary , this concept ion o f 
t r u t h — n o matter how l ong a t rad i t ion has again a n d again c on 
firmed i t—rema ins groundless. B u t , as soon as that openness, as 
the possibil ity a n d the g r o u n d o f correctness, comes into view, 
even i f unclearly, t ru th conceived as correctness becomes ques
tionable. 

§9. The conception of truth and of the essence of man. 
The basic question of truth. 

a) T h e determination of the essence of truth as connected to  

the determination of the/essence of man.) 

We might marve l that u p to now the g r o u n d o f correctness has 
never been seriously put into quest ion. Bu t this omission proves 
to be less pecul iar i f we cons ider that the re lat ion o f man to be
ings, unders tood f r om time immemor i a l as immediate repre
sent ing a n d perce iv ing, seems to be the most o rd inary aspect o f 
h u m a n exper ience a n d therefore the most obvious. T h e d o m i -
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nation o f this re lat ion o f m a n to beings soon became so insistent 
that even the very essence o f m a n was de te rmined in reference 
to it. For what is the mean ing o f the ancient, and still cu r r endy 
val id , de f in i t ion o f the essence o f m a n : animal rationale (l$>ov 
X670V 'e'xov)? T h i s de te rminat i on is translated, i.e., in terpreted , 
as follows: m a n is the rat ional l i v ing be ing ; m a n is an an ima l , but 
one endowed w i th reason. W h a t docs reason, ratio, vow;, mean? 
I f we th ink metaphysical ly, as is necessary here, and not psycho
logically, then reason means the immediate percept ion o f beings. 
T h e fami l iar de f in i t ion o f m a n now has an altogether di f ferent 
r i n g : m a n — t h e be ing that perceives beings. H e r e we touch u p o n 
an impor tant , though still unclear , connecdon : the fami l iar i ty o f 
the concept ion o f t ru th as correctness is as o l d as the fami l iar i ty ' 
o f that de f in i t ion o f the essence o f m a n , a n d consequendy the 
de t e rm inadon o f the essence o f t ru th depends o n what happens 
to be the de te rminat ion o f the essence o f m a n . O r shou ld we not  
mainta in the reverse, that the concept ion o f the essence o f m a n "  
depends u p o n the way t r u t h is unders tood at any " p^ r t i cu l a ? 

b) T h e question of the ground of the possibility of all 

correctness as the basic question of truth. 

We are not yet i n a posi t ion to decide that quest ion. A t the mo 
ment it is e n o u g h tor us to g l impse someth ing WOrTrly o f ques
t i on ing in the fami l iar theory o f t ruth as correctness. This ques¬
tionable e lement is again o f such a k i n d that it must be 
recognized a n d displayed as the g r o u n d o f the possibil ity o f al l 
correctness. I f we interrogate this g r o u n d o r basis o f correctness, 
then we are ask ing about t ru th i n the sense o f a basic quest ion. It 
is therefore not a matter o f arbitrar iness, a n d still less an empty" 
passion, to revise, no matter the cost, what has come down to us, 
i.e., to take the t rad i t iona l theory o f t ruth as correctness u l t i 
mately for granted no longer, but to exper ience it instead as a 
source o f uneasiness. M W — — w m * B — » 

the reference to openness as the g r o u n d o f correctness is 
stil l quite extr ins ic : it can only int imate, in a very pre l im inary 
way, that a n d to what extent someth ing worthy o f quest ion ing 
lies h idden in the t rad i t ional theory o f t ru th . 
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What really is the g r o u n d o f correctness, a n d where a n d how 
does this mul t ip l e a n d yet uni tary openness have its own essence 
a n d content—al f tHese things r ema in i n the darkTThere fo re we 
cannot exp la in why this g r o u n d is so rarely g l impsed , a n d then 
only f r om afar. We cannot even begin to estimate what wi l l hap 
pen to m a n when the exper ience o f this g r o u n d is b rought to  
bear i n its fu l l scope. 

Wha t we need to discuss above a l l , however, is why and where 
fore we are ra is ing the quest ion that we are, since the fami l iar 
conceptioTi*or*tTUth has'satistied tv"oTn7"u*sand years o f Western  
history. 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e relation between question and answer 

in the domain of philosophy. 

These lectures are p roc la im ing no eternal t ruths. I say this to ob¬
viate misunderstandings which cou ld easily impede o u r collabo¬
rat ion. I a m not capable o f such a proc lamat ion , no r is it my task.  
Rather, what is at issue here is jouiest io j img^he exercise o f r ight  
quest ioning, to be achievednfri ' fn'e '^cT^'a^eribrmance o f it. T h i s 
seems to be litde"e1!*io*u*g*n**tor one who is pressing o n to the pos 
session o f answers. B u t i n phi losophy the re lat ion o f quest ion  
a n d answer is qui te peculiar. To speak metaphorical ly , it is l ike  
c l imb ing a moun ta in . We wi l l get nowhere by pos i t ion ing o u ~ 
selves o n the plane o f o rd inary o p i n i o n a n d merely ta lk ing about 
the mounta in , in o rde r to gain i n that way a " l i ved exper i ence " o f 
it. No , the c l imb ing and the approach to the peak succeed on ly i f 
we begin to mount . T h e peak might indeed be lost f r om view as 
we c l imb, a n d yet we keep c o m i n g closer to it. Fur the rmore , 

c l imb ing includes s l i pp ing a n d s l id ing back a n d , in phi losophy, 
even falling!71*nT7one who is t ruly c l imb ing can fall c own. What nen ta i l ing. ( )nly one who is t ruly c l imb ing can tall c own. What  
t those who tall dov(m*Tx*pTrl*eTi**e the peak, the mounta in , and  

its Jwff/iiTr"os""pr"otoundly, more pro found ly and more un ique ly  
than the ones who appafe"nTIy""reacn 'the top, which tor thenT 

""soon loses Its height and becomes a plane a n d someth ing habit"" 
is not possible tojuo!g"e"aT"~TTn"eas^^ 
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art, or, in general , any creative dea l ing with beings, with the a id 
o f the facile bureaucracy o f s ound c o m m o n sense and a p r esum
ably healthy " ins t inc t " (already distorted a n d misled l ong ago), 
no more than wi th the empty sagacity o f a so-called inte l lectual . 
H e r e the whole a n d every single th ing w i th in it can be expe r i  
enced only i n the actual per formance o f the pa in fu l wo rk oT  
c l imb ing . 

Anyone here who is on ly snatching u p isolated proposi t ions is  
not c l imb ing a l ong with me . T h e task is to go a long every single  
step and the whole series o f steps. O n l y i n that way wi l l there be  
a disclosure o f the matter we are medi ta t ing o n a n d o f the goal 
we want to reach. 

2) The customary determination of truth as correctness 

of representation, and the fourfold-unitary openness 

as the question-worthy ground of the possibility 

of the correctness of representation. 

We are ask ing the quest ion o f t ru th . T h e customary de te rmina
t ion o f t ru th runs : t ru th is the correctness o f a representat ion, 
the correspondence o f a n assertion (a proposit ion) wi th a th ing . 
A l t h o u g h i n the course o f the history o f Western t h i n k i n g , var i 
ous op in ions about knowledge and representat ion have ar isen 
a n d have aga in a n d aga in debated each o ther a n d in t e rming l ed 
wi th each other, yet the same concept ion o f t ru th as correctness 
o f representat ion remains the s tandard. T h e two ma in theories 
o f knowledge a n d representat ion, ideal ism a n d rea l ism, are not 
dist inct wi th regard to the i r concept ion o f t r u t h : they are al ike i n 
tak ing t ruth to be a de t e rmina t i on o f a representat ion, o f a n as
sert ion. T h e y are dist inct on ly with regard to their views about 
the reach o f the represent ing : e i ther the representat ion attains 
the things themselves—reí, realia—(realism), o r the representa
t ion always remains related merely to the represented as s u c h — 
perceptum, idea—(idealism). T h u s in spite o f the apparent di f fer
ence o f log ical and epistemológica! standpoints, there is an 
overarching a n d r u l i n g agreement over what t ruth is: correct
ness o f represent ing. 

Bu t in this self-evident de te rminat ion o f t ru th as correctness 
there lurks someth ing worthy o f quest ion ing : that mu l t i p l e -un i -
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tary openness o f the things, o f the region between things and 
man , o f m a n himsel f , and o f m a n to fellow m a n . I f it were not 
for this openness, there c ou ld never occur a represent ing that 
conforms to a th ing . For this c on f o rm ing t o . . . does not first cre 
ate the openness o f the things a n d the openness o f m a n for what  
he might encounter . O n the contrary, it settles into an openness  
a lready h o l d i n g sway and does so, as it were, each t ime anew.  
T h i s openness is therefore the g r o u n d o f the possibility o f cor 
rectness a n d as this g r o u n d it is something^ worthy o f quest ion ing  
a n d inquiry. A t first it is unc lear what it real ly is that we are re¬
fe r r ing to here a n d are ca l l ing openness. A n d that cou ld on ly be 
one more reason to abandon the inqu i ry in to what we say is wor
thy o f quest ion ing , especially i f we recal l that for two thousand 
years Western history has been satisfied w i th the o rd inary con 
cept ion o f t r u t h . 

c) T h e question of truth as the most questionable  

of our previous history anTTSirmo^woTi^oi^^ 

questioning ot our future history. 

At this h o u r i n the history o f the wor ld we can a n d must ask  
where the Occ ident has f inal ly ar r i ved w i th its concept ion o f  
t ru th . Whe r e d o we stand today? What a n d where is t ruth? In  
spite o f everything_correct, have we lost the truth? Has the West ' 
not ta l i eTHnTo^sTtuauonwhere an goals are dub ious a n d where "  
a l l bustle a n d bother merely a im at f i nd ing a means o f escape?"  
H o w else are we supposed to unders tand metailh^tstcalty that Wesi>  
e rn man is d r i v en either to the complete destruct ion o f what has  
been handed d o w n o r to ward ing o f f this destruct ion? ~ 

These means o f escape arc notfdecisionsli" Ex t r eme decisions}  
require th"e"""ios"iuT7g'o^ usefulness a n d cv"^ 
cry purpose a n d therefore are alone power fu l enough to insti 
gate a new creat ing and f ound ing . Decisions, as such pos i t ing o f  
goals, especially i n the situat ion wc sketched, need the ground*""  
ing o f the soil a n d the instal lat ion o f the perspective with regard 
to which a n d in which they are supposed to be made. 

A r e w e — a n d for that decis ion this is most decis ive—are wc  
wi l l ful ly a n d knowing ly only at what lies closest, i.e., atthcjmp-^ 

oration for this decision? ""^™"^^""" 
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In l ight o f the task, is the quest ion o f t ruth on ly a " p r o b l e m o f  
logic, o r is the quest ion o f t ru th the most questionable one o f  
o u r past history a n d t h e ^ p s t worthy o f quest ion ing o f " our fu  
ture h i s t o ry j ^Or everyone who has eyes to see, and especially for  
everyone wh<? has t o rn h imse l f f r o m the indolence o f an uncre - 
ative adherence to the past—e.g. , Ch r i s t i an i t y—and t r o m the  
p resumpt ion to possess the remedy, for everyone who does not  
want to go back but to go fo rward , not toward "progress" p u t into"  
the concealed future , for such ones the task is dec ided^ I t re
quires reflection zs^ieTirs^m^lri^niosT^nstiLni a n d n n e u l t i 
mate. W i t h the quest ion o f t ru th—ra i s ed as it were in an "aca
d e m i c " l ec ture—we shal l a t tempt to take some steps in such 
ref lect ion. 

Now, since the most p re l im inary quest ion ing about t ru th has 
been confused l o n g ago, th rown o f f the track a n d depr i ved o f 
d i rec t ion , we must reflect first o f a l l o n what is foundat iona l wi th 
regard to the quest ion o f t r u t h . 



M A I N P A R T 

Foundational Issues 

in the Question of Truth 





Chapter One 

The Basic Question 
of the Essence of Truth as a 

Historical Reflection 

§10. The ambiguity of the question of truth: the search 

for what is true—reflection on the essence of truth. 

Let us begin wi th a s imple ref lect ion. It wi l l lead into a historical 

ref lect ion, a n d this i n t u r n wi l l al low the un f o l d ing o f the ques
tion o f t ruth to become a ref lection on its necessity and its un i que 
character. 

T h e quest ion o f t ruth asks about " t r u t h . " T h e quest ion is so 
straight forward that foundat ional del iberat ions r ega rd ing the 
quest ion o f t ru th might appear super f luous. To raise the ques
t ion o f t ruth surely means to seek the t ru th . A n d that means to 
seek what is t rue, or, accord ing to what has been c lar i f ied above, 
to establish a n d ascertain what is correct about things a n d about 
a l l beings, whereby the correct is to be unders tood p r imar i l y i n 
the sense o f a ims and standards to which a l l o u r actions a n d be
hav ior c on f o rm . To raise the quest ion o f " t r u t h " means to seek 
the true. 

B u t " the t rue , " here be ing sought, certainly signifies more 
than jus t any correct statements about any objects whatever. We 
are seeking more than mere part icular instruct ions for correct 
act ion. T h e true to which we give that name, a n d which we per
haps more desire than seek, also does not mean merely the s u m 
o f all correct statements and instructions for correct act ion. To 
seek the true means to pursue what is correct i n the sense o f that 
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to which a l l commiss ion a n d omiss ion a n d a l l judgments about 
things are connected i n advance, that to wh ich o u r histor ical h u 
manity is attached. T h e true means for us here that for wh ich we 
live and die. This t rue is " t r u t h . " 

A l r eady f r o m these b r i e f reflections we can infer that the w o r d 
" t r u t h " is not univoca l . It means the true, first o f al l whatever is 
at any given t ime correct i n knowledge a n d i n act ion a n d d i spo
s i t ion, and then , more emphat ical ly , that u p o n which everyth ing 
depends a n d f r o m which every th ing is ru l ed a n d dec ided . 

B u t even i f we heed this plurivocity, in the context o f speak ing 
about the true a n d t ru th , we can nevertheless c la im, a n d indeed 
r ightful ly , that i n this seek ing o f the t rue—even i f we mean what 
is decisively t rue—we are st i l l not yet ra is ing the quest ion o f 
t r u t h : that is, insofar as we cons ider t ru th that which makes 
someth ing t rue t rue a n d determines every single true th ing to be 
the true th ing it is. Jus t as cleverness is what dist inguishes a l l 
clever people as such, so t r u t h , rigorously thought , means what 
determines a l l that is t rue to be so. For ages, that which un iver 
sally determines every i nd i v i dua l th ing has been cal led the es
sence. T h r o u g h it, any th ing a n d everything is de l imi ted i n what 
it is a n d is de l ineated against o ther things. T r u t h means n o t h i n g 
but the essence o f the t rue . T r u t h comprises that wh ich d is t in 
guishes someth ing true as such, just as speed indicates what de
termines speedy things as such. T h u s to raise the quest ion o f 
t ru th does not mean to seek a t rue o r the t rue but to seek the es
sence, i.e., to def ine the universa l propert ies o f whatever is t rue. 
The r eby we encounter for the first t ime the decisive ambigui ty i n 
talk o f the "quest ion o f t r u t h . " 

§11. The question of truth as a question of the essence of the 

true: not an inquiry into the universal concept of the true. 

To raise the quest ion o f t ru th can mean: (1) to seek the t rue , (2) 

to de l imi t the essence o f everyth ing true. It is easy to discover 
which o f these two ways o f ra is ing the quest ion o f t ru th is the 
more urgent a n d the more impor tant . Obviously , it is the search 
for the true a n d above a l l i n the sense o f the true that rules a n d 
decides everything. In compar i son , it appears that the quest ion 
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o f t ru th , i.e., o f the essence o f the true, is someth ing merely sup
plementary, nay, even super f luous. For the essence i n the sense 
o f the universal wh ich appl ies i n each case to the many par t i cu
lars, as, e.g., the universal representat ion "house " applies to a l l 
real a n d possible houses, this universal is grasped a n d f o r m u 
lated i n a concept. T o th ink the mere concept o f someth ing is 
precisely to abstract f r om par t i cu lar realities. T h u s i f we desire 
the true a n d seek it, we wi l l not strive for t ru th in the sense o f the 
mere concept, to which any th ing true as true is subord inated . 
W h e n we seek the t rue, we want to ga in possession o f that u p o n 
which o u r histor ical human i ty is posited a n d by which it is thor 
ough ly domina t ed a n d th rough which it is raised above itself. Ev
ery genuine att i tude o f m a n , who dwells i n the real a n d wants to 
t rans form what is rea l , remove it f r om its place a n d l iberate i t to 
h i ghe r possibil it ies, wi l l arr ive at the univoca l d e m a n d that can 
be expressed brief ly as follows: we desire what is t rue, why 
shou ld we be concerned w i th t ru th itself? 

B u t insofar as we are here i n q u i r i n g philosophically, a n d phi los
ophy is the knowledge o f the essence o f things, we already have 
dec ided otherwise. In ph i l osoph i z ing , we reflect o n the essence o f 
the t rue, we abide by that which is precisely not a conce rn for 
ones who desire the true. A n d hence they, who desire the t rue , 
must reject o u r in tent ion as someth ing extr ins ic a n d useless. It 
was not i n va in , but rather i n ant ic ipat ion o f this rejection o f o u r 
proposa l , that at the very outset we said phi losophy is i m m e d i 
ately useless knowledge. O u r ref lection o n correctness a n d o n 
t ru th itself can accompl ish n o t h i n g toward the correct so lut ion 
o f economic di f f icult ies, o r toward the correct improvement a n d 
assurance o f the publ i c heal th, no r can it contr ibute any th ing to 
the correct increase o f the speed o f a irplanes, o r to the correct 
improvement o f rad io recept ion, a n d likewise jus t as little to the 
correct des ign o f instruct ional projects in the schools. W i t h re
gard to al l these urgent matters o f dai ly l i fe, phi losophy fails. 
Nay, even more : because it inquires only into the essence o f t ru th 
a n d does not de te rmine ind i v idua l truths, ph i losophy wi l l not be 
able to settle any th ing about the decisively true. Phi losophy is i m 
mediately useless knowledge a n d yet stil l someth ing else: sover
e ign knowledge . 

I f that is so, then knowledge o f the essence o f the t rue , i.e., 
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knowledge o f the t ru th , c o u l d perhaps stil l bear a signif icance 
a n d even one that reaches beyond everything useful . B u t how is 
the essence, as a universal concept , supposed to acquire a sover
e ign rank? W h a t is more shadowy, a n d therefore more impotent , 
than a mere concept? 

In this regard a question still remains, one that is perhaps most 
intimately connected to the question o f truth as the question o f the 
essence o f the true. Have we determined the essence sufficiendy in 
identifying it with the concept? Perhaps the essence o f the true, 
hence truth itself, is not grasped at al l i f we merely represent in 
general that which applies universally to everything t ine as such. 
Perhaps the essence o f the true, hence truth itself, is not what ap
plies indif ferendy with regard to the true but is the most essential 
t ruth . In that case, the genuine and decisive t ru th , u p o n which ev
erything must be posited, wou ld be precisely this essence o f the true, 
the t ruth itself. In that case, the standpoint which pretends to care 
so much about real i ty—"We desire the true, why should we be con
cerned with t ruth i tse l f?"—would be a great error, the error o f er
rors, a n d u p to now the most endur ing o f al l errors. Suppos ing 
truth is this t ruth, then o u r inquiry into truth as the question o f the 
essence o f all truths, provided we carry it out correcdy, will not be 
mere play with empty concepts. 

§18. The question of the legitimacy of the ordinary 
determination of truth, as point of departure for a 

return to the ground of the possibility of correctness. 

T h e fact that we are immediately leaving behind the customary 
conception o f truth and are t ry ing to attain the g round upon which 
the determinat ion o f truth as correctness is founded shows that we 
are not entangled in an empty squabble about the mere def init ion 
o f the concept o f t ruth but that we want to touch something essen
tial. T h r o u g h such a re turn to the g round—to what is worthy o f 
quest ioning—we put into question the determination o f truth h i th
erto a n d in so do ing make ourselves free o f it. 

Bu t do we really make ourselves free? A r e we not b i nd ing ou r 
selves al l the more to this essential de f in i t ion , to such an extent 
that it becomes the obl igatory one? Let us not deceive ourselves. 
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With the re turn to that openness by which al l correctness first be
comes possible, we in fact presuppose that the determinat ion o f 
t ruth as correctness has indeed its own legitimacy. Is this then al 
ready proved? T h e characterization o f t ruth as correctness cou ld 
very well be an error. A t any rate, u p to now it has not been shown 
that this characterization is not an error. B u t i f the conception o f 
truth as correctness is an error, what then about the positing o f the 
g round o f the possibility o f correctness? To say the least, such a pos
i t ing can in that case not c laim to grasp the essence o f t ruth more 
fundamentally. O n the contrary, we must concede that what sup
ports a n e r ror and founds it is a fortiori erroneous. 

W h a t is the mean ing o f the r e tu rn to the mani fo ld-uni tary 
openness i f it is not proven i n advance that what we take to be the 
po int o f depar ture for the r e tu rn , namely the o rd inary de t e rmi 
nat ion o f t ruth as correctness, has its own just i f icat ion? 

Now, i n fact, the concept ion o f t ru th as correctness is c on 
f i rmed th rough a l o n g t rad i t ion . B u t the appea l to t rad i t ion is 
not yet a foundat ion a n d safeguard o f the t ru th o f an in tu i t i on . 
For centuries, the t rad i t ion c l u n g to the o p i n i o n that the s u n re
volves a r o u n d the ear th , a n d the eyes themselves even con f i rmed 
it. Nevertheless, this o p i n i o n cou ld be shaken. Perhaps the t rad i 
t ional character o f a n insight is even an objection against its cor
rectness. Is it not possible that what might i n itself be an e r r o r 
can become a " t r u t h " by be ing believed l o n g enough? Whatever 
may be the case here, the mere l ong du ra t i on a n d venerable 
character o f a t rad i t ion are not, by themselves, a reliable g r o u n d 
to prove the t ru th o f an essential de te rminat ion . 

B u t must we appea l to t radi t ional op in ions i n o rde r to ascer
tain the legit imacy o f the de terminat ion o f t ru th as correctness? 
A f t e r a l l , we can f o r m for ourselves a j u d g m e n t about this legit
imacy. A n d that is not di f f icult , for the characterizat ion o f t ru th 
as the correspondence o f a representat ion with an object is self-
evident. T h i s obviousness has the advantage that it is rel ieved 
f r om fur ther foundat ion . Wha t we call the obvious is what is 
clearly evident o n its own, wi thout fur ther thought . Now, to be 
sure, it has been shown conclusively enough that i f we take t ru th 
as correctness o f representat ion, we in fact avoid fur ther thought 
a n d that here someth ing is evident for us because we are re
n o u n c i n g every attempt to elucidate it more closely a n d more 
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genuinely. Wha t k i n d o f obviousness is it, however, wh ich sub
sists o n a cut t ing o f f o f every intent ion to unders tand a n d o n an 
avoidance o f every ques t ion ing about the g round? C a n such an 
obviousness pass as a substitute for a foundat ion? No . For what is 
obvious i n the genuine sense is on ly what by itself prec ludes fur
ther inqu i r y as impossible , i n such a way that thereby clarity 
re igns c once rn ing the inte l l ig ib i l i ty o f the obviousness. 

§13. The foundation of the traditional conception 

of truth in the return to its origin. 

O n l y one way stil l remains for us to arr ive at a foundat ion o f the 
t rad i t ional concept ion o f t r u t h as correctness. We wi l l investigate 
the o r i g i n o f this t radi t ion a n d examine how this de te rminat ion 
o f t ru th was g r ounded w h e n it was first established, namely i n 
the ph i losophy o f Ar i s tode . I f we t u r n back there, o u r ref lect ion 
also gains the advantage o f b e ing able to b r i n g to the i n n e r eyes, 
i n its p r i m o r d i a l or ig inal i ty a n d puri ty , the concept ion o f t ru th 
that has been va l id ever since. Hence we are suddenly con 
f ronted wi th the task o f a h is tor iographica l considerat ion o f the 
theory o f t ru th a n d j u d g m e n t i n Ar i s tode , whose phi losophy 
stems f r o m the four th century before Chr i s t . 

Now, i f we view this h is tor iographica l task i n the larger a n d 
p rope r perspective o f o u r quest ion, we wi l l become d iscon
certed. For the decisive in tent ion o f o u r quest ion ing is precisely  
to free us f r o m the pas t—not because it is past, but because it is  
groundless. We want to raise questions o n the basis o f o u r o w n  
present a n d future necessities. Instead o f that, we are now pre
p a r i n g to lose ourselves in a h is tor iographica l cons iderat ion o f 
the past. T h a t must signify a renunc ia t ion a n d a fl ight in the face 
o f what is needed , namely to ask questions ourselves instead o f 
merely r epor t ing the op in ions o f bygone ages. It seems that such 
a h is tor iographica l cons iderat ion acts against o u r o w n intent ion . 
There fo re we need a c lar i f icat ion o f the foundat ional issues— 
especially w i th reference to the fur ther course o f o u r lectures. 

a) T h e historiographical consideration of the past. 

Ent e r i ng into history is perhaps not always a n d necessarily such 
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a f l ight i n face o f the tasks o f the present. It is certainly possible 
to cons ider the past f r om the viewpoints a n d accord ing to the 
standards o f the l i v ing present. In d o i n g so, the past is loosened 
f r om its f rozen state a n d is related to the present a n d made 
contemporary . Such a considération o f the past becomes a ver i 
table reconnaissance o f it; for that is the very mean ing o f the 
word h is tor iography [Historié]: urrope.lv—to exp lore . T o us, 
therefore, h is tor iography means a n exp lora t ion o f the past 
f r om the perspective o f the present. T h i s perspective can 
thereby become self-evident a n d s tandard . For example , Ranke , 
i n conscious oppos i t i on to the p resumed histor ical construct ions 
o f Hege l , believes he is present ing the past jus t as it was, yet def
inite guidel ines o f interpretat ion are d i rec t ing h i m too—it is jus t 
that these are o ther than the Hege l i an . Conversely, the stan
dards may be taken f r om the present a n d app l i ed expressly as 
such, a n d then the past is expl ic i t ly made contemporary. T h e s e 
two sorts o f h is tor iographica l cons iderat ion are not basically d is
tinct. 

To be sure, a quest ion remains: i f the standards a n d guide l ines 
o f a h is tor iographica l considerat ion are taken—express ly o r 
n o t — f r o m what is then the present, is it thereby already dec ided 
that these standards are suff icient to grasp the past? T h e fact 
that a present is present, a n d what is cur ren t is today, does not 
guarantee that the present standards cor respond to what may be 
the greatness o f a past a n d are commensurab le wi th it. Indeed , 
every past can be presented as t imely for any age. T h i s is the 
source o f the confus ion o f a l l h is tor iographica l considerat ions. 
B u t it c ou ld also be that a present is as f rozen as the past, a n d  
that the standards o f a present are merely bad residues o f a past  
no longer unders tood . It cou ld be that a present is altogether 
caught u p i n itself a n d therefore precisely closed and shut o f f 
against what the past has to say. T h e mere re la t ing o f the past to 
what is current ly present can attain new results, a n d even does so 
necessarily, for a present is always di f ferent than the previous 
one. B u t these new histor iographica l results, which intoxicate 
people a n d make them th ink themselves super io r in re lat ion to 
ear l ier h is tor iographica l science, are also already ant iquated be
fore they become truly new, because the present soon aga in 
turns into an other, a n d timeliness is most inconstant. There f o r e 
a l l h is tor iographica l considerat ions are snares. 

http://urrope.lv%e2%80%94
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b) Historical reflection on the future, the future as the 

beginning of all happenings. 

B u t a h is tor iographica l cons iderat ion does not exhaust the pos
sible re lat ion to history; so far f r om d o i n g so, it actually impedes 
such a re lat ion a n d cuts it off. W h a t we are ca l l ing historical re
f lection is essentially di f ferent f r o m a histor iographica l consider
at ion. I f we consciously elaborate the d ist inct ion between the his
tor iographica l a n d the histor ical even l inguistical ly, and adhere 
to it over a n d against the o rd ina r y confus ion o f the two terms, 
then this prec is ion i n the use o f words is f ounded o n a basic at
titude o f thought . T h e w o r d "h i s to r i ca l " [geschictitlich] means  
" h a p p e n i n g " [das Geschehen], history itself as a being. "H i s t o r i o -
g raph i ca l " refers to a k i n d o f cogni t ion . We w i l l not speak o f his
tor ica l " cons ide ra t i on " but " re f l ec t ion. " For ref lect ion [Be-sin-

nung] is l o o k i n g for the m e a n i n g [Sinn] o f a happen ing , the 
mean ing o f history. " M e a n i n g " refers here to the open reg ion o f 
goals, standards, impulses, decisive possibilities, a n d powers—al l 
these be long essentially to happen ing . 

H a p p e n i n g as a way to be is proper only to humanity. M a n has 

history because he alone can be historical, i.e., can stand a n d does  
stand i n that open region oi'góals, standards, drives, and powers,  
by withstanding this region and existing in the mode o f f o rming , 
directing, acting, carry ing out, and tolerating. On l y m a n is  
historical—as that be ing which, exposed to b e i n p as a whole, and 
in commerce with these beings, sets himself tree in the midst o f ne 
cessity. A l l non -human beings are history-less, though, in a der ive" ! 
sense, they can be historical, and are even necessarily so, insofar as  
they belong wi th in the circuit o f the commerce o f man with beings.  
For example, a work o f art possesses its history as work. This im 
plies, however, that it does so o n the basis o f its being created by  
man , or, more precisely, on the basis o f its open ing up , as work, and 

, keeping open, the wor ld o f man . 

^ I t is now clear that happen ings and history are not what is by 
gone and what is cons idered as such, i.e., the h is tor iographica l . 
B u t jus t as l ittle is this h a p p e n i n g the present. T h e h a p p e n i n g  
a n d the happenings ot history are p n m o r d i a l l y and always the 
tuture , that which in a concealed way comes toward us, a revela-
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tory process that puts us at r isk, and thus is compe l l ing in ad  
vance. 1 he tu ture is the beg inn ing o i a l l happening. Every th ing 

_Js^nclosecljyjthjnThe^ i f what has already begun 
aricHv"n*âtTâ"s"*âT^ for thwith to have gone be
y o n d their beg inn ing , yet the la t t e r—apparendy hav ing become  
the pas t—remains i n power a n d abides, a n d everything tu tura l  
encounters i y l n a l l genuine history, wh ich is more than a mere 
sequence o f events, the future is decisive: i.e., what is decisive are 
the goals o f creative activity, the i r rank, a n d their extent. T h e 
greatness o f creative activity takes its measure f r om the extent o f 
its power to follow u p the innermost h i d d e n law o f the b eg inn ing 
a n d to carry the course o f this law to its end . There fo re the new, 
the dev iat ing, a n d the elapsed are historical ly unessential t hough 
nonetheless inevitable. B u t $ e c a u s e the beg inn ing is always the 
most concealed, because it is inexhaust ib le a n d w i t h d r a w s ^ n d 

"because o n the o ther h a n d what_ has already been becomes i m  
mediately the habi tual , a n d because this conceals the beg inn ing 

I t h r ough i t sex tens ion , therefore what has become habitual needs_ 
transformations, i.e., revolut ions. T h u s the o r i g ina l a n d genu ine 
re lat ion to the beg inn ing is the revolutionary, wh ich , through_the 
upheava l o f the habi tual , once_a^a inJ l i^ratesnthThiddenJaw_of . 
the beg inn ing . Hence the conservative does riot preserve the 
beginning—it d o e s j i o t even reach the .beg inning . _ For_the_con-__ 
servative att i tude transforms what has already become jn t o the, 
regular and the ideal, wh ich is then sought ever anew i n histo-
r iograph ica l c ons i d e ra t i ons^ 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e ambiguity of the question of truth. T h e essence is not 

what is indifferently universal but what is most essential. 

T h e quest ion o f t ru th is ambiguous. "We seek the t r u t h : " that 
means we want to know the true u p o n which o u r act ing a n d " B e 
i n g " are posited. "We are ask ing the quest ion of t r u t h " : that 
means we are endeavoring to f ind the essence of what is t rue . Es
sence is unders tood here as that which makes %vhatever is true 
t rue . W h e n we a im at the essence, ind i v idua l truths do not mat-
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ter. There fo re the quest ion o f t ru th , in the sense o f the quest ion 
o f its essence, immediate ly encounters the deepest susp ic ion ; for 
we desire what is true, why shou ld we be concerned with t ru th 
itself? To be sure, it is presupposed here wi thout fur ther reflec¬
t ion that the essence is a universa l which appl ies to every partk> 
u lar instance i n the same way—indi f ferent ly . B u t this m igh t be to 

"misunderstand the essence. There f o r e o u r ref lection must reach 
the point , indeed as soon as possible, where the quest ion o f what 
the essence itself is becomes unavoidable . It might t u r n out that 
the essence o f someth ing is not the indi f ferent but what is most 
essential. I n that case we w o u l d have to reverse the apparendy 
obvious d e m a n d — " W e desire what is true, why should we be 
concerned w i th t ru th i t s e l f ? "—and say instead: "We desire t ru th , 
why shou ld we be concerned w i th the t rue? " For then precisely 
t ru th , the essence o f the t rue , wou ld be what is genuine ly true, 
that which is des i red in the jus t -ment ioned d e m a n d , though 
sought o n a by-way. 

2) T h e problematic character of the obviousness 

of the traditional conception of truth, and the 

question of its legitimacy. 

T h e first steps o f o u r del iberat ions have already shown that we 
are not s t r iv ing for an indi f ferent de f in i t ion o f the essence o f the 

1 t rue, i n o rde r to be appeased by it. We freed ourselves f r o m the 
customary de te rminat ion o f t ru th as the correctness o f an asser
t ion by showing how this de t e rmina t i on is based o n a more o r i g 
inal one that constitutes the g r o u n d o f the possibi l i ty o f correct- , 
ness^ 

B u t as unavoidably as we were led to acknowledge an open 
ness—as we cal led i t—tha t is precisely how dubious it has be
come whether we have indeed l iberated ourselves f rom the cus
tomary concept ion o f t ru th th rough this r e tu rn to openness aŝ  
the g r o u n d o f correctness. In fact we are re ly ing precisely o n the 
customary concept ion , so m u c h so that we are seeking a f ounda
t ion for this rel iance a n d consequent ly want to c on f i rm it a l l the 
more . 

We rely o n the customary concept ion o f t ru th as correctness, 
without hav ing f ounded this concept ion sufficiently. We come by 
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it as someth ing tradi t ional . T h e appeal to what has been handed 
down , the so-called " t r ad i t i on , " is not a foundat ion . Not even i f 
the t radi t ional has become obvious. Obviousness is always a very 
p rob l emat i c assurance o f the legit imacy o f an in tu i t i on . For, on 
the one h a n d , it is questionable to what extent that which is sup
posed to be obvious to the unders tand ing is really unders tood o r 
whether we have here precisely a renunc ia t ion o f the w i l l to u n 
derstand a n d the appeal to thoughtlessness elevated to a p r i n c i 
ple. O n the o ther h a n d , it c ou ld be asked what k i n d o f inte l l ig i 
bi l i ty o r unders tand ing is p rov id ing the s tandard here. W h a t 
might be very obvious on a certa in level o f unde r s tand ing—the 
most super f i c ia l—can be whol ly uninte l l ig ib le o n the p lane o f 
the wi l l to genuine comprehens ion . 

If, consequently, the customary de te rminat ion o f t ru th as cor
rectness appears to us correct precisely when we reflect n o fur 
ther o n it, then this "obviousness" is not yet a suff icient f ounda 
tion for the de l imi ta t ion o f the essence o f the true. 

3) Toward the foundation of the customary conception 

of truth through a historical reflection on its origin. 

T h e distinction between a historiographical 

consideration and a historical reflection. 

There fo re , i n o rde r to ga in the foundat ion o f the customary 
concept ion o f t ru th , we wi l l quest ion back a n d examine how it 
was f ounded when it was first put for th. T h u s we are forced to 
t u r n to the ph i losophy o f Ar is tot le . T h a t means that instead o f 
actually ask ing the quest ion o f t ruth by ourselves and for our 
selves, i.e., for the future, we wi l l lose ourselves in h is tor iograph
ical considerat ions and reports about the ancient past. 

What is h a p p e n i n g here? A r e we really act ing contrary to o u r 
own intent ions by r e tu rn ing to history? No . B u t we can on ly u n 
derstand that a ref lection on history belongs precisely a n d essen
tially to the wi l l to shape the future i f we d is t inguish between a 
h is tor iographica l considerat ion a n d a histor ical ref lection. 

T h e h is tor iographica l , as the word itself is supposed to i nd i 
cate, refers to the past insofar as it is exp lo red and presented, 
e i ther expressly o r inexpressly, f rom the perspective o f what 
happens to be the present. Every h istor iographica l considerat ion 



3» T h e Essence o f T r u t h as His tor ica l Reflection [40-41] 

turns the past as such into an object. Even where a "h is tor iogra
phy " o f the present is put f o r th , the very present must already be 
bygone. A l l h is tor iography is retrospective, even when it makes 
the past timely. 

T h e historical does not denote a manner o f g rasp ing a n d ex
p l o r ing but the very h a p p e n i n g itself. T h e historical is not the 
past,_not_even the present, but the future, that which is c o m ^ 
mended to the w i l l , to expectadon, to care. T h i s does not a l low 
itself to be " cons ide red " ; instead, we must "ref lect" o n it. We have 
to be concerned w i th the mean ing , the possible standards, the 
necessary goals, the ineluctable powers, a n d that f r om which a l l 
h u m a n happenings beg in . These goals and powers can be such 
that they have already come to pass—in a h i d d e n way—long ago 
but are precisely therefore not the past but what sti l l abides a n d 
is await ing the l iberat ion o f its in f luence. T h e future is the o r i g i n . 
o f history. Wha t is most fu tura l , however, is the great b eg inn ings 
that w h i c h — w i t h d r a w i n g i tsel f constant ly—reaches back the far 
thest a n d at the same time reaches forward the farthest. T h e h i d ^ 
den destiny o f a l l beg innings , however, is tP_seemjo_be thrust 
aside, overcome, a n d refuted by what they themselves begin a n d  
by what follows them. T h e o rd ina rycha rac t e r o f what is hence~ 
forth the o rd inary becomes The l o r d over what is for ever the ex^_ 
t raord inary character ^>f the beg inn ing . There fore , in o rde r j t q . 
rescue the beg inn ing , a n d consequently the future as wel l , f r o m , 
t ime to t ime the domina t i on o f the o rd inary a n d a l l too o rd ina ry  
must be broken . A n upheava l is needed, in o rde r that the ex-_ 
"traordinary a n d die_for\yard-reaching might be l iberated a n d 
come to power. Revo lut ion, the upheaval o f what is habi tua l , is_ 
the genuine re lat ion to theJ )eg inning . .Th^ Qn the_ 

contrary, the preserv ing, adheres to and retains only what was 
begun IrT the wake o f "the b eg inn ing and what has come forth_ 
f rom it. T h e beg inn ing can never be grasped th rough mere pres 
ervat ion, because to begin means to th ink a n d to act f r o m the 
perspective o f the future and o f what is extraordinary, a n d f r o m , 
the renunc ia t ion o f the crutches a n d evasions o f the habi tual a n d 
the usual . 

To be sure, even the conservative, the adherence to what has 
become, a n d the mere preservat ion a n d care for the h i ther to , 
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needs, as a h u m a n attitude, standards i!nd guidel ines. B u t it 
draws them f r om what has become and sties there in the regu lar 
o r the ru le , a n d elevates this to a n i d ea l—wh ich is then retr ieved 
everywhere a n d requi red again, a n d th rough this "ever a g a i n " 
gains a n apparent ly supra tempora l validity. 

c) T h e acquisition of the beginning in the experience o f its 

law. T h e historical as the extension from the future into the 

past and from the past into the future. 

What is conservative remains bogged d o w n i n the h i s to r i ograph- 
ica l ; on ly what is revolut ionary attains the dep th o f history. Rev 
o lu t i on does not mean here mere subversion a n d destruct ion but 
an upheaval a n d recreat ing o f the customary s o j h a t the begin¬
n i n g might be restructured. A n d because the o r i g ina l belongs to 
the beg inn ing , the res t ructur ing o f the beg inn ing is never the 
poo r imi ta t ion o f what was ear l ier ; it is ent ire ly o ther a n d never
theless the same. 

' T h e beg inn ing never allows itself to be represented o r cons id 
ered i n histor iography. For, in that way, i.e., h is tor iographica l ly 
cons idered, it is degraded into someth ing wh ich has a lready be
come a n d is no longer beg inn ing . T h e beg inn ing is on ly ac
qu i r ed when we creatively exper ience its law, a n d this law can  
never become a ru le but remains specific a n d part icular , the 
uniqueness o f the necessary. T h e uniqueness o f the necessary is 
that s imple_whichr as the most difficult^ must ever a n d aga in be 
accompl ished completely anew. 

H is tor iograph ica l considerat ions attain only the past a n d 
never reach the histor ical . For the latter goes beyond everyth ing 
h is tor iographica l , jus t as much i n the d i rect ion o f the future as 
with respect to the past, a n d a l l the more in relat ion to the 
present. 

T h e present, w i th the inevitable obtrusiveness o f its results, 
certainly appears to of fer i n the most immediate way that wh ich 
comes to pass, a n d yet history is precisely i n any present what 
comes to pass most genuine ly a n d is thus the most h i d d e n . 
There fo re a h istor iographica l considerat ion a n d presentat ion o f 
the present is the most b l ind over and against history. T h i s k i n d 
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o f h is tor iography touches on l y the foremost o f the fo reground, 
which is, o f course, taken by the c o m m o n unders tand ing as what 
genuine ly comes to pass. 

T h e histor ical is the super-h is tor iographica l but for that rea
son is precisely not the supra- tempora l , not the so-called e terna l 
o r timeless, since the h is tor iographica l only reaches the past a n d 
not the genuine ly t empora l . T h e proper ly tempora l is the stir
r i ng , exc i t ing , but at the same time conserv ing a n d preserv ing 
extension a n d stretch f r om the future into the past a n d j r q n v t h e . 
latter into the former . In this extension, m a n as historical is i n  
each case a " s p r e a d . " T h e present is always later than the future ;  
it is the'Yast. It spr ings f r o m the struggle o f the future w i th the  
past. T h a t the c o m i n g tojj^sjpj^istqry emerges out o f the j\> 
ture does not mean , however, that history can be made a n d d i 
rected by p l ann ing . Rather, man—prec i se l y i n creative shap
i n g — c a n penetrate into the uncertain^ a n d incalculable on ly by  
rneans o f the will to prov ide a d i rec t ion w i th in what is necessary 
a n d ou t of a knowledge o f the law o f the beg inn ing . , 

H is tor ica l reflections are fundamenta l ly di f ferent f r om histo
riographical considerat ions. H is tor iography has, however, its 
own p rope r usefulness as ins t ruc t ion , med ia t ion o f cognit ions, 
a n d as research a n d presentat ion; a n d accordingly it also has its 
own l imits. H is tor i ca l ref lect ion, o n the contrary, is possible, a n d 
indeed necessary, on ly where history is grasped creatively a n d 
co- format ive ly—in the creat ion o f the poet, the architect, the 
th inker , the statesman. These are never histor iographers w h e n 
they reflect o n what comes to pass. Since they are not h istor iog
raphers , they accompl ish the o p e n i n g u p a n d the new founda
tion o f history. H is tor i ca l re f lect ion is never the exp lo ra t i on o f 
the past, even i f this past presents the spir i t o f an age. A l l "h i s 
tory o f the sp i r i t " is always on l y h istor iography but easily creates 
the impress ion o f be ing a re f lect ion, since it does investigate the 
spir i t . B u t there the sp ir i t is on ly an object—set aside and repre
sented as someth ing that once was a n d is now past and perhaps 
is sti l l romant ica l ly longed for. O n the o ther h a n d , J a k o b B u r c k -
hardt , who at times seems to be an " inexact " h is tor iographer o r a 
pedant with l i terary ambit ions, is any th ing but a h is tor iographer . 
H e is a th inker o f history t h r o u g h a n d th r ough , to w h o m histo-
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r iographica l science and phi lo logy only prov ide auxi l iary ser
vices. 

So much for a first, though not yet decisive, c lari f icat ion o f the 
dist inct ion between a h is tor iographica l cons iderat ion a n d a his
tor ical ref lect ion. 

§14. Return to the Aristotelian doctrine of the truth of the 

assertion as a historical reflection. 

I f now, i n the context o f an o r i g ina l pos ing o f the basic quest ion 
o f t ru th , we refer back to Ar i s tode i n o rde r to reflect o n the 
foundat ion o f the t radi t ional concept o f t r u t h fo l lowing the 
gu ide l ine o f his theory o f the t ru th o f the assert ion, then this has 
no th ing to d o w i th a h is tor iographica l cons iderat ion o f a past 
doct r ine o f a n al legedly ant iquated Greek phi losophy. T h i s is so 
not on ly because the problemat ic Ar is to te l ian concept ion o f 
t ru th is not bygone, a n d sti l l today thorough ly determines o u r 
knowledge a n d decisions, but also because we are quest ion ing 
the inaugura t i on a n d preservat ion o f the o rd inary Western c on 
cept o f t ru th at its very outset a n d are d o i n g so only i n t e rms o f 
o u r awakening the quest ion o f t ru th for the future as a — o r per
haps the—basic quest ion o f phi losophy. T h i s q u e s t i o n i n g -
shou ld it succeed—wi l l itself stand w i th in a history whose beg in
n i n g reaches back temporal ly b e h i n d Ar i s tode a n d whose fu ture 
reaches far beyond us. There fore , the phi losophica l thought o f 
the Greeks that we are ref lect ing o n is not someth ing bygone, 
n o r is it someth ing o f today, made to fit the times. It is fu tura l 
a n d therefore super-h is tor iographica l ; it is the histor ical . 

T h e essence o f t ru th is not a mere concept, car r i ed about i n 
the head. O n the contrary, t ru th is alive; i n the momentary f o r m 
o f its essence it is the power that determines everything t rue a n d 
un t rue ; it is what is sought after, what is fought for, what is suf
fered for. T h e essence o f t ru th is a happen ing , more real a n d 
more efficacious than a l l h istor iographica l occurrences a n d 
facts, because it is the i r g r o u n d . Wha t is historical i n a l l history 
comes to pass i n that great silence for which m a n only rarely has 
the r i gh t ear. T h a t we know so l i tde o r even no th ing o f this h i d -



42 T h e Essence o f T r u t h as His tor ica l Reflection [44-45] 

den history o f the essence o f t ru th is no p roo f o f its unreal i ty but 
on ly evidence o f o u r lack o f reflective power. I f we now d is t in 
gu ish , in o u r representations, between a h is tor iographica l con 
siderat ion a n d a histor ical ref lect ion, no th ing is ga ined as l o n g as 
we do not carry out that d is t inct ion a n d put it to the test i n a real 
historical re f lect ion. Yet we had to provide this First reference to 
the d is t inct ion, at least i n o rde r to obviate a mis interpretat ion o f 
what follows as a mere r epor t about doctr ines l ong bygone. 

§15. The Aristotelian foundation of the correctness of an 

assertion as the essence of truth. 

Because o u r discussion o f G reek phi losophy is not a h istor io
graphica l a d d e n d u m but belongs to the very course o f o u r ques
tioning, this course must be constandy surveyed a n d domina t ed . 
Let us therefore brief ly repeat the task. T h r o u g h a first reflec
t i on , the t rad i t iona l concept ion o f t ru th as correctness became 
questionable. Someth ing worthy o f quest ion ing showed itself:_ 
that mul t ip le -uni tary openness o f beings, o n the basis o f wh i ch a_ 
conformity to someth ing i n representat ion, and consequendy_ 
correctness, first become possible. I f we conceive a n d unde r 
stand this openness as the g r o u n d o f the possibil ity o f correct
ness, we touch u p o n t ru th in its o r i g ina l a n d p rope r essence. B u t 
the r e tu rn to this openness leads to the o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th 
on ly i f it can be shown i n advance wi th good foundat ion that cor
rectness a lready i n some way contains, even i f not or ig inal ly , the 
essence o f t ru th . Wha t is the case here? Is the interpretat ion o f 
t ru th as the correctness o f a representation o r assertion a 
f ounded one, a n d how so? In o rde r to ga in some clarity, we wi l l 
ask this quest ion in view o f the p r imord i a l pos i t ing o f the def i 
n i t i on o f t ru th i n Ar is tot le . T h e r e tu rn to the Ar is tote l ian doc
tr ine is not to be a mere h is tor iographica l considerat ion but a 
histor ical ref lect ion. 

T h e first step wou ld be to recount Aristotle 's doctr ine o f the 
essence o f the t rue and the false, and then discuss the appur te 
nance o f t ru th a n d falsity to the assertion (\6-yos) a n d the struc
ture o f the assert ion itself. B u t because the contemporary theory 
o f t ru th and o f the assertion is not essentially dist inct f r om A r i s -
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lode's and has already been more o r less e lucidated with the ex
ample o f the propos i t ion , " T h e stone is h a r d , " we may here 
forego an elaborate presentation o f Aristotle 's doctr ine. 

Instead, we wi l l ask immediate ly : how does Ar istot le g r o u n d 
this de te rminat ion o f the essence o f t ruth? W i t h what legit imacy 
is the essence o f t ru th de t e rmined to be the correctness o f a n as
sertion? T h e foundat ion for this essential de te rminat ion appears 
to be easy, since it is obvious. It can be shown that in a n assertion 
o f the type, " T h e stone is h a r d , " there occurs a conformity o f the 
representat ion to the object. B u t is that appea l to the occurrence 

o f correctness i n this o r in another propos i t ion a f oundat ion for 
the essence o f t ru th as correctness? B y no means. Such references 
to correct propos i t ions only prov ide examples o f correctness but 
not the leg i t imat ing foundat ion for the essence a n d for an essen
tial de t e rmina t i on . T h e quest ion is not whether a n d how the es
sence o f t ru th cou ld be e lucidated th rough the example o f a cor
rect propos i t i on , but whether a n d how the pos i t ing o f the 
correctness o f the assertion as the essence o f t ru th is f ounded . 
T h i s inc ludes the quest ion o f how the essence o f someth ing is to 
be posited at a l l a n d where this posi t ing o f the essence w o u l d 
have its p r inc ip l e a n d g r o u n d . Obviously , this quest ion can be 
answered on ly i f we have first c lar i f ied what essence is as such , 
whether it be the essence o f t ru th o r the essence o f a plant o r the 
essence o f a work o f art. 

§16. The turning of the question of the essence of truth into the 
question of the truth (essentiality) of the essence. The question of 

the Aristotelian conception of the essentiality of the essence. 

What makes u p the essence o f the essence or, as we say, essenti
ality? Essentiality indicates what the essence as such real ly is, 
what it is i n t ru th . It del imits the t ru th o f the essence. We look i n 
vain for the foundat ion o f an essential d e t e rm ina t i on—in o u r 
case, the de te rminat ion o f the essence o f t r u t h — i f we d o not 
truly know what i n general is to be de te rmined here a n d is to be 
f ounded in its de terminat ion , namely the essence itself. 

Whe r e have we arr ived? Perhaps we now have some i n k l i n g o f 
the remarkable character o f the way forced u p o n us by the ques-
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t ion o f t ruth itself, i f we relentlessly enough raise questions in 
o rde r to create a free path for its innermost impetus. We are ask
ing the quest ion o f t ru th , i.e., we are ask ing about the essence o f 
t ru th . We are not seeking ind i v idua l " t r u t h s " but the essence o f 
t ru th . In the u n f o l d i n g o f this quest ion we have now reached the 
po in t o f hav ing to raise the quest ion o f the t ru th o f essence. A H 
this is enigmat ic : the quest ion o f the essence o f t ru th is at the 
same t ime a n d i n itself the quest ion o f the t ru th o f the essence. 
T h e quest ion o f t ru th—asked as a basic quesdon—turns i tsel f i n 
itself against itself. T h i s t u r n i n g , which we have now r u n u p 
against, is a n in t imat ion o f the fact that we are enter ing the c o m 
pass o f a genuine ph i losophica l quesdon. We cannot now say 
what the t u r n i n g means, where it is f ounded , since we have 
hard ly entered the port ico o f the reg ion o f ph i losophica l reflec
t ion . O n l y one th ing is c lear : i f a l l ph i losophica l thought must 
more unavoidably move i n this t u r n i n g the more it th inks o r i g i 
nally, i.e., the more it approaches what i n ph i losophy is p r i m o r -
d ia l ly and always thought a n d reflected u p o n , then the t u r n i n g 
must be long essentially to the single focus o f ph i losophica l re
f lection (Be ing as the app rop r i a t i n g event). 

Since it was necessary to b r i n g a first c larity to the task o f the 
quest ion o f t r u t h , the search for what is true, whether it be i n d i 
v idua l truths o r the decisive t ru th , was de l imi ted against a reflec
t ion o n the essence o f t ru th . T h i s de l imi tat ion seemed unequivo
cal , and the ph i losophica l task thereby seemed clear. Now, 
however, we have seen that i n the quest ion o f the essence o f t ru th 
not only is t ru th as such questionable but so is the perspective 
w i th in which we are ra is ing the quest ion: what we so casually a n d 
easily cal l the essence. We speak o f the essence o f the state, the 
essence o f l i fe, the essence o f technology, conced ing perhaps 
that we do not yet know the essence o f the state, o f l i fe, a n d o f 
technology, t h o u g h silently c l a im ing to know the o ther side, 
namely what essence is in general , whether it be a matter o f the 
state, l i fe, technology, etc. B u t as obvious, a n d questionable, as is 
the de te rminat ion o f t ru th as correctness, that is how quest ion
able, and obvious, is o u r view o f the essentiality o f the essence, 
suppos ing that i n the usual talk about the essence o f things we 
do in tend someth ing determinate in the wo rd "essence" a n d d o 
not s imply abandon ourselves to an unde t e rm ined word -sound . 
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There fo re i n o rde r to decide how Ar is tot le la id the foundat ion 
for the subsequent c o m m o n interpretat ion o f the essence o f 
t ru th , we have to know how he conceived the essence as such, the 
essentiality o f the essence, especially since the Ar is tote l ian deter
mina t i on o f the essentiality o f the essence became the s tandard 
one for the times that fol lowed a n d remains va l id , despite some 
modi f icat ions, even today. B u t we must again renounce a de
tai led presentat ion o f the Ar is to te l ian doct r ine o f the essentiality 
o f the essence. For to d o it satisfactorily, a far-reaching in terpre 
tat ion, especially o f the seventh book o f the Metaphysics, w o u l d 
have to be art iculated. W i t h i n the context o f o u r lectures what 
matters is only the basic thrust o f the Ar is to te l ian de te rminat i on 
o f the essentiality o f the essence, i.e., that wh ich corresponds to, 
a n d spr ings for th as, the inne r law o f the beg inn ing o f Occ iden 
tal t h ink ing , a n d wh ich received f r om Plato its decisive s tamp for 
a l l subsequent Western thought . 

RECAPITULATION 

1) Rejection of three misinterpretations of the distinction 

between historiographical consideration and historical 

reflection. Science and historical reflection. 

T h e present discussions i n the history o f phi losophy, as wel l as 
those to come later i n the lecture course, are to be unders tood i n 
the l ight o f the d ist inct ion between a h is tor iographica l consider
at ion a n d a histor ical ref lect ion. Admit ted ly , the d ist inct ion a n d 
what is d is t inguished i n it have not been examined here thor 
ough ly i n every respect. There f o r e the possibil ity o f m i sunder 
s tand ing wi l l inevitably persist. Yet three conspicuous mis inter
pretations shou ld expressly be rejected: 

1. Since we said histor ical ref lection is accompl ished on ly by 
creative th inkers w i th in various domains , one might suppose 
that it can treat the past with completely u n b o u n d e d f reedom. 
B u t histor ical ref lection is in fact b o u n d to the past in an essen
tially more r igorous way than histor iography is. For what histor
ical ref lection remembers i n the past is one a n d the same as the 
future, wh ich the creators establish, and grasp as law, in the i r de-
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cisions conce rn ing their tasks. Con t ra r y to this, the points o f view 
o f h istor iography toward the past are very arbitrary, and insofar 
as histor iography as a science is concerned , they are chosen a n d 
evaluated p r imar i l y accord ing to whether, and how far, they p ro 
mote new histor iographica l cogn idons , i.e., insofar as they en
hance the progress o f the science. A l t h o u g h contemporary his
tor iography has accommodated itself to an insistent timeliness o f 
viewpoints, yet, accord ing to the sti l l unbroken idea o f science, 
every h is tor iographica l constatation is impor tant a n d relevant as 
a b u i l d i n g stone for h is tor iographica l overviews (syntheses). H i s 
tor iography is b o u n d by past facts, interpreted i n a certa in way 
each t ime; historical ref lect ion, however, is b o u n d by that hap
pen ing o n the basis o f wh ich facts can arise and can be in the first 
place. H is to r i ca l ref lection is subject to a h igher a n d more r igor 
ous law than histor iography is, a l though it might seem, j u d g i n g 
by appearances, that the reverse obtains. 

2. S ince h is tor iographica l considerat ions are always subord i 
nated to histor ical reflections, the erroneous op in i on can arise to 
the effect that h istor iography is altogether super f luous for his
tory. B u t f r om the o rde r o f rank jus t ment ioned the only conc lu 
sion to be d r a w n is this: h is tor iographica l considerat ions are es
sential on ly insofar as they are suppor ted by a histor ical 
ref lect ion, are directed by it in the i r very way o f quest ion ing , a n d 
are de t e rmined by it i n the de l imi ta t ion o f the ir tasks. B u t this 
also impl ies the converse, that h is tor iographica l considerat ions 
and cognit ions are indeed indispensable. A n d that holds a l l the 
more for a n age wh ich has to set i tsel f free f rom the trammels o f 
h istor iography and its confus ion wi th history. T h i s l iberat ion is 
necessary because a creative era has to protect itself equal ly 
against an often ignorant a n d weak imitat ion o f the past, a n d 
against an irreverent submerg ing o f the past—two attitudes, ap
parently mutual ly opposed , wh i ch a l l too readi ly find themselves 
un i f i ed , though in itself this un i ty is thoroughly confused. 

3. Finally, one might th ink that this dist inct ion between histo
r iographica l considerat ion and histor ical ref lection is empty con 
ceptual hair -spl i t t ing, unnecessary a n d a dead letter. Let us show 
this is not the case th rough a pecu l iar a n d apparendy extraneous 
example . 

It is a we l l -known fact that the natura l sciences admi t a histo-
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r iographica l considerat ion o f the i r own past merely as an a d d e n 
d u m , since for them what is past is s imply what is no longer. Nat
ura l science itself on ly deals w i th present nature . T h i s att i tude 
was expressed some t ime ago by a famous mathemat ic ian d u r i n g 
a debate over the occupancy o f a professorial cha ir i n classical 
phi lology. H e dec lared that this cha ir shou ld be replaced by one 
in physical science, a n d his a rgument was the fo l lowing: classical 
phi lo logy always deals only wi th what has already been; the nat
ura l sciences, o n the contrary, cons ider not on ly what is presendy 
real , but they can also predict , a n d can calculate i n advance how 
the real has to be, a n d i n that way can lay the foundat ions o f tech
nology. T h u s , the histor iography o f natura l science merely c on 
sists i n past discoveries a n d theories, ones that have been over
come l ong ago th rough progress. T h e "h i s to ry " o f science is for 
science itself its histor iography, that which the science constandy 
leaves beh ind i n its progress to ever new results. T h e h is tor iog
raphy o f natura l science does not be long to it o r to its me thod 
ology. T h r o u g h histor iographica l considerat ions o f the sequence 
o f ear l ier theories a n d discoveries one can at most clari fy how 
magni f icent ly far we have come a n d how backward ear l ier t imes 
had been, domina ted by " ph i l o sophy " and "specu la t ion" w i th 
the i r u n b r i d l e d dreams, wh ich have now f inal ly been shattered 
by the exact a n d sober considerat ion o f the " facts." In this way 
histor iography can establish that a phi losopher , such as Ar i s tode , 
was o f the o p i n i o n that heavy bodies fall faster than l ight ones, 
whereas the " facts" o f m o d e r n science prove that a l l bodies fall 
equally fast. A h is tor iographica l considerat ion o f such a k i n d is 
therefore an account o f a growth in progress, whereby whatever 
happens to be new is interpreted as more progressive. 

B u t above a n d beyond histor iography, we sti l l c la im that his
torical ref lection is possible a n d wi l l even one day prove to be i n 
dispensable. H is tor i ca l ref lection wi l l quest ion the basic expe r i 
ence a n d basic concept ion o f the Greeks, o r o f Ar is to t le in 
part icular , about "na tu re , " the body, mot ion , place, and t ime. 
A n d historical ref lection wi l l recognize that the Greek a n d the 
Ar is tote l ian basic exper ience o f nature was o f such a k i n d that 
the velocity o f the fall o f heavy a n d l ight bodies a n d their be long
ing to a certa in place cou ld not have been seen otherwise o r de
t e rmined di f ferently than they were. A historical ref lection wi l l 
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realize that the Greek theory o f natura l processes d i d not rest o n 
insuff icient observation but o n an o the r—perhaps even 
deeper—concept i on o f na ture that precedes a l l part icular obser
vations. For Ar i s tode , "phys i cs " means precisely the metaphysics 
o f nature . 

A histor ical ref lect ion w i l l d i scern that even the m o d e r n sci
ence o f nature is g r ounded o n a metaphys ics—in such an u n c o n 
d i t iona l way a n d so f i rmly a n d so much a matter o f course that 
most scientists d o not suspect it i n the least. A historical ref lect ion 
on the foundat ions o f m o d e r n na tura l science w i l l perceive that 
the much-acc la imed facts, wh ich m o d e r n exper imenta l science 
accepts as the sole reality, become visible as facts and can be 
f ounded on ly i n l ight o f a who l ly de t e rmined metaphysics o f na
ture , a metaphysics that is not less operative because contempo
rary scientists are no longer acquainted with it. O n the o ther 
h a n d , the great scientists w h o la id the foundat ions o f m o d e r n 
natura l science were great precisely i n that they possessed the 
power a n d the passion o f foundat iona l t h i n k i n g a n d had the ed 
ucat ion for i t as wel l . 

A histor ical ref lect ion w i l l acknowledge that it makes utter ly 
no sense to measure the Ar i s to te l i an theory o f mot i on straight
forwardly against the results o f the research o f Gal i l eo a n d to 
j u d g e the f o rmer as ant iquated, the latter as progressive; f o r i n 
these two cases nature means someth ing ent ire ly di f ferent. Ac 
co rd ing to histor iographicaJ ca lculat ion, m o d e r n natura l science 
is certainly more advanced than the Greek , assuming the tech
nological dom ina t i on , a n d thereby also the destruct ion, o f na
ture is indeed progress—versus the preservation o f nature as a 
metaphysical power. F r o m the standpoint o f histor ical re f lect ion, 
the advanced m o d e r n science o f nature is not a whit more true 
than the Greek ; o n the contrary, at most it is more unt rue , be
cause it is a l together caught i n the web o f its o w n methodology, 
a n d , notwi thstanding a l l its discoveries, i t lets escape what is gen
uinely the object o f these discoveries: namely nature , a n d man's 
relat ion to it, a n d man's place i n it. 

T h e historiographical compar ison and account o f the past a n d 
the present conclude in the progressiveness o f the present. His tor 
ical reflection on the past a n d o n the future leads to an insight into 
the groundlessness o f the contemporary relation (or lack o f rela-
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tion) to nature; it leads to the insight that the natural sciences, as in 
general all sciences, i n spite o f their progress, o r perhaps precisely 
because o f this progress, find themselves in a crisis. Indeed, as we 
hear today, " T h e pratde about the crisis o f science should finally be 
toned down" ( immatriculadon discourse o f the present rector, De
cember, 1937). T h e "crisis" o f science does certainly not consist in its 
not al lowing professorships in paleontology, ethnology, ethnogra
phy, etc., no r does it consist in its not be ing relevant enough to 
l i fe—that it is all too much. We would do well to stop speaking o f 
the crisis o f science in such terms. For these decriers o f the crisis are 
in fact basically i n complete accord with contemporary science, em
brace it, and even become its best defenders, as soon as they find a 
satisfying position within it. T h e crisis is quite otherwise and stems 
not f rom 1933, and not f rom 1918, and not even f rom the much-
criticized nineteenth century, but from the beginning o f the m o d 
e rn age, which was not a mistake but a fate, and only a fate wi l l 
overcome it. 

T h e most acute crisis o f today's science might consist precisely 
in hav ing no suspic ion o f the crisis i n which it is invo lved : i n 
other words, in bel iev ing that it has been suff ic iendy c on f i rmed 
by its successes a n d its palpable results. B u t no th ing sp i r i tua l , 
a n d no th ing wh ich is to dominate as a sp i r i tua l power a n d is sup
posed to be more than a business, can ever be val idated by suc
cess a n d usefulness. 

His tor ica l ref lections quest ion the present a n d future o f sci
ence itself a n d heap shame o n its bel ie f in progress, for such re
flections show that in mattei-s o f essence there is no progress but 
only the t ransformat ion o f the same. For natura l science, a n d for 
any science, h is tor iographica l considerat ions are perhaps only 
an extr insic concession to let its own past be seen as someth ing to 
overcome. His tor ica l ref lect ion, on the contrary, belongs to the 
essence o f a l l the sciences, insofar as it claims to prepare a n d to 
f o rm for them, beyond every useful result, an essential knowl 
edge o f the i r subject matter a n d o f the concomitant reg ion o f 
Be ing . 

T h e sciences a n d certainly, i n the ult imate analysis, the i r es
tabl ishment today in their total administrat ive organizat ion (the 
university) are far f rom suspect ing any th ing o f the necessity o f 
historical ref lect ion. Why? Because this presumably only abstract 
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dist inct ion between h is tor iographica l considerat ion a n d h is tor i 
cal ref lection is ne i ther exper ienced no r grasped and for the 
time be ing wi l l not be grasped. For we have l ong ago become 
used to the fact that a scientist can refer to acknowledged accom
pl ishments i n his f ield and at the same t ime, with a d i s turb ing 
unsuspect ing innocence, may be b l i nd to al l that provides his sci
ence foundat ion a n d legit imacy. We even th ink this to be won
drous . We have l ong ago fal len into the most silly A m e r i c a n i s m , 
whose pr inc ip l e is that the t rue is what succeeds a n d everyth ing 
else is " specu la t ion , " i.e., a d r e a m far removed f r om life. We wal
low again a l r eady—a l l those who a short time ago were sti l l fac
ing each other as hosti le brothers but always be longed funda 
mental ly t oge ther—in a j ov ia l a n d even tipsy op t im ism which lets 
come to life again the Gaudeamus igitur a n d the Ergo bibamus as 
the coronat ion o f academic l i fe ( immatr iculat ion discourse o f the 
dean o f the school o f medic ine) . H o w often a n d for how l ong 
must we Ge rmans again a n d again be struck wi th bl indness? 

O p t i m i s m is a beaut i fu l t h ing ; but it is only the repression o f  
pessimism, a n d both pessimism a n d its counterpar t arise on ly on"  
the basis o f a concept ion o f reality, and consequently o f history, 
i n the sense o f a business, the prospects o f wh i ch now are ca lcu 
lated as hope fu l a n d now as the opposite. O p t i m i s m and pessi 
m i sm exist on ly w i th in the compass o f a h is tor iographica l con¬ 
s iderat ion o f history. Opt imis ts are not people who get r i d o f 
pess imism—for what o ther reason wou ld they have to be op t i 
mists? H is tor i ca l ref lect ion, o n the other h a n d , stands outside o f 
this oppos i t i on between op t im i sm a n d pessimism, since it does 
not count o n the bliss o f progress a n d stil l less o n an unfor tunate 
arrest o f progress o r even regress. Instead, historical ref lection 
works toward the prepara t i on o f a historical existence which lives 
u p to the greatness o f fate, to the peak moments o f Be ing . 

These remarks have been in t ended to indicate that the d is t inc
t ion between h is tor iographica l considerat ion a n d historical re
flection is not a free-f loating "speculat ive" construct ion o f 
thought but represents the most stern necessity o f a dec is ion 
whose acceptance o r neglect is decisive for ourselves and for o u r 
destiny in history (and also for the G e r m a n university, in wh ich 
we are l ook ing ahead, accord ing to the op in i on o f the many, who 
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are thoughtless by profession, to the most marvelous times as in 
the days o f W i l h e l m II). 

2) T h e path from the question of the essence of truth to the 

question of the truth (essentiality) of the essence. 

T h e task o f these lectures compels us to historical ref lect ion. We 
are ra is ing the quest ion o f t ru th . We entered into the o rd ina ry 
a n d long-s tanding tradi t ional concepdon o f t ru th as the correct
ness o f an assertion. We f ound i n this concepdon someth ing wor
thy o f ques t ion ing—that openness o f beings over a n d against 
m a n a n d o f m a n for beings. We appealed to this openness as the 
g r o u n d o f the possibil ity o f correctness. T h e g r o u n d is the more 
o r i g ina l . The re f o r e the question-worthy openness must c o m 
prise the more o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th . To be sure, this is so on ly 
u n d e r the presuppos i t ion that the tradi t ional concept ion o f 
t ru th for its part expresses already in general someth ing o f the  

. essence o f t ru th a n d does so w i th good foundat ion . What is the 
case here? 

H o w a n d th rough what was this concept ion o f the essence o f 
t ru th as the correctness o f an assertion f ounded when Ar is to t l e 
in t roduced it? H o w can a c la im about the essence be f ounded in 
the first place, whether it be the essence o f the true, the essence 
o f the beaut i fu l , the essence o f plants, the essence o f technology, 
etc.? Jus t how are we to unders tand the essence o f something? 
What , i n t ru th , do we mean by the wo rd "essence"? In short , 
where does the t ru th o f the essence lie? 

Wh i l e we were ask ing about the essence o f t ru th and wanted to 
lay the foundat ion for a de terminat ion o f the essence o f t ru th , 
we were d r i v en to the quest ion o f the t ruth o f the essence. T h a t 
is quite in order , insofar as a phi losophica l quest ion is at stake. 
Because i n such quest ion ing no th ing may rema in unquest ioned. 
I f we ask about the essence o f t ru th , and make no attempt to 
clari fy o u r unders tand ing o f what is meant by essence, then we 
are on ly ha l f ask ing ; f r om a phi losophica l standpoint , we are not 
quest ion ing at a l l . 

Since we are now quest ion ing how Ar is tot le f ounded the de
te rminat ion o f the essence o f the true, we must clarify what he 
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unders tood by "essence." T h a t is the more necessary since the 
characterizat ion o f the essendality a n d the t ruth o f the essence i n 
Ar istot le a n d Plato became for posterity, r ight u p to the present 
moment , the s tandard one, as d i d the i r de te rminat ion o f the es
sence o f t ru th . A n d this connect ion is not accidental . 



Chapter Two 

The Question of 
the Truth (Essentiality) 

of the Essence 

§17. Historical reflection on the 

Aristotelian-Platonic determination of the 

essentiality of the essence. 

a) T h e four characteristics of the essentiality 

of the essence in Aristotle. 

We wi l l now attempt to reflect o n the Ar istote l ian-Platonic deter
minat ion o f the essentiality o f the essence. T h e "essence" o f a 
th ing , so it is said, is one a n d universal a n d appl ies to the many 
par t i cu lar instances. T h e essence " table" indicates what appl ies , 
as someth ing one a n d the same, to every table as table. T h e u n i 
versal is therefore a s tandard "over " the whole extent o f its real 
and possible part icular izat ions. T h e Greeks use the word xotTCt 
(cf. xaTiryopux) to signify what extends over part iculars a n d 
holds for them f r om "above." T h e whole which includes every 
par t i cu lar w i th in itself is cal led 8\ov. Accord ing ly , the essence is 
what ho lds for many: T O xad6Xou. 

T h i s essence, as it were, hovers over the par t icu lar a n d is 
therefore also conceived as -y€vo<;. We usually translate this as 
" g enus " o r "c lass" : table i n general is the class wi th regard to the 
species: d i n n e r table, wr i t ing table, sewing table, which " r ea l l y " 
occur themselves first i n their repeatedly var ied part icular iza
tions. fevos, however, i n the more or ig ina l sense o f the wo rd , 
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means l ineage, der ivat ion, o r i g i n . O n l y by the preva i l ing d o m i 
nat ion o f logic d i d Revo's as o r i g i n become yivo<i as class i n the 
sense o f the h igher universal i ty o f the " type . " 

T h e essence is that f r om which a par t icu lar th ing , and indeed 
in ivhat it is, has its o r i g in , whence it derives. There fo re the es
sence o f a th ing , o f any par t i cu lar whatever, can be conceived as 
that wh ich the th ing already i n a cer ta in sense "was" before it be 
came the s ingular th ing it " i s . " For i f there were not a l r eady—no  
matter how—some th ing l ike table i n general , then never c ou ld  
any par t i cu lar table be fabr icated; what the par t icu lar table is  
supposed to be as a table wou ld be altogether lack ing . There f o r e  
A r i s t ode also conceived the essence as the B e i n g (etyott) o f the  
par t i cu lar be ing , what i t—the par t i cu la r—al ready was (TI •fry) be 
fore it became thi7paTtiau1ir"*T^ expressed ac 
cord ing ly : T O T l ^V6u"o"r""" ' 

A l l these determinat ions o f the essentiality o f the essence, T O 
xordoXov (the general) , T 6 yivos (the or ig in) , T O T C 1\V eu>oa (the 
B e i n g it was) conceive the essence as that which lies i n advance o f 
par t i cu lar things a n d so lies at the i r foundation—{nTo/xeiu-eyoy. 

We are now in a posi t ion to unders tand the statement by wh ich 
Ar is to t le begins his own p r o p e r examinat ion o f the essence as 
such: \e7eTa1 8 ' r\ owr ia , e l ILT\ •nkeovax&'i, ak\' kv TirrapcrC ye 

p-dAxora: 1 " T h e 'essence' {pre l iminary translat ion fo l lowing the 
usual interpretation} is n a m e d (and represented) predominate ly 
in four ways, i f not sti l l more mani fo ld ly . " xoti yap T O T£ l|v etvcti 
xotl T O xot-ooAov xocl T O 7€Vo<» oiwiot Soxet eu>oti exdorov, x a i 
T6TapTOV T O U T W V T O vTroxeiu-evov:2 " F o r the ' B e i n g it was' a n d also 
the general a n d likewise the o r i g in seem to f o rm the essence o f 
par t i cu lar things, a n d s imi lar ly the four th o f the characteriza
t ions: the unde r l y ing f ounda t i on . " 

T h a t Ar is tot le speaks here about Soxei ("it seems so") indicates 
that he h imse l f wi l l not al low these four characterizations o f the 
essence predc l ineated by Platonic phi losophy as determinat ions 
o f essentiality. H o w Ar i s tode specifically decides (e l iminat ing 
xadoXou and 7€vo<?) wi l l be shown i n o u r discussion o f that part 
o f his treatise (Met. Z). 

1. Aristotle, Shtaphyska. Ed . W. Christ, l-eiprig 1886. Z 3, 1028b 33ft". 
a. Ibid. 
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b) The essence as the whatness of a being. Whatness 

as I8ea: the constantly present, what is in view  

in advance, the look (eiSos). 

We are ref lect ing on ly o n what is fundamenta l in the de te rmina 
tion o f the essentiality o f the essence, as it was stated once and~ 
for al l i n the Platonic-Ar istote l ian phi losophy a n d became nor
mative for posterity. T h a t is, we are ref lect ing o n what we our  
selves o rd inar i l y mean—even i f i n a very indeterminate way—  
when we speak about the "essence" o f a th ing . Insofar as we are 
successful i n de t e rm in ing more precisely what we mean by es
sence we w i l l also be capable o f e xam in ing more exacdy how the 
essence o f something—e.g . , the essence o f t r u t h — i s posi ted,  
grasped, a n d f ounded , a n d what sort o f f oundat ion belongs to 
t ruth itself, a cco rd ing to its essence. 

T h e first characterizat ion Ar i s tode br ings u p wi th regard to 
the essence is that it contains the universa l—e.g . , the essence t a - i 
ble is that wh ich is c o m m o n to a l l i nd i v idua l tables and therefore : 

i n an assertion about them is val id for a l l tables. Plato h a d a l 
ready character ized the essence as what is c o m m o n over a n d  
against the part icular izat ions a n d Tiad designated it w i th the 
name T O xotvov. Ever since then , this characterizat ion o f the es¬
sence as the universal has r ema ined the most usual one. B u t it is 
also i n fact the most superf ic ia l , for no ex tended de l iberat ion is 
needed to see that the characterizat ion o f the essence as xotvov, 
as what is c o m m o n to many, is not sufficient. T h e essence o f the 
table is not the essence because it is val id for many part icu lar ta
bles, real o r possible, but the reverse: only insofar as it is the es
sence can it app ly to the ind i v idua l tables. T h e character o f the 
xotvov cannot be the genuine ly distinctive mark o f the essence 
but is only a possible consequence o f the essence. We must say 
"poss ib le , " because i f we ask about the essence o f Plato o r o f Fre
der ick the Great , then we are certainly seeking the essence o f 
these ind i v idua l men , but here it is the essence o f someth ing 
which is, by its very "na tu re , " precisely s ingular and u n i q u e — a 
k i n d o f essence that precisely excludes be ing val id for many. 

In this way it is c lear that what is essential in the essence cannot 
be the xotvov but that which admits, o r demands , that the es
sence be va l id for the many ind iv iduals . Bu t what is that? Wha t 
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do these two thinkers say w h o have decisively de t e rmined al l 
Western speech a n d thought about the essence o f things? 

Reviewing the rest o f Aristotle 's characterizations ol"~the es-
sehce, we come u p o n a de te rminat i on that is so s imple it says 
no th ing to us: the essence is what we seek when we ask Tt i c m v :  
what is this? What is this here a n d that there.-' A plantTTTToTise.  
T h e essence is the Tt euro i—the whatness [Wassetn] o f a be ing. To 
ask wtiat somethingTHs*l~"l too tamiT"a"r"to~T"s a n d to ear l ier genT 
erations. Wha t someth ing is is its essence. B u t what is this "wha t " 
itsel f? - Is there a n answer? T o be sure . Plato prov ided it. Wha t  
someth ing is, the whatness ( T O T I eu>oti), e.g., o f a house o r a manT" 
is what is fconstanuypresentf in that something. In a l l ever so di f -
terent houseTw l t a t l s comtan t is what they are, house, " a n d con
versely, what they are, houses i n a l l the i r variety a n d change, is the 
constant. A house c o u l d not col lapse i f it were not a house. 

T h i s constant presence is what we have i n view i n advance, 
though wi thout cons ide r ing i t expl icit ly, when we name a n d ex>  
perience whatever we encounter as what it is, e.g., as a house. 
W h e n we enter a house we pay attention to the door, the stair
case, the halls, a n d the rooms, a n d only to these, for otherwise 
we c o u l d not move a r o u n d i n it at a l l . O n the o ther hand , we d o 
not pay attention exp l ic idy a n d in the same way to what al l that is 
i n its unity , namely house. Nevertheless, precisely what it is, 
house, the essence, is always* s ighted in advance, though not ex 
pl icit ly cons idered. In fact, i f we d i d engage in such a consider
at ion o f the essence we wou ld never come to enter the house a n d 
live in it. Nevertheless, aga in , what the th ing is, the constantly 
present, must be s ighted in advance and indeed necessarily so. 
"To see" is i n Greek loeiv; what is i n sight, precisely as s ighted, is 
l8ea. What is s ighted is what the be ing is in advance and con 

stantly. T h e "what it i s , " the whatness, is the loea ; a n d con 
versely, the " i d e a " is the whatness, a n d the latter is the cssenceT 
More precisely, a n d more in the Greek vein, the iScct is the look  

something,offers, the aspect it has a n d , as it were, shows o f itself,  
the e !8os^ )n ly in l ight o f what is seen in advance and constandy, 
yet not exp l ic idy observed, e.g., house, can we exper ience a n d 
use this doo r as a door , this staircase as a staircase to this storey 
witrTthcse rooms. i T Iha t were not i n sight, how wou ld matters 
then stand? Yoit may thlnTfthat out for yourse l v es^ 
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"Essence " 

T O xadoXov 
T Ô •yévoç 
T O T C l|v ewca (a priori) 

T O vrroxeiftevov (sutyecium) 
T Ô xoivâv 
T O T £ C O T L V (quidditas) 

TO €iSos 
l&éa 
o ixr ia (essentia) 

RECAPITULATION 

1) Four characterizations of the essentiality of the essence in 

Aristotle. T h e whatness in Plato: the Loea as what is sighted 

in advance, the look. 

We are ab id ing w i th the quest ion: how doe s c i r i s t ode —i . e . , 
G r eek phi losophy i n g e n e r a l ^ f ound the essenceNif t ru th a n d 
the de f in i t i on o f the essenceo f t ru th as the correctness o f a n as
sertion? To ga in the answer we must ask immediate ly a n d before 
a l l else: how d o the Greeks conceive what we cal l essence? In 
what consists for them the essentiality o f the essence? 

First o f a l l w i th reference to Ar is tot le , Metaphysics Z , we t r i ed to 
elucidate, i n a few broad strokes, that a n d how there can sti l l be 
dec ided someth ing about the essentiality o f the essence. T h e re
sult was the fo l lowing: Ar is tot le ment ions p r imar i l y f our charac
terizations o f the essentiality o f the essence; these stand i n a ma¬
terial connect ion a n d can be synthesized i n one o f them. 

© T h e essence is what someth ing is in general , what appl ies 
over the ent ire ex t enTo f the par t icu lar instances: T O xotftoAov. 

(2) T h e essence is that f r o m which anyth ing , in what it is as 
such, has its o r i g in , whence it stems: T O 7evo«;. A n ind i v idua l 
house is o f the genus: house i n general" 
( g ) T h e essence can therefore also be designated as what some

th ing already was, before it became what it is as an ind i v i dua l . A n 
inthy^uanroTrse""is not tirst a house as an ind i v idua l th ing^but 
what it is as this indiyjdual_th_ing, namely "house , " was already. 
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A n d that was, not because there were already o ther ind i v idua l 
houses before this one , but because, in o rde r for this o r that  
house to become a n d be what it is, someth ing l ike "house i n gen 
e ra l " must exist a n d be g iven. Consequent ly , " house " is, w i th re
gard to the constructed i nd i v i dua l house, what a lready w a s — T O  
T I -fry e l va i . W i t h this de te rminat i on is connected the one that be 
came usual i n the subsequent t h i n k i n g o f the West a n d received 
a special s tamp i n Kant's ph i losophy : the essence as what is p r i o r 
to the th ing , de r i v ing f r om what is ear l ier : the a p r i o r i . 

Mln a l l these de te rminadons , the essence is what lies over o r  
before the i nd i v i dua l , o r what lies u n d e r it as its g r o u n d : T O ~  
virox6iu,evoy. 

A f t e r this first perspective, it was then o u r task to sketch more 
precisely what we genuine ly mean by "essence," especially since 
o u r concept o f essence is sti l l ent ire ly f ounded o n the Greek one. 

T h e most fami l iar character izat ion o f the essence, the one that 
is sti l l usual today, t hough also the most super f ic ia l , is the first-
ment i oned : the essence is T O xai)6\oa>, conceived by Plato as T O 
X O I V O V . A moment 's ref lect ion showed, however, that the univer 
sality a n d its appl icabi l i ty to many are not themselves the essen
tiality o f the essence but on ly its consequences. T h e universal " t a 
ble i n genera l " is not the essence because it appl ies to many 
part icu lar tables, but it appl ies to the many a n d can d o so only 
because there is i n this universa l , in what is c o m m o n to a l l the 
part icular izat ions, someth ing ident ica l , a n d that is where the es
sence resides. 

Wha t then is this identity taken i n itself, abstracting f rom the 
merely subsequent appl icabi l i ty to the ind i v idua l instances? We 
said the essence is what someth ing is, T O T C € O T I V (quidditas). A n d 
what now is this, what someth ing i"sH"*ie"*wnat'hess.'' No fur ther " 
answer seems possible. Nevertheless Plato prov ided an answer, 
an answer wh ich became henceforth perhaps the most conse
quent ia l , in f luent ia l , and_clisastrous phi losophica l de f in i t ion i n 
Western t h i n k i n g : the essence is what someth ing is, a n d we en 
counter what it is as that which we constandy have in sigjtt in a l l  
o u r compor tment to the th ing . W h e n we enter a house- a n d live 
in it we constantly have " h o u s e " in sight, i.e., house-ness. I f this 
were not seen, we cou ld never exper ience and enter stairs, ha l l , 
r oom, attic, o r cellar. B u t this house-ness, which stands in view, is 
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not thereby cons idered and observed the way the ind i v idua l w in 
dow is, toward which we walk i n o rde r to close it. House-ness is  
not even observed incidental ly. It is not observed at a l l ; yet it is in  
sight, a n d precisely in an eminent way: it is s ighted in advance.  
"To see" a n d "to s ight" are i n Greek LSetv, a n d what is in sight, in  
its be ing s ighted, is loeot. Wha t is sighted is what someth ing is,  
the whatness, the essence. Hence the essence o f someth ing is the 
loea, a n d conversely the " i d ea , " what is s ighted i n this determi¬

nate sense, the aspect someth ing offers i n what it is, is the es 
sence. 

a) How to understand the essence sighted i n advance. 

If, i n o u r immedia te compor tment toward ind i v idua l beings, we  
d i d not have the essence already i n sight, or, Platonical ly ex 
pressed, i f we d i d not have the " ideas " o f i nd i v i dua l things i n  
view i n advance, then we wou ld be b l i nd , a n d wou ld r ema in 

. b l i nd , to everyth ing these things are as ind iv iduals , i.e., as such  
a n d such, here a n d now, in these o r those relations. A n d stil l 
more : accord ing to the way a n d to the extent that we regard the 
essence, we are also capable o f exper i enc ing a n d d e t e rm in ing 
what is un i que in the things. W h a t is viewed i n advance a n d how 
it is i n view are decisive for what we factually see i n the i nd i v i dua l 
th ing . T h i s basic ru le , which is not at al l cons idered by o rd ina ry 
thought a n d is too rarely not iced i n spite o f a l l the directives 
po in t ing toward it, becomes especially clear i n a counter -exam
ple. Wha t follows is a part icular ly impressive one. 

In the course o f the battle a r o u n d the ci tadel o f V e r d u n , i n the 
sp r ing o f 1916, Fort Vaux was to be s tormed. T h e c o m m a n d e r o f 
the d iv is ion selected for the attack was p r epa r ing for it o n the 
n ight o f M a r c h 8-9. D u r i n g the night , a dispatch f rom a cavalry 
off icer a r r i ved at the c o m m a n d post o f the d iv i s ion : " H a v e 
reached Fort Vaux wi th three companies . " T h e general transmit
ted the message that night in the f o rm : "For t Vaux is taken . " Im
mediately the whole f ront knew: the fort is occupied by us ! A t 
dawn , hundreds o f b inoculars were tra ined o n the fort. O u r 
black-white-red banners cou ld be seen waving over the fort; Ger 
m a n soldiers were seen wa lk ing o n the ramparts ; pyramids o f 
o u r rifles were seen s tand ing there. T h e crown pr ince personal ly 
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handed out to the d iv is ion c o m m a n d e r the meda l Pour le mér
ite. B u t no sooner d i d the c rown pr ince leave the d iv is ion head
quarters than a messenger b rought the news that everything was 
in error , the fort was st i l l i n French h a n d s — a n d in fact it was. 

Were the black-white-red banners, the soldiers m a r c h i n g 
a r o u n d , and the rifles opt ica l i l lusions? N o — t h e ones who were 
l o ok ing th rough the b inoculars saw very wel l , a n d they c o u l d not 
see otherwise. T h e mistake lay not i n the seeing but i n what they 
had i n view i n advance, the s to rmed fort, o n the basis o f wh i ch 
fore-sight they then interpreted i n such a n d such a way what they 
saw. 

Eve ry th ing that we see i n part iculars is always de t e rmined by 
what we have in view i n advance. T h e mistake d i d not reside in 
the seeing but i n the imprec ise dispatch o f the cavalry officer, o r 
i n the faulty in terpre ta t ion by d iv is ion headquarters . " H a v e 
reached the for t " meant on ly "I a m s tand ing before the ramparts 
o f the fort" a n d d i d not m e a n : "I took i t . " T h i s dispatch a n d its 
interpretat ion a n d c i r cu la t i on created that fore-sight o n the fort 
wh ich then became the VTTOX€tu,evov for the apparendy " inco r 
rect" seeing. W h a t is essential is not what we presumably estab
l ish w i th exactness by means o f instruments a n d gadgets; what is 
essential is the view i n advance wh ich first opens u p the field for 
any th ing to be establ ished. So it happens that we, lost as we usu 
ally are i n the activities o f observ ing and establ ishing, believe we 
"see" many things a n d yet do not see what really is. 

§18. The Greek determination of the essence (whatness) in the 

horizon of an understanding of Being as constant presence. 

a) The determination of the essence (whatness) as the 

"beingness" (oixrCa) of beings. T h e understanding of Being 

as constant presence is the ground for the interpretation of 

beingness (oucria) as I8ea. 

In Platonic terms, the view in advance o f the aspect someth ing 
offers, the view o f its etSo<;, provides the Loea, that wh ich the  
th ing is, its essence. He rew i th the essentiality o f the essence is i n 
deed character ized quite unequivocal ly a n d beyond mere what-
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ness: the essence is the whatness o f someth ing , and this is deter
m i n e d as the dominan t look, loea. B u t how does Plato come to 
this character izat ion o f the essentiality o f the essence? Is it obv i 
ous? 

Not i n the least, a l though we have l ong ago accustomed our 
selves to more o r less thoughtless talk about the " Ideas." For i f 
the essence is ident i f ied wi th what someth ing is, wi th the what
ness, then the essence characterizes what a be ing is as such. In 
the essence as whatness o r what-it-is, there resides therefore a 
concept ion o f the be ing wi th regard to its Be ing . A be ing is i n 
Greek T O 8 V , a n d what universal ly determines a be ing as a be ing 
is the xotvov, the be ing i n its beingness [Seiendkeit], the b'v i n its 
otxrioc. Because the Greeks conceive the essence as the whatness 
o f someth ing a n d interpret the latter as " Idea , " therefore the es
sence means the same as the beingness o f beings^ c u r i a , a n d 
tlierefore" the oiwCorof the o V i s the iSeot, a n d therefore we can 
a n d shou ld translate owCot, wh i ch actually a n d only denotes be
ingness, w i th "essence." T h i s , however, as the general o p i n i o n 
con f i rms, is not at a l l obvious, a n d above a l l not for us m o d e r n 
a n d contemporary thinkers. 

T h e reason the Greeks unders tand essence as whatness is that 
they i n genera l unders tand the B e i n g o f beings (oixria) as what is 
constant a n d i n its constancy is always present, and as presenF  
shows itself, a n d as sel f-showing offers its l o o k — i n short, as look, 
as Ibia.. O n l y o n the basis o f this unders tand ing o f B e i n g as con¬
stant se l f -opening a n d sel f-showing presence is the interpreta
tion o f the beingness o f be ings—hence the interpretat ion o f  
ow - fa—as 184a possible a n d necessary. 

b) T h e Greek unde r s t and ing o f the I8ea. 

In o rde r to ascertain the correct unders tand ing , i.e., the Greek 
unders tand ing , o f the Loeot, we must emphasize once more : 
the loea—eiSos—is the look someth ing offers in its "what , " the 
look someth ing exhibits o f itself. W h y do we stress this? 

A n objection cou ld immediate ly be made—especia l ly o n the 
basis o f the usual m o d e r n modes o f t h ink ing—tha t the charac
terization o f the whatness as loeot precisely does not ful f i l l what 
we des ired, namely a de te rminat ion o f the whatness in itself. For 
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i f the whatness is character ized as someth ing seen, then it is on ly 
de te rmined with regard to the way we encounter it and grasp 
i t — w i t h regard to the way it stands over and against us, a n d not 
as it is i n itself. T h i s possible object ion misunderstands theT i reek 
concept o f Be ing , wh ich is precisely sel f -emerging a n d self-show 
i ng presence. Cer ta in ly i n the not ion o f the ISeot there resides a  
re ladon to tSctv as a mode o f percept ion. B u t the perce iv ing o f 
beings as such is an iSetv on ly because a be ing as such is self-
showing : ioeot. 

Admi t ted ly , we must note here that as soon as the Greek c o n 
cept ion o f beings as such got lost, i.e., became unde t e rm ined , or 
dinary, a n d distorted—especia l ly by its translat ion into the  
L a t i n — t h e n the re ladon o f the 184a to ISetv pushed itself into 
the f o reg round . T h e ISca was no longer unders tood o n the basis 
o f beings a n d the i r basic character o f presence, but as an image, 
the counterpar t to, a n d the result of, a par t i cu lar apprehens ion  
and representat ion. T h e I8ea became a mere representat ion 
(percipere-perceptio^Jbia) a n d , at the same time, a g ene ra l i z a t i on -

f r om the jaart icular (Descartes, nominal ism) . 

T h e interpretat ion o f B e i n g i n terms o f presence is the sole 
reason that for the Greeks the beingness o f beings was p r imar i l y 
de t e rmined by the whatness. For what a table is as.table belongs 
to every table, whether it be one actually there o r one only 
thought o f a n d wished for. T h e whatness is the constant. T h a t an 
ind i v idua l table, as we say today, "exists, " is actual a n d at h a n d , 
th is—its reality o r ex istence—does not at al l per ta in to its es¬
sence. F r om a r igorous Platonic way o f th ink ing , the essence ot a 
be ing is impaired by its entanglement wi th reality, i tToieslts pur i t y 
a n d so i n a certa in sense its universal ity. For example , when the 
essence " tab le " is actual ized here and now in this specific k i n d of_ 
wood a n d with these specific d imens ions and shape, what is "ac
t u a l " is only a par t i cu lar table, a n d the essence " t ab l e " _ i s j i o t 
thereby ful ly actual in a l l its possibil it ies and variations but is re-
str jc ted/Thought a n d seen i n the Greek-P latonic way, the single 
table here a n d now is certa in ly not no th ing and hence is a be ing 
(ov), but one which , measured against the essence, is a constric¬
t ion a n d therefore p roper l y shou ld not be (p/n), a p.f| b'v. For the 
Greeks, i n the i nd i v i dua l things s u r r o u n d i n g us and in the i r re
lations, what proper ly is is precisely not the "here a n d now, such~ 
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a n d such , " the par t icu lar " t h i s " but is, quite to t t e c o n t r a r y , the^ 
"what " o f the ind i v idua l th ing , that which is s ighted i n advance, 
the idea. Even Ar i s tode thinks i n this Platonic-Greek m o d e — 
despite certa in modi f icat ions. 

Today, however, i f a table is real as here a n d now, then we say 
it is, it "ex ists , " whereas the " i d e a " is for us someth ing only rep¬
resented and^magined,_ a m e r e thought , a n d precisely not prop¬
erly real . The re f o r e for us today " ideas" are worthless i f they are 
not real ized. We are interested i n rea l i zadon a n d success, to such  
an extent that i n the pursui t o f success the " ideas " f inal ly get lost. 
Success as such, however, needs to be augmented by more a n d 
more successes, hence by their n u m b e r a n d degree. There f o r e 
more velocity is a success, whereas the idea "ve loc i ty" remains 
the same, at most becoming empt i e r a n d more w o r n out. 

In Greek thought , this reality o f the par t icu lar does not be l ong 
to the p r ope r a n d first essence o f beings, for that is conceived 
only as the whatness. T h e single decisive quest ion as regards the 
essence is what someth ing is, not whether it exists at h a n d as a n 
ind i v i dua l . For, this B e i n g as be ing at h a n d , real occurrence ,  
means, f r om the s tandpoint o f the whatness as Loea, someth ing 
that only j iccedes to the idea, is accidental , a n d has no d u r a t i o n . 
A n ind i v i dua l table can be destroyed, and it d i d not at a l l exist 
p r i o r to its fabr icat ion. Insofar as, for the Greeks, B e i n g means 
constant presence, the beingness o f beings (the o w t a o f the Ev) is 
determinable only as the whatness i n the sense o f loea. 

T h e consequence o f this is complete ly strange to o u r way o f 
th ink ing , namely that for the Greeks the "ex istence" and reality 
o f beings, hence precisely what we are wont to denote as the " B e 
i n g " o f beings, does not at a l l be long to the beingness o f beings. 
Hence i n the course o f Western history since the time o f the 
Greeks, there must have occurred a reversal in the concept ion o f 
" B e i n g , " whose impor t we still d o not suspect a n d appreciate, be
cause we cont inue to stumble on quite thoughtlessly i n the after
math o f this reversal. T h e reversal i n the concept ion o f B e i n g is 
al l the more enigmat ic in that it came to pass entirely w i th in the 
framework a n d o n the basis o f the interpretat ion o f B e i n g first 
acquired by the Greeks themselves. 

To the extent that even today we stil l ask about the essence i n 
the t rad i t ional way, we are ask ing about the whatness and are ex-
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e lud ing the presence at h a n d , the reality, o f the ind i v idua l be ing . 
We are i n a way then ask ing about the loea, though i n the sense 
o f the xoiv6v, the universa l . Yet even i n this concept ion o f the 
essence there is imp l i ed an abstract ion f r om the ind i v idua l be ing 
as here a n d now, such a n d such . 

§19. The absence of a foundation for Aristotle's essential 

determination of truth as the correctness of an assertion. The 

question of the meaning of foundation. 

We are now better prepared for the quesdon that occasioned these 
deliberations about the essence as such. T h e questions is: how does 
Ar istode found the essential determinat ion o f t ruth i n the sense o f 
the correctness o f a n assertion? W h y does the whatness o f t ruth re
side i n the correctness o f an assertion? To what extent is the cor
rectness o f a n assertion the " i d ea " o f t ruth and consequendy the 
universal that pertains to everything true as such? 

T h e first step wi l l be to look about in Ar i s tode h imse l f a n d see 
how he founds this essence o f t ru th a n d its posi t ing. A n d here 
a remarkable th ing appears : no foundat ion is g iven. T h e essen
tial de t e rmina t i on o f t ru th is s imply proc la imed . W h a t is t rue 
is that represent ing a n d m e a n i n g a n d saying wh ich is i iuo iov , 
s imi lar , co r r espond ing , to the TrpoVyu-oiToi; a n d the false is what 
is evavTuos t) TCX Trpd-YpctToe.1 Wha t can be true o r false, what 
proves to be the seat o f this possibi l i ty a n d consequendy the locus 
o f t ru th as con formi ty a n d correctness, is the Xo-yos, the asser
tion, the asserting thought: ou7dp €OTtTdt|>eOoo<;xodTd aAiydes kv 

Tots i rpd-ynao- iv , . . . a\K ' 4v o tavo i a . 2 T h a t here it is said exp l i c 
itly o f the t r u t h : owe kv T O I S Trpd-ypaoav [ ' i t is not i n the 
th ings"—Tr. ] may be a h int that it does precisely be long there i n a 
certa in, a n d perhaps more o r i g ina l , way. 

O n e might try to vindicate this fact, that the essential determina
tion o f t ruth as the correctness o f an assertion is not founded but 
only proclaimed, by hav ing recourse to the pretense that the trea-

1. Cf. Aristotle. Metaphysica, 8 10. ["At odds with the things"—Tr.] 
2. Aristotle, Metaphysial, E 4, 1027b 251T. ["For falsity and truth do not lie in 

the things . . . but in the mind" -Tr . ] 
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uses conta ining the foundadon have been lost. For it is certainly not 
possible to assume a thinker o f Aristode's rank would simply pro
c la im arbitrari ly and without foundadon such a decisive determi
nation as that o f the essence o f t ruth . A n d yet no reference is ever 
made to such treatises i n which the foundation would be suppl ied . 
Qui te to the contrary, the foundation we are seeking should be dis
covered, i f anywhere, precisely where Aristode deals with t ruth as a 
property o f the assertion (Met. E 4, Met. 6 1 0 , De anima T, De inter-

pretatione), a n d it is exacdy there that we look i n vain. 
Yet we wil l be able to th ink through and appreciate the fu l l i m 

port o f the fact that there is no genuine foundation given to this 
posit ing o f the essence o f t ruth as the correctness o f a n assertion 
only i f we realize that since i n general the tradit ional conception o f 
truth is not founded, the state o f everything true that we seek, f ind , 
and establish i n the l ight o f this essential determinat ion must be 
very remarkable. A l l this is true a n d correc t—on the basis o f a n u n 
founded op in ion about t ruth : true o n a basis which is not a basis at 
al l and which wi l l one day come to l ight i n its groundlessness, even 
i f only very slowly a n d only visible for very few. 

B u t before we dec ide to d raw such a conc lus ion , we must once 
more cr i t ical ly examine the quest ion at stake here . T h e pos i t ing 
o f the essence o f t ru th as the correctness o f a n assertion is obv i 
ously on ly one essential de te rminat ion a m o n g others. For Plato's 
phi losophy, a n d Aristode 's, also de te rmine the essence o f the 
sou l , mo t i on , place, time, f r i endsh ip , just ice , the state, m a n , etc. 
Wha t is at issue i n each case is, Platonical ly speaking, the deter
mina t i on o f " ideas , " a n d i n each case a genuine foundat ion is 
lack ing . Perhaps u n d e r the tide " f ounda t i on " we are seeking 
someth ing wh ich may not be sought a n d demanded r egard ing 
an essential de te rminat i on . T h e n wou ld what is essential i n the 
knowledge o f a n d compor tment toward beings, the view i n ad 
vance o f the " i d e a , " the de terminat ion o f the essence, be 
groundless a n d arbitrary? 

So it is now t ime to ask precisely how we are to unders tand 
" f o u n d i n g . " T o f ound an assertion means to indicate its g r o u n d , 
to exhib i t the basis o f its legitimacy, o f its correctness. Conse 
quently, to f ound i n the genuine sense is to exhib i t and show that 
about which the assertion says something . T h i s must be the stan
d a r d to measure whether what is said is appropr ia te to the t h i n g 
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(correct). T h e assertion " Lec tu r e ha l l n u m b e r five o f the class
r o om b u i l d i n g o f F re iburg is now o c c u p i e d " is f ounded i n that 
way only i f we demonstrate what is said th rough immediate per
cept ion. T h i s fact o f the occupancy o f the lecture hal l is b rought 
before o u r eyes, i.e., we b r i n g ourselves before i t—as that i n 
which the assertion has its suppor t . T h e r e is certainly no k i n d o f 
f oundadon w i th a h i ghe r cer t i tude, and it is therefore that each 
factual p r o o f makes a n impress ion o n everyone. T h e asserdon 
" T h e r e is now snow o n the Fe ldbe rg " wi l l thus be demonstrated 
as correct by o u r wande r ing u p there a n d perce iv ing the fact 
w i th o u r own eyes. B u t we can also let the weather station give us 
the i n f o rmadon . T h i s f oundat i on is already a mediate one, not 
on ly because we are not ourselves ascerta ining this c la im by 
means o f demonstra t ion , bu t because we must here presuppose 
that the weather station is p r o v i d i n g correct in fo rmat ion , that we 
ourselves are hea r ing correcdy, that in general the te lephone 
transmission is i n order , etc. These are a l l presupposit ions wh ich 
are by no means self-evident, but which we tacitly assume to be 
rel iable i n o u r factual knowledge . B u t o f course we know that 
immedia te p r o o f by means o f an object present at hand is r ight ly 
to be pre fe r red . 

Now, as we saw, a knowledge o f the essence precedes i n a cer
ta in way al l o ther cogn iz ing , c on f i rm ing , and f ound ing . To walk 
a r o u n d i n a h o u s e — u s i n g this s imple example a g a i n — a n d the 
par t i cu lar modes o f c ompor tmen t inc luded i n inhab i t ing a 
house wou ld not be possible at al l i f we were not gu ided by a cog
n i t ion o f house-ness, i.e., o f what a house is. Consequent ly , that 
wh ich sustains a n d guides al l par t i cu lar cognit ions a n d compor t 
ment, namely the knowledge o f the essence, must , in accord wi th 
its susta in ing a n d g u i d i n g f u n c d o n , be f ounded a l l the more . Its 
f ound ing , in con formi ty w i th its rank , wi l l c la im the highest pos
sible mode o f f oundat ion . 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e conception of the Being of beings as constant 

presence: the ground for the determination of the essence 

(iScoc) as whatness. 

We are ask ing : H o w does Greek phi losophy f ound that de t e rmi -
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nat ion o f the essence o f t ru th wh ich since the dme o f the Greeks 
has sustained a n d gu ided Western thought a n d knowledge u p to 
the present day? A s a preparat ion for the answer to this quest ion 
we needed to elucidate how the Greeks de l imi ted the essentiality 
o f the essence. T h e essence o f whatever we encounter, o f what
ever is g iven, is the I5ea. W h a t is pe rp l ex ing i n this characteriza
tion o f the essence as idea becomes more understandable i f we 
cons ider that the essence o f someth ing means what it is a n d that 
consequendy a determinate concept ion o f the B e i n g o f beings is 
f ound ing a n d must be so. 

T h e Greeks unders tand by B e i n g the constant presence o f 
someth ing . W h a t is constant i n any par t i cu lar be ing is its what-
it-is, a n d what is present is precisely this "wha t " as the being's 
preva i l ing look, ei&os. T h u s it is also intel l ig ible why "real i ty , " be
i n g at h a n d , does not proper ly be long to beings, for what some
t h i n g is can also exist i n possibility. A possible table is i ndeed a 
table; it has this whatness even i f the table is not present at h a n d . 
T h e real izat ion o f the essence is i n a certa in sense accidental to 
the essence, a n d at the same time is an impa i rmen t o f the pure 
essence, for i n a real table on ly one possibil ity is real ized. 

Insofar as we today are accustomed to cons ider as a b e ing i n 
the most genu ine sense precisely what happens to be here a n d 
now, a par t i cu lar ind i v idua t i on o r instance o f be ing present at 
h a n d , a n d app ly the word " B e i n g " p r imar i l y to reality a n d pres
ence at h a n d , a t ransformat ion must have been accompl ished 
over a n d against the Greek concept ion o f Be ing , one to wh ich i n 
this context we can only refer. In re lat ion to the essence as what
ness, the presence at hand o f a par t icu lar ind i v idua t i on o f the 
essence is o f no impor tance to the Greeks. To keep this i n m i n d is 
c ruc ia l for the fo l lowing quest ion. 

2) T h e absence of a foundation for the positing and for the 

characterization o f the essence of truth as the correctness of 

an assertion. The meaning of foundation. 

We are now ask ing how the Greeks, a n d that also means later 
th ink ing , f ounded the pos i t ing o f the essence o f anything. M o r e 
precisely a n d more closely re lated to o u r inqu i ry : how d i d A r i s 
totle f ound his o r i g ina l characterizat ion o f the essence o f t ru th as 
the correctness o f an assertion? We look i n vain for a f oundat ion . 
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A n d because other essential assertions are just as little f ounded , 
the absence o f a f oundat ion for the de f in i t ion o f t ru th cannot be 
exp la ined by saying that the per t inent treatise was perhaps not 
handed d o w n to us. 

Bu t what sort o f perspective is opened u p here? A r e the es
sence o f t ru th a n d the pos i t ing o f the essence supposed to be u n 
founded , a n d consequendy is a l l c once rn for t ru th basically 
groundless? Is it a mere accident that the foundat ion o f the es
sential de te rminat i on o f t ru th is absent, o r is a f oundat ion i m 
possible here? What does " f o u n d i n g " mean i n this case a n d i n 
general? We c lar i f ied what it first means wi th the example o f an 
assertion about someth ing g iven here a n d now. " T h e lights in 
this lecture ha l l are now o n " — t h i s assertion is f ounded th rough 
percept ion, s imply by r e f e r r ing to the " fact . " T h i s k i n d o f p r o o f 
th rough the exh ib i t i on o f the very presence o f what is named is 
obviously the safest a n d most immed ia te way by wh ich we can 
prov ide an assertion the g r o u n d u p o n which what is said in it 
rests, assuming it does co inc ide w i th what is exh ib i ted . A s we saw, 
however, insofar as the view i n advance o f the essence a n d a 
"knowledge " o f the essence gu ide a n d dominate a l l exper ience 
a n d a l l c ompor tmen t to beings, this r u l i n g knowledge o f the es
sence, i n accord wi th its rank , must also c la im the highest possi
ble mode o f demonstra t ion . B u t there is no h i ghe r mode o f 
demonstra t ion than immediate reference to the co r r espond ing 
given things. 



Chapter Three 

The Laying of the Ground 
as the Foundation for Grasping 

an Essence 

§20. The absurdity of attempting to found an essential 

statement about truth as correctness by having recourse 

•. to a factual statement. 

O u r conce rn is the f ound ing o f the essential de te rminat i on o f 
t ru th as the correctness o f an assertion. T h e statement " T r u t h is 
the correctness o f a n assert ion" can be suff iciently proven only 
by the exh ib i t i on o f a n actual correct assertion, a true statement, 
as a fact, e.g., the statement we gave about the lecture ha l l . T h i s 
statement is a true one. T h r o u g h it, as a true statement, the es
sence o f the t ru th must be demonstrable : 

T h i s lecture ha l l w i th the lights o n (Fact) 

T r u t h is the correctness o f an assertion (Essential statement) 
— Essential de te rminat ion 

B u t we must have already real ized that the appeal to the fact o f a  
single correct assertion can never demonstrate that the essence o f  
t ruth is the correctness o f an assertion. A t most, it is the o ther 
way a r o u n d : we cou ld get the idea o f o f fer ing a part icu lar asser-

T i 
(Factual statement) 

(Fact) 
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don as an example o f the essence o f t ru th , a n d hence as a n i n 
stance o f " t r u t h , " on ly i f it was a lready established a n d f ounded 
in advance that t ruth means the correctness o f a n assertion. We 
are not seek ing here the foundat ion o f an assertion about i n d i 
v idua l facts (e.g., the present occupancy o f this lecture hal l ) ; we 
are seeking the foundat ion o f a de terminat ion o f the essence o f 
t ru th . T h e essence does not mean a single case; its d is t inct ion is 
to be va l id for many. T h e de te rminat i on o f the essence o f t ru th 
appl ies to all correct assertions. Consequendy the essential deter
mina t i on o f t ru th as the correctness o f an assertion can on ly be 
demonstrated by exh ib i t ing all actual assertions, so that the ac
cordance o f the essential de l imi ta t i on would be demonstrated 
for each a n d every one o f t h em . 

B u t how i n the wor ld c o u l d Ar i s tode present h imse l f w i th al l 
actually p e r f o rmed assert ions—his o w n as wel l as a l l those o f 
others, past a n d f u t u r e — i n o r d e r to demonstrate thereby the le
git imacy o f a n essential de t e rmina t i on o f t ruth? T h a t is obv i 
ously impossible . Hence it follows that an essential de te rmina
t ion cannot be proved by facts ( in o u r case by factually 
pe r f o rmed correct assertions) — i n the first place because these 
facts cannot at a l l be surveyed a n d exhib i ted . A n d even i f this fu 
tility were successful, the essential de te rminat ion wou ld sti l l not 
be g r o u n d e d . For the essence appl ies not only to a l l actual asser
tions, but l ikewise a n d a fo r t i o r i to a l l possible assertions, ones 
which m igh t never be p e r f o rmed . B u t how cou ld anyone d e m 
onstrate the appropr iateness o f the de f in i t ion o f the essence o f 
t ruth to possible cases o f correct assertions? There fore , the way 
we f ounded the assertion about this lecture ha l l (its factual occu
pancy), as a factual statement, is not how the essential statement, 
" T r u t h is the correctness o f a n assert ion," can be f ounded . A n d 
indeed this is so not on ly because ne i ther the factual no r the pos
sible cases can a l l be exhib i ted wi thout except ion, but p r imar i l y 
because this way o f f ound ing—demons t ra t ing an essential asser
tion by recourse to single c o r r e spond ing instances—is altogether 
absurd . Suppos ing we wanted to prove the essential assertion i n 
its legit imacy by a d d u c i n g correct proposit ions, i n o rde r to mea
sure the appropr iateness to them o f the essential assertion a n d 
to f ind that it corresponds to t h e m , that t ruth is the correctness 
o f a propos i t i on , how cou ld we find those correct proposi t ions 
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which are supposed to serve as proofs for the legit imacy o f the 
essential determinat ion? Indeed, we cou ld do so only i f we sep
arated them f r om false proposit ions, a n d we cou ld do that on ly i f 
we already knew in advance what true proposi t ions are, that is, 
only i f we already knew what the i r t ru th consists i n . Every t ime 
we attempt to prove an essential de t e rminadon th rough single, 
o r even a l l , actual a n d possible facts, there results the remarkable 
state o f affairs that we have already presupposed the legit imacy 
o f the essential de te rminat ion , indeed must presuppose i t , jus t 
i n o rde r to grasp a n d produce the facts that are supposed to 
serve as proof . 

§21. Grasping the essence as bringing it forth. First directive. 

Accord ing ly , the foundat ion o f an essential statement possesses 
its own pecul iar i ty a n d its own dif f iculty. T h e grasp ing o f the es
sence a n d consequendy the foundat ion o f the pos i t ing o f the es
sence are o f another k i n d than the cogn i t ion o f single facts a n d 
factual nexuses, a n d corresponding ly di f ferent f r o m the f ounda 
t ion o f such factual cogni t ion . In o rde r to see more clearly here , 
we w i l l del iberate fur ther o n a single case. 

H o w cou ld the essence " table , " what a table is, be d e t e rm ined 
a n d set for th at a l l i f we d i d not encounter i n advance at least one 
single real table, o n the basis o f wh i ch—by means o f so-called 
"abstract ion"—we draw out a n d read o f f the general essence " ta 
b le " a n d d isregard the part icularit ies o f any ind i v idua l table? B u t 
then again, we have to ask, where wou ld this one single table—as 
table—come f r om i f the idea o f what a table is in general were 
not already g u i d i n g its very fabricat ion a n d real ization? M u s t the 
idea]"table not be brought forth in advance even for the first o f  
all tables to be crafted? O r d o both o f these go h a n d in hand? In 
any case, is the grasp ing o f the essence not o f such a k i n d that, as 
grasping, in a certa in sense it first "br ings f o r th " the essence a n d 
does not somehow patch it together subsequently, out ot a lready 
present at h a n d single cases? 

B u t accord ing to what law a n d rule is the " b r i n g i n g f o r t h " o f 
the essence accompl ished? Is it an arbitrary p roduc t o f thought , 
which is then supp l i ed with a word? Is everything a matter o f 
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pure arbitrar iness here? I f not , is it then perhaps on ly a quesdon 
o f l inguist ic convendon? T h a t is, perhaps everyone agrees to use 
certa in words as signs for def in i te representations a n d to connect 
the wo rd " tab le " wi th the representat ion o f this par t icu lar th ing . 
What is c o m m o n is then on ly the sameness o f the word " tab le , " 
used to denote any i n d i v i d u a l table. Fur thermore , there is no th 
i n g l ike the uni ty a n d sameness o f a n essence co r r e spond ing to 
the one wo rd " table" ; the whole quest ion o f essence comes d o w n 
to a matter o f g rammar . T h e r e are on ly ind i v idua l tables, a n d 
beyond them there is no such t h i n g as an "essence" table. W h a t is 
cal led that way is, f r om a cr i t ica l s tandpoint , on ly the sameness o f 
the s ign for n a m i n g i nd i v i dua l tables, the on ly real ones. 

B u t precisely that which characterizes the table as table—that 
which it is a n d distinguishes i t i n its whatness f rom the window—is 
in a certain manner independent o f the word and the linguistic for
mations. For the word o f another language is different phonetically 
and orthographical ly and yet i t means the same th ing, "table." T h i s 
"one a n d the same" first provides purpose a n d consistency to the 
agreement i n linguistic usage. Accordingly, the essence must have 
already been posited in advance, i n order to be signifiable a n d ex
pressible as the same i n the same word . Perhaps genuine naming 
and saying constitute a n or ig ina l posit ing o f the essence, a l though 
certainly not by means o f agreement and convention but through 
dominating speedi, which provides the standard. A t all events, the es
sence does not at al l tolerate a subsequent deduct ion—nei ther 
f rom the agreement i n l inguistic usage no r f rom a comparison o f 
indiv idual cases. 

§28. The search for the ground of the positing of the  

essence. Ordinariness of an acquaintance with the essence— 

enigma o^Tge^tutne knowledge of the essence (grasping 

of the essence) and its foundation. 

We are seeking what gives the posit ing o f the essence its g round  
and its legitimacy, in order to rescue it f rom arbitrariness. In all 
these reflections we encounter again and again the same th ing : that 
a grasping o f the essence (as well as a mere acquaintance with the 
essence) is already what provides legitimacy and a standard; ac-
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cordingly, it is something or ig inal , and thus, for ordinary th ink ing 
and its demands for foundation, something u n c o m m o n and 
strange. 

We cannot dwe l l o n this strangeness too often and too l ong . 
There fo re we wi l l reflect anew o n what occurs w i th in the rea lm 
o f o u r acquaintance with the essence. T o say it br ie f ly i n advance: 
acquaintance wi th the essence is for us as o rd inary and necessary 
as genuine knowledge o f the essence appears to be en igmadc 
a n d arbitrary. We are acquainted wi th the "essence" o f the things 
s u r r o u n d i n g us: house, tree, b i r d , road , vehicle, m a n , etc., a n d 
yet we have no knowledge o f the essence. For we immediate ly 
l and in the uncer ta in , shi f t ing, controversial , a n d groundless , 
when we attempt to de termine more closely, a n d above a l l try to 
g r o u n d i n its determinateness, what is certainly though st i l l i n 
determinate ly " k n o w n " : namely, house-ness, tree-ness, b i r d -
ness, humanness . O n the o ther h a n d , we are able to d is t ingu ish 
these things very wel l , so that we d o not confuse a b i r d w i th a 
house. T h i s acquaintance w i th the essence—no matter how pre 
l im inary a n d unde t e rm ined , no matter how used u p a n d w o r n it  
might be—guides^us^ cpnstandy a n d ^ ^ r y w h e r e ^ every s t e P , 
a n d every d w e l l u ^ 
t h o u g h t ^ o T u M u ' T e m T T T u T r e n ^ 

that it is not the immediate ly g iven facts—the ind i v i dua l real , '  
graspable, a n d visible things, precisely those that are i n t ended '  
a n d acqu i r ed—that possess the decisive "closeness" to " l i f e . "  

^More~c lose to l i fe, to use this way o f speaking , closer t han so- 
cal led "real i ty , " is the essence o f things, wh ich we know a n d yet  
do not know^What is close a n d closest is not what the so-called  
" m a n o f f a f e " th inks he grasps; instead, the closest is the es 
sence, wh ich admit ted ly remains for the many the farthest o f 
a l l—even when it is expl ic idy shown to them, insofar as it allows 
itself to be shown i n the usual way at aRT 

What k i n d o f en i gma are we encounte r ing here? What sort o f 
mystery overtakes m a n such that what to h i m seem to be beings 
pure a n d s imple—facts , so famously close to rea l i ty—are not 
what beings are, that nevertheless this constant i gno r ing o f the 
closeness o f the essence o f beings belongs perhaps stil l to the es
sence o f m a n , a n d that this i gno r ing precisely therefore may not 
lie evaluated as a lack but must be unders tood as the necessary 
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cond i t ion for the possible greatness o f m a n : that he dwells i n be
tween B e i n g a n d appearance a n d that for h i m what is closest is 
the farthest a n d what is farthest is closest? What k i n d o f great 
upheaval here strikes m a n a n d his place w i th in beings? 

I f every relation o f m a n to the essence o f beings is so enigmatic, 
it is no wonder that it is only in slow and ever s l ipp ing and halt ing 
steps that we come to understand the grasping o f the essence, the 
foundation o f the grasping o f the essence, and consequendy the 
knowledge o f theessence and its relation to mere acquaintance 
with the essenca^fn view o f this great upheaval in man we wil l see  
more clearly t h a t a n d why al l great epochs o f history became great 
and remained great because they possessed the strength to exper i  
ence this upheaval and to sustain it, i.e., to collapse unde r it in such  
a way that the fragments o f this collapse becamenoth ing else than  
the essential works and deeds o f these epochs.jWe must always 
think out toward these things i f we d o not warit to lapse into the 
catastrophical and usual e r ror o f believing that the question " H o w 
do we grasp the essence and how d o we found the grasping o f i t? " 
is an "abstract" and " intel lectual" playing with concepts, for " inte l -
lectual ism" consists precisely in the op in ion that the "facts" are the 
sole reality a n d the only beings. 

»3. The-hringing-of the essence into view in advance  
(the grasping of the essence) as the bringing forth of the  
essence out of concealment into the light. The productive  

seeing of the essence. 

T h e result o f o u r ref lect ion u p to now is that the essence is not 
gleaned f r o m facts a n d is never to be f ound as a fact. I f the es
sence nevertheless stands before us i n the view in advance, what 
else can that mean but that i n some way it is b rought before us 
and we b r i n g ourselves before the essence? 

T h e g rasp ing o f the essence is a k i n d o f b r i ng ing forth o f the 
essence. T h e way o f " f o u n d i n g " the essence and pos i t ing it must 
also have a co r r e spond ing f o r m . For if, i n the g rasp ing o f the es
sence, that which is to be grasped is first brought for th , a n d i f 
consequently the grasp ing as such is a b r ing ing for th, then the 
" f ounda t i on " o f the g rasp ing cannot be an appeal to someth ing 
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already present at h a n d to which the grasp ing wou ld be assimi
lated. C o m p a r e d to such a foundat ion—i .e . , the demonstrat ion 
by means o f someth ing already preg ivcn i n the manner o f the 
foundat ion o f al l knowledge o f facts—the knowledge o f the es
sence is therefore necessarily un f ounded . B u t are we then to 
conc lude that the knowledge o f the essence is groundless? 

In o rde r to come to an answer here, we must try to de te rmine 
more precisely how the grasp ing o f the essence, as a b r i n g i n g 
forth o f the essence, comes to pass. C o r r e s p o n d i n g to the d i rec
t ion taken by o u r quest ion about the essentiality o f the essence, 
we must here again ask how the Greeks, fo l lowing their concep
t ion o f the essence, unders tand a n d must unders tand this 
" b r i n g i n g f o r th . " 

Plato characterizes the essence as the whatness o f a be ing a n d 
the whatness as ISeot, the look a be ing shows o f itself. A n y i n d i 
v idua l be ing is p roduced and comes proper ly to a stand i n what it 
is. T h e "what it i s " posits the be ing i n itself a n d o n itself; i t is its 
f o r m . W h a t a n ind i v i dua l be ing, e.g., a table i s—i ts look, its f o r m , 
a n d hence its s t ructure—is not g leaned f rom already present at 
h a n d ind i v i dua l tables, but rather the reverse, these i nd i v i dua l 
tables can be fabricated a n d be present at h a n d as ready-made, 
only if, a n d insofar as, they are p roduced fo l lowing the exemp la r 
o f someth ing l ike a table in general . T h e exempla r is the look 
which is s ighted i n advance, the look o f that wh ich makes u p the 
outer aspect o f the table—the " i d e a , " the essence. 

B u t is this advance sight, the b r ing ing into sight o f the essence, 
supposed to be a " b r i n g i n g forth"? Every th ing speaks against it. 
In o rde r to b r i n g someth ing into sight, must not that wh ich is to 
be g l impsed already exist? To be sure. T h u s at least the Greek-
Platonic concept ion o f the essence as I8ea excludes the no t i on 
that the g rasp ing o f the essence is a b r ing ing forth o f the es
sence. It has been wel l known for ages that, accord ing to the 
usual concept ion o f the Platonic doctr ine o f the ideas, Plato 
taught that the ideas wou ld ex i s t—untouched by a l l change a n d 
pe r i sh ing—fo r themselves and in themselves, in a place above 
the heavens, to the po int that it wou ld be whol ly un -Greck to say 
that the ideas wou ld be brought for th . 

Nevertheless, the grasp ing o f the essence is indeed , even for 
the Greeks, a b r ing ing forth. To see that we must only u n d e r -
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stand " b r i n g i n g f o r t h " in the Greek manner . T h e " b r i n g i n g 
f o r th " o f the essence, accord ing to o u r preced ing reflections, 
means first o f a l l a n d polemical ly that the essence is not g leaned 
f rom the ind i v idua l cases as their universal ; it has its own o r i g i n . 
W h e n we today speak o f b r i n g i n g for th , we th ink o f the m a k i n g  
and fabr icat ing o f an ind i v i dua l object. B u t this is precisely what  
is not TnTenaed; b r i n g i n g f o r th—we use this express ion"  
in tent iona l l y—must be taken here quite l iterally. T h e essence is  
brought f o r th , b rought out f r o m its previous obscurity a n d h i d -

_denness r|b r^ 
T h i s bnng7n^m7oTïêTvTTâ^3êcû^ 
see by merely star ing at what is present at h a n d o r what is o th 
erwise already accessible, but instead this seeing first br ings be
fore itsel f that wh ich is to be seen. It is a seeing that draws some
th ing f o r th , not a mere l o o k i n g at what is s tand ing about wa i t ing 
for people to come across as they go their way. It is not a mere 
not i c ing o f someth ing previously unheeded though otherwise 
observable wi thout fur ther ado. T h e seeing o f the look that is 
cal led the idea is a seeing wh ich draws for th , a seeing wh ich i n 
the very act o f seeing compels what is to be seen before itself. 
There fo re we cal l this seeing, wh ich first br ings for th into v is ib i l 
ity that wh ich is to be seen, a n d produces it before itself, " p r o  
ductive see ing" [Er-sehen]C) 

ThTs b r i n g i n g for th o r p r o d u c i n g is not a fabr i cadng o r a mak¬
ing ; hence it is indeed a c o m i n g across something . Wha t we can 
come across must already l ie before us. For the Greeks, " B e i n g " 
means constant presence, a n d therefore the essence, the what-
ness, is the most genuine o f beings, the being-est o f beings, 
bVnos 6'v. There fo re the ideas are; indeed, they must be, as the 
most p r ope r beings o f al l beings, i n o rde r to be able to be 
brought for th and put into the l ight, into the l ight i n wh ich that 
eye sees which casts views i n advance. A n d it is i n the circle o f 
these views that we first grasp ind i v idua l beings. T h e producdve 
seeing o f the essence is consequendy not a conformity to some-

Q ["Productive" is to be understood here in the sense in which, e.g., witnesses 
are "produced" in court —they are not created for the occasion but simply led 
forth, literally "pro-duced."—Tr.] 
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th ing otherwise already available but the pu t t ing forth o f the 
l o o k — a product ive l o ok ing i n an emphat ic sense o f the word . 

For the Greeks, the essence a n d the pos i t ing o f the essence 
thus stand w i th in a pecul iar twi l ight: the essence is not manufac
tured , but it is also not s imply encountered l ike a th ing a lready 
present at h a n d . Instead, it is brought for th i n a product ive see
ing . Whence a n d whither? O u t o f invisibi l i ty in to the visible, out 
o f what is un though t into what is henceforth to be thought. T h e 
producdve seeing o f the idea, o f the essence, is therefore an o r i g 
ina l way o f g rasp ing , a n d to it must also co r respond its own 
prope r way o f f oundadon . 

§24. The productive seeing of the essence as the laying of the 

ground. TirddcCTis as deatq of the vjroxeiu.evov. 

T h e n what about the f oundadon o f the g rasp ing o f the essence,  
which is the actual focus o f o u r quesdon? I f this g rasp ing is a  
p roducdve seeing, a b r i n g i n g for th , it cannot c on f o rm itsel f to 
someth ing a lready present at h a n d i n o rde r to g lean in f o rmat i on  
f r om it, because it is indeed the producdve see ing that br ings 
for th the essence i n the first place a n d consequendy is that f r o m 
which the con formi ty must take d i rec t ion . In product ive seeing, 
a conformi ty to someth ing preg iven js not possible, because the 
product ive seeing itsel f first br ings about the pregivenness. 

Since here an adequat ion to what is preg iven is not possible, 
a n d is not necessary, there can also not be a foundat ion i n the 
sense we spoke o f earl ier. T h e product ive seeing o f the essence is 
not f ounded , but it is g r ounded , i.e., accompl ished in such a way 
that it br ings itself u p o n the g r o u n d which it itself lays. T h e p ro 
duct ive seeing o f the essence is itself the lay ing o f the g r o u n d — 
the posi t ing o f what is to be the g r o u n d , viroxeipevov. T h e p ro 
duct ive seeing as the foundat iona l b r ing ing for th o f the essence 
as loéct is therefore inrodccr is—posi t ing the whatncss itself as the 
g r o u n d . 

'Yirôfteoxs means here the décri<; o f the inroxeiu.evov a n d has 
no th ing i n c o m m o n wi th the later concept o f "hypothes is , " 
namely an assumpt ion made to gu ide an exper iment and give it 
a par t icu lar d i rec t ion . A l l hypotheses i n the m o d e r n sense—e.g., 
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wo rk ing hypotheses in natura l sc ience—already presuppose the 
posi t ing o f a de terminate essence o f the beings a imed at, a n d o n 
the g r o u n d o f this essence the w o r k i n g hypotheses first get the ir 
sense. Every "hypothes is " presupposes a inroflecris, a p r i o r posit
i n g o f the essence. T h e product ive seeing o f the essence is the 
posi t ing o f the g r o u n d ; it g rounds itself i n what it br ings for th 
a n d it br ings for th that i n wh ich it g rounds itself. 

T h e posi t ing o f the essence wi l l therefore always appear a rb i 
trary a n d unusua l i f measured against the standards o f the usual 
a n d famil iar. B u t this un fami l ia r i t y is again not what is remote 
a n d pecul iar ; o n the contrary, it is the s imp l e—wh i ch can never 
be brought closer, no matter how many demonstrat ions are at
tempted , i f it is not b rought for th anew in product ive seeing, i.e., 
i f the view o f the essence is not awakened i n m a n . 

H e r e we see someth ing o f the unfathomable d is t incdon be
tween phi losophy, as the knowledge o f the essence, a n d a l l sci
ence. Scienti f ic cogn i t ion needs, a n d creates, distance f r om its 
object, wh ich is the reason a subsequent technical-practical re
moval o f the distance is necessary. T h e knowledge o f the essence, 
conversely, creates precisely a n appurtenance to B e i n g , a n d a l l 
practical app l icat ion comes too late a n d remains beneath the 
rank o f this knowledge . 

T h e knowledge o f the essence, therefore, i f it is to be shared, 
must itself be accomplished anew by the one who is to assume it. 
M o r e precisely, it cannot be communicated i n the sense o f the pass
ing o n o f a proposit ion, whose content is s imply grasped without its 
foundation a n d its acquisition being accomplished again. T h e 
knowledge o f the essence must be accomplished anew by each one 
who is to share it; it must genuinely be co-accomplished. 

RECAPITULATION 

1) Renewed reflection on our procedure as a whole: 

the necessity of a historical relation to the history 

of the essence of truth. 

Before we briefly recall the previous course o f o u r questioning, in 
order to carry it on , let us characterize anew o u r procedure as a 
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whole. I say "anew," because a clarification o f it was already at
tempted in what has preceded—namely in the interpolated discus
sions o f the distinction between historiographical consideration 
and historical reflection. W h y d i d we focus o n precisely this distinc
t ion, one that concerns a basic attitude wi th in history and toward 
history? Why d i d a discussion o f history and historiography become 
necessary at al l for the sake o f a clarification o f o u r procedure? 
Why?—because we are asking the question o f the essence o f t ruth . 

Quest ions such as that one perta in to the construct ion o f a 
"system o f ph i l osophy " a n d are cal led, accord ing to this o r i g in , 
"systematic," i n d ist inct ion to the "h i s to r i og raph ica l " reports 
about the ph i losophica l op in ions o f o ther thinkers o n an issue. 
We are ask ing a systematic quest ion—even i f we have no system 
in m i n d — i n s o f a r as we are ask ing f r om ourselves a n d for our 
selves, a n d for the future. We are quest ion ing systematically a n d 
yet, after t ak ing on ly a few steps wi th this intent ion, we have lost 
ourselves i n h is tor iographica l considerat ions. Is this not a dup l i c -
itous procedure , a detour, even an avoidance o f the s imple , i m 
mediate, a n d direct answer ing o f the quest ion we ra ised: what is 
the essence o f truth? O n e cou ld perhaps unders tand that o u r re
sponse to this quest ion might necessitate a certa in h is tor iograph
ical account o f the theories o f t ru th immediate ly p reced ing us, 
for the purpose o f cr i t ical analysis a n d c lar i f icat ion. B u t why go 
back so far a n d so labor iously to the Greeks? 

If, as appears to be the case, we are already raising the question 
more original ly than ever before and intend to answer in the same 
way, why do we not then leave behind everything bygone; why not 
simply throw of f the oppressing and confusing burden o f the tra
di t ion, in o rder finally to begin for ourselves? T h i s is certainly what 
we intend a n d we must do so, since—as wil l be shown—there is a 
necessity beh ind it. Bu t what we must do here—overcome the his
toriographical tradit ion—we can do only o n the basis o f the deep
est and most genuine historical relation to what we have put into 
question, namely truth and the history o f its essence. 

Ixu us del iberate a moment : how cou ld it happen that Western 
man , and especially m o d e r n man , became so inundated and 
shaken by the h is tor iographica l transmission o f objectively and 
temporal ly very diverse modes o f t h i n k i n g a n d evaluating, styles 
o f creat ing, a n d forms o f work that he became vaci l lat ing as to 
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his essence a n d is now the hodgepodge he is today? W h y is m a n 
so defenselessly exposed to the constant assault o f the h istor io-
graphical? Why?—because Western m a n is historical in his es
sence, i.e., he is f ound ing o f history and at the same t ime de
structive o f it. Whe r e m a n lives wi thout history, h is tor iography 
cannot become mean ing fu l for h i m and hence cannot possibly 
gain power over h i m . His tor iography, however, d i d not ga in this 
con fus ing ascendancy over contemporary m a n , to an extent we 
can hard ly imagine, because m a n has become too historical , but , 
quite to the contrary, it is because m a n is no longer histor ical 
enough i n a n o r i g ina l way a n d so cannot set l imits to h is tor iog
raphy a n d assign it its p r o p e r e n d . 

We can therefore de fend ourselves against the inundat ions o f 
h istor iography (today the t ide is r i s ing h igher a n d higher) on ly 
by, as it were, j u m p i n g out o f history, a l though we w i l l gain d o m 
inat ion over h istor iography solely by w i n n i n g back the power to 
take u p historical B e i n g . T h e loss o f this power is nei ther acci
denta l n o r a n isolated process. Instead, it belongs together most 
int imately w i th that event i n Western history wh ich H o l d e r l i n 
was the first to suffer and thereby genuine ly exper ience, a n d 
which Nietzsche subsequendy expressed i n his own way, by 
po in t ing out that Western m a n has, for the last two m i l l enn ia , 
been unable to fashion for h imse l f a G o d . What is the mean ing 
o f this lack o f the power to fashion a God? We d o not know. B u t 
it wou ld be a m u c h too cheap account i f we deduced f rom it a l 
ready the decl ine o f Western m a n , even i f it appears that a l l the 
powers o f the West sti l l at work , perhaps also those o f the ear th , 
are submerged i n the pursu i t a n d p r o d u c d o n o f what is closest 
a n d most palpable, i.e., o f what is useful to the many and to the 
l i fe-wil l o f anyone at a l l . H is to ry does not w i thho ld itself f r o m 
pred ic t ion but f r om ca lculat ing judgmen t , especially i f we u n 
derstand history in its longest a n d hence slowest and therefore 
hardly graspable occurrence : namely, the approach and d is tan-
tiation o f the gods i n re ladon to be ings—an event which lies far 
beyond a n d well o n this side o f the facticities o f rel igions a n d 
churches a n d cults a n d wh ich has as its concomitant opposi te 
side what we are ca l l ing man's strength o r lack o f strength with 
regard to history. 

I f there once were gods, who are now i n flight f rom man, as they 
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have been for ages, then this self-refusal o f the gods must be a ter
rible occurrence, which surely sets in motion a singular event which 
we may hardly risk naming. (Unsaid: the passing o f the last god . C f : 
Vom Eivignis [ "On the Appropr ia t ing Event"].) Whether we th ink 
forth to this occurrence, o r ponder the sagging strength o f man 
with regard to history, o r think through both these in their or ig inal 
connect ion—in each case reflection encounters the one and only 
basic character o f this most or ig inal and most concealed, but also 
most genuine, history: that truth i n its essence is no longer a ques
tion but instead possesses a prosaic obviousness and thereby up 
roots everything true and has no creative power. T ru th wi l l never 
again become a question aris ing out o f a genuine necessity as l ong 
as we are unable to recall what its beg inning essence was, i.e., where 
its future essence must be decided. 

T h e quest ion o f the essence o f t ruth is a n — i n d e e d the—utterly 
historical quest ion, insofar as it asks about what restores o u r his
tory to its g r o u n d in the first place, i.e., asks about that f r o m 
which the unavoidable and the decidable ga in the space o f the i r 
confl ict a n d o f the i r rec iprocal sel f-surpassing. 

O u r quest ion about the essence o f t ru th immediate ly arr ives 
on the path o f a historical ref lect ion, a n d indeed o f one reach ing 
back very far, a n d has there in , accord ing to the intent ion o f o u r 
lectures, its genuine impor t . Bu t that is exactly what is 
r e q u i r e d — i f we reflect o n what has been sa id—by o u r inqu i ry 
into the essence o f t ru th itself, wh ich does not on ly "have " its his
tory for itself but is in ever di f ferent ways the g r ound a n d the 
absence o f g r o u n d o f o u r history a n d o f o u r absence o f history. 
In future th ink ing , the d ist inct ion between his tor iographica l 
and systematic considerat ions wi l l lose al l mean ing—comple te l y 
di f ferent f r om the case o f Hege l , who only m ixed them u p a n d 
had to let them both exist in disarray. 

2) The succession of the steps made up to now from truth as 

the correctness of an assertion to the positing of the essence 

as a productive seeing and a laying of the ground. 

But because this historical interrogat ion is required by what is i n 
terrogated itself, we can a n d shou ld arr ive at the attempted his
torical ref lection only by means o f a r igorous sequence o f steps 
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o f genuine quest ion ing . Le t us once more brief ly characterize 
the sequence o f steps taken u p to now. 

O u r quest ion about the essence o f t ruth began wi th the deter
minat ion o f t ru th as the correctness o f an assertion or, i n gen
era l , o f a representat ion, a de terminat ion which sti l l today pro 
vides the s tandard a n d has done so for two mi l l enn ia . T h i s 
beg inn ing was executed immediate ly in the f o rm o f a cr i t ical re
f lection. T h e result was the fo l lowing: t ruth as correctness o f 
represent ing presupposes^jn o rde r to be what it is (assimilation 
to the object), the openness o f beings by which they become ca 
pable o f be ing ob-jects i n the first place a n d by wh ich the repre 
sent ing becomes a faculty o f present ing someth ing before itself 
as such. T h i s openness appeared consequendy as the g r o u n d o f 
the possibil ity o f correctness. Accord ing ly , correctness cannot  
constitute the o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th i f it itself is dependent o n 
someth ing more o r i g ina l . T h e or i g ina l essence o f t ru th must 
then be sought i n a r e tu rn to this openness. 

B u t this s imple cr i t ical ref lect ion, which transcends the t rad i 
t ional concept o f t ru th , is tenable on ly i f correctness already c on 
tains i n some way, even i f not or ig inal ly , someth ing o f the essence 
o f t ru th . T h a t it does so was at first only tacidy presupposed. 
Wha t about this presupposi t ion? H o w and to what extent is the 
t radi t ional pos i t ing o f the essence o f t ruth as the correctness o f 
an assertion founded? We wi l l discover, i f at a l l , the foundat ion 
o f this essential de te rminat i on o f t ru th i n a n immediate way 
where this essence o f t ru th was established for the first t ime. 
T h a t happened at the end o f the great phi losophy o f the Greeks , 
in the t h i n k i n g o f Plato a n d in the doctr ines o f Ar i s tode . 

B u t i n o rde r now to interrogate wi th cert i tude the legit imacy 
o f the essential de te rminat ion o f t ru th as correctness, we have to 
know what those thinkers in tended by what we cal l "essence." 
T h i s led to the exposi t ion o f what Plato understood as itea. T h e 
essence is the whatness o f a be ing , unders tood as its look o r 
countenance, which is kept in view i n advance for every compor t 
ment toward the i nd i v i dua l be ing present at h a n d . I f now, after 
this e luc idat ion o f the Greek concept o f essence, we examine in 
which way the jus t -ment ioned de terminat ion o f the essence o f 
t ru th—as the correctness o f an assert ion—is f ounded , then we 
discover that a " f o u n d a t i o n " is lacking. T h e positings o f the es-
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sence appear to be arbi trary declarat ions, to wh ich , however, we 
acquiesce. T h e positings o f the essence are wi thout foundat ion i f 
we unders tand by " f ounda t i on " the always subsequent reference 
back o f what is asserted to someth ing already pure ly and s imply 
present at h a n d , even i f not always known . T h e only knowledge 
that can be demonstrated in such a way, hence that can be 
f ounded , is one wh ich tries to know a n d de te rmine what is 
present at h a n d , i.e., a knowledge o f facts. In a l l factual know l 
edge, however, there already resides an essential knowledge 
g u i d i n g a n d suppo r t i ng it. T h e result o f these reflections was 
that a g rasp ing o f the essence can never be f ounded t h r o u g h a 
knowledge o f facts. For i n the first place a l l real factual par t i cu-
larizat ions o f the essence in quest ion—e.g. , the essence o f a 
tab le—can never be col lected, a n d secondly, this ga ther ing 
wou ld stil l be insuff ic ient, since the essence also holds for possible 

instances. T h i r d l y , a n d above a l l , the not ion o f a f oundat ion o f 
the essence a n d o f the de terminat ion o f the essence by reference 
to co r r e spond ing real and possible facts is i n itself absurd . For i n 
o rde r to discover the facts per ta in ing to the essence and to select 
them a n d exhib i t them as just i f icat ions for the legit imacy o f this 
pos i t ing o f the essence, the pos i t ing o f the essence must a lready 
be presupposed . 

Consequendy , the essence a n d the de terminat ion o f the es
sence d o not admi t any foundat ion o f the k i n d that we accom
pl ish i n the f ie ld o f factual knowledge. T h e essence o f someth ing 
is not at a l l to be discovered s imply l ike a fact; o n the contrary, it 
must be brought forth, since it is not direct ly present in the sphere 
o f immediate represent ing and in tend ing . To b r i n g for th is a 
k ind o f m a k i n g , a n d so there resides in a l l g rasp ing a n d pos i t ing 
o f the essence someth ing creative. T h e creative always appeal 's 
violent a n d arbitrary, as i f it shou ld be concealed that it is b o u n d 
to a h i ghe r lawfulness which must be protected against the i n t r u 
sion o f c o m m o n op in i on . For the latter has its own rules, puts 
them into play everywhere, and abhors the except ion. I f we cal l 
the posi t ing o f the essence a br ing ing- for th and thereby first o f 
all take "essence" accord ing to the Greek concept ion (loect), then 
the " b r ing ing - f o r th " must also be understood in the Greek sense. 

To b r i n g for th means to b r i n g out into the l ight, to b r i n g ! 
someth ing i n sight wh ich was u p to then not seen at a l l , a n d spe-



84 T h e Lay ing o f the G r o u n d [94-95] 

cif ically such that the seeing o f it is not s imply a gap ing at some
th ing already l y ing there but a seeing wh ich , i n seeing, first 
br ings forth what is to be seen, i.e., a product ive seeing. T h e es
sence, i.e., the Greek-P latonic ioea, the look o f beings i n what 
they are, is grasped i n such a product ive seeing. T h e ph i l osopher 
is a th inker on ly i f he is this k i n d o f seer a n d not a gaper o r a 
calculator o r a mere babbler. Every " f ounda t i on " in the sense we 
discussed comes too late with regard to the pos i t ing o f the es
sence, because the product ive seeing o f the essence is itself a pro 
duct ive seeing o f that i n wh ich the essence has its g r o u n d — a 
product ive see ing o f what its g r o u n d is. Knowledge o f the es
sence is i n itsel f a g round- lay ing . It is the pos i t ing o f what lies 
u n d e r as g r o u n d , the pos i t ing o f the V7roxe£(xevov—fleaxç—and 
hence is {nrcVôeoxç. It is not the subsequent a d d i n g o f a g r o u n d 
for someth ing already represented. W h e n a t h i n g is d e t e rm ined 
as to its essence, then this essence itself is product ive ly seen. T h e 
product ive seeing o f the essence br ings someth ing into view for 
the essence a n d claims it for the essence, out o f which i t—the 
essence—becomes visible for what it is. 

§25. The unconcealedness of the whatness of beings as the truth 

pertaining to the grasping of the essence. The groundedness of 

the correctness of an assertion in unconcealedness (d\-r\Qeia). 

We now have to app ly what has been said to the quest ion occu
py ing us about the " f o u n d a t i o n " o f the tradi t ional pos i t ing o f the 
essence o f t ru th as the correctness o f an assert ion. 

Knowledge o f a n essence cannot be f ounded i n the strict sense 
o f f oundat ion (demonstrat ion by appea l to someth ing present at 
hand) . It is not, however, o n that account groundless biit is itself 
a g round- lay ing . Consequendy , it is no accident that we d o not 
f ind i n Ar is tot le a foundat ion for the posi t ing o f the essence o f 
t ruth as the correctness o f an assertion; it is necessarily so, be
cause there is no f oundat ion for the posi t ing o f an essence. O n 
the o ther h a n d , however, we can now at least surmise that this 
de te rminat i on o f the essence o f t ru th as the correctness o f a n as
sert ion is not arbi trary a n d groundless but is itself a g r o u n d i n g , 
the lay ing o f a g r o u n d a n d thereby a r e turn to the g r o u n d . We 
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wil l therefore ask: Wha t does this Ar is to te l ian, and now usua l , 
de te rminat ion o f t ru th as the correctness o f a n assertion c la im as 
its g round? What does this de terminat ion o f the essence o f t ru th 
see a n d have i n view in advance as that where in it finds itsel f 
g rounded? To arr ive at the answer we w i l l intent ional ly make a 
br i e f detour. 

Ea r l i e r (pp. 28 ff., 35 f.), we came to a po int in o u r consider
ations where we h a d to say that the ph i losophica l quest ion about 
the essence o f t ru th is at the same t ime a n d in itsel f the quest ion 
o f the t ruth o f the essence. T h i s relat ion also holds i n the c on 
verse: the quest ion o f the t ru th o f the essence is at the same t ime 
a quest ion about the essence o f t ru th . These statements appear 
at first to be mere conjectures. B u t we have now progressed far 
enough to make them evident i n their t ru th—even i f on ly i n the 
compass o f a restricted field o f view. 

We are ask ing about the essence o f t ru th or, more precisely, 
about the Ar is to te l ian de te rminat ion o f the essence o f t ru th as 
the correctness o f a n assert ion: i n what is this de t e rmina t i on o f 
the essence itsel f g rounded? T h e quest ion o f the essence o f t ru th 
i s—st i l l conjectural ly—the quest ion o f the t ru th o f essence. T h e 
result o f o u r quest ion ing the essentiality o f the essence was that 
the essence is the whatness o f something, the ihia, the look 
someth ing offers, its appearance, the be ing i n its being-viewed. A 
producdve seeing grasps the loeot. T h e product ive seeing is a 
br ing ing- for th , a b r ing ing into the l ight, a b r ing ing into visibil ity, 
which is i tsel f g r ounded o n what it br ings for th a n d in that way 
posits what is seen as g r o u n d — vir6$ecn,<;. 

T h e producdve seeing o f the essence does not admi t any f oun 
dat ion ; that wou ld be, so to say, beneath its dignity. For what ac
tually is " f ound ing " ? It is an appea l to someth ing present at 
h a n d , a n d that impl ies the measur ing o f the cogn i t ion o r o f the 
asserdon against someth ing pre-given, to which the assertion 
and the representat ion are to c on f o rm . F o u n d i n g is a con formi ty 
to . . . . F o u n d i n g consequently presupposes i n itself and for it
self the possibil ity o f conformity a n d correctness. F o u n d i n g and 
the possibil ity o f be ing founded are tied to a determinate k i n d o f 
t ru th , namely the correctness o f representat ion a n d assert ion. 
O n l y what is correct a n d what claims correctness can be f ounded 
and is i n need o f f oundat ion . 
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Now i f al l g rasp ing a n d pos i t ing o f the essence exclude the 
possibility o f be ing f ounded—no t because the foundat ion can
not be discovered, but because f o u n d i n g as such is not suff icient 
for the leg i t imat ion o f the pos i t ing o f an essence—if the grasp
i n g o f the essence rejects every attempt at a foundat ion i n the 
sense we discussed, then the t ru th which belongs to the grasp ing 
o f the essence a n d which is s tamped o n it cannot be correctness. 
There fo re another k i n d o f t ru th must be long to the grasp ing o f 
the essence. T h u s a ref lect ion o n the t ruth o f essence, o n what a 
grasp ing o f essence is, a n d what its just i f icat ion is, becomes a re
flection o n the essence o f t r u t h . 

T h e g rasp ing o f the essence is a br ing ing- fo r th : specifically, i n 
the Greek sense o f a b r i n g i n g out a n d fetching for th . Whence? 
F rom concealment. W h i t h e r ? Into unconcealedness, i n o rde r to 
posit it as the unconcealed. T o see the essence i n product ive see
i n g means to posit the unconcea led o f beings, to posit beings i n 
their unconcealedness, to take them u p into the n a m i n g w o r d , 
a n d i n that way establish them a n d thereby let them stand i n the 
visibil ity o f a n essential cogn i t i on . 

T h e unconcealed is i n Greek T O aX-nfles, a n d unconcealedness 
is aXf^-Seia. For ages, this has been translated as Veritas, " t r u t h " 
[Wahrkeit], T h e " t r u t h " o f the grasp ing o f the essence is, thought 
i n the Greek manner , the unconcealedness o f the whatness o f 
beings. Unconcealedness, the being-seen o f beings is, i n Platonic 
terms, loeot. 

A be ing in its beingness (oixxiot) is, brief ly a n d proper ly , the u n 
concealedness o f the be ing itself. Be ings , de t e rmined wi th re
gard to the i r unconcealedness, are thereby grasped with respect 
to the i r c o m i n g forth a n d emerg ing , the ir <Jri>ca<;, i.e., as ioect, 
and so are grasped as n o t h i n g o ther than beings i n their be ing
ness. To product ive ly see a be ing as such i n its be ingness—in 
what it is as a be ing—means n o t h i n g else than to encounter it 
s imply i n its unconcealedness, a n d , as Aristot le (Met. 6 1 0 ) says, 
di/yeiv, to feel it, s imply touch u p o n it a n d in touch ing it to p u s h 
it forward, to b r ing it before oneself, to produce a n d see its look. 
Since, in the Greek exper ience, beings as such are dnxns, emer
gence, there belongs to beings as such aXfjOeict, unconcea led
ness. There f o r e the g rasp ing o f beings as such must be a disclos
i ng (a tak ing out f rom concealment) . We cannot now art iculate 
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more precisely what a l l this signifies i n a more p ro f ound sense 
and i n every one o f its consequences, namely that for the Greeks 
the t ru th is a—indeed , the—character o f beings as such. We wi l l 
on ly note that the grasp ing o f the essence claims a special k i n d o f 
" t r u t h " : unconcealedness. 

As we have heard often enough , a l l cogni t ion a n d knowledge 
o f i nd i v i dua l beings is g r ounded in an acquaintance with the es
sence. Knowledge as the representat ion o f ind i v idua l beings is 
f ounded to the extent that it is correct. Now, however, i f the 
knowledge o f i nd i v idua l beings, the true represent ing o f facts, is 
g r ounded i n a knowledge o f the essence, then the truth o f factual 
knowledge, i.e., correctness, for its part must also be g r o u n d e d 
i n the t ru th o f the knowledge o f the essence. T r u t h as correctness 
(ououDcru;) has its g r o u n d i n t ru th as unconcealedness 
(a\Y|'&€ia), the coming- for th , a n d be ing i n view i n advance, o f 
the beingness (essence) o f beings. W h a t is seen i n a product ive 
seeing a n d c la imed as the g r o u n d o f the pos i t ing o f t ruth as cor
rectness is t ru th as aXTj'Seia. XVfj-deux (the unconcealedness o f 
beings as such) is now the or ig ina l a n d genuine ly Greek name for 
t ru th , because it names the more o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th . Ne i 
ther the L a t i n word Veritas n o r o u r G e r m a n word Yfahrheit 

["truth"] conta in the least echo o f what the Greeks saw i n a d 
vance a n d exper ienced when they spoke about t ru th i n the i r 
sense: aXfj f le ia. 

§26. Unconcealedness and the openness of beings. The process of 
the submergence of the original Greek essence of truth in the 

sense of the unconcealedness of beings. 

Where do we now stand? We asked how the o rd inary de f in i t ion 
o f t ru th , o f the essence o f the t rue—namely , the correctness o f 
an assert ion—was f ounded or ig ina l ly in Ar is tot le . We showed 
that because the pos i t ing o f correctness as the essence o f t ru th 
accomplishes an essential posi t ing, there can be no quest ion o f a 
foundat ion, which is the reason we seek in vain for one. Never
theless, the pos i t ing o f the essence is not arbi trary but is the pos
i t ing o f a g r o u n d , the tak ing u p o f that which makes possible 
what is to be grasped in its essence a n d gives it its g r o u n d . 
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What then provides the g r o u n d for t ruth conceived as correct
ness? T h e g r o u n d o f correctness (ouoiaxru;) is dX f ide ia , the u n -
concealedness o f beings. Wha t does a-Xirjdeta, the unconcealed-
ness o f beings, mean? N o t h i n g else but that beings as such are 
not concealed a n d not c losed, and hence are open . T h e openness 

o f beings proves to be the g r o u n d o f the possibil ity o f correct
ness. A n d that is exacdy what we brought out at the beg inn ing o f 
o u r inquiry . We showed that the openness o f beings 
lies at the g r o u n d o f the o rd inary concept ion o f t ru th as correct
ness, a n d we saw the need to quest ion this openness as such 
in o rde r to grasp the essence o f t ru th or ig inal ly . We contended 
that this openness is what is p roper l y worthy o f quest ion ing 
in the quest ion o f t ru th . A n d we saw that the Greeks already 
knew this openness o f beings; indeed , they took aXTjfteiot, the 
unconcealedness o f beings, as the p r ope r essence o f t ru th . Fur 
thermore , for the Greeks the true is i n advance the unconcea led , 
a n d t ru th is the same as the unconcealedness o f beings. O n l y 
because o f such a product ive seeing o f t ru th o n the part o f 
the Greeks cou ld the possibil ity o f the assimilat ion to beings o f a 
propos i t ion o r representat ion not be a quesdon for them a n d 
not at al l be i n need o f a f oundat i on ; o n the contrary, wi th regard 
to aXf i f l e ia such an assimi lat ion presents itself as self-evident. 
Were the Greeks thus aware that the correctness o f an assertion 
requires the openness o f beings as its essential g round? I f so, our 

re fe r r ing to what is worthy o f quest ion ing i n the o rd inary con
cept ion o f t ruth is whol ly super f luous a n d exceedingly belated. 
T h e r e is no longer any th ing to ask here because the Greeks have 
already answered the quest ion o f t ru th . 

T h u s i f we today want to rise above the ord inary concept ion 
o f t ru th as correctness, and i f we must do so to grasp it i n its 
p roper essence and g r o u n d , a n d in that way answer the quest ion 
o f t ruth sufficiently, then there is obviously no need at al l for toi l 
o n o u r part ; we s imply have to r e tu rn to what Greek phi losophy 
has already seen. A t most, we wou ld need to recal l someth ing 
forgotten. N o r is this forgett ing itsel f very remarkable , because 
f rom the t ime o f Ar is tot le , o r even since Plato, the concept ion o f 
t ruth as the correctness o f an assertion has been the stan
da rd , a n d the only s tandard , for the de te rminat ion o f the es
sence o f t ru th , a n d the name dXTjfleiot was then employed spon
taneously to express the correctness o f an assertion, i.e., to 
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name this s tandard determinat ion o f the essence o f t ru th as 
correctness. A n d when in the process o f recasting the Greek 
way o f speaking , i.e., i n the t ransformat ion o f the Greek way 
o f t h i n k i n g a n d basic att i tude toward beings into the R o m a n 
and later Western modes, &Xf|'deict was translated as Veritas, then 
not on ly was the established concept ion o f t ru th as correct
ness t ransmit ted, but , at the same time, th rough the translat ion 
o f aX-rj-deiot as Veritas every resonance o f the o r i g ina l essence 
o f t ru th as dX-rj^eia, unconcealedness, was destroyed. T h i s 
resonance is also complete ly suppressed by o u r wo rd " t r u t h . " 
AXiQ'&cia henceforth means, accord ing to the essential de t e rmi 

nat ion o f t ru th , the same as the correctness o f a n assertion. W h a t 
the Greeks once saw a n d exper ienced as the o r i g ina l essence o f 
t ruth no l onger has any effect; it has been submerged . (Verum 

nominal id in quod tendit intellectus. .. . Veritas principaliter est in in-

tellectu.y 

T h i s process had a sti l l fu r ther consequence: to the extent that 
later centuries u p to the most recent times recal led the phi loso
phy o f the Greeks a n d took pains to present the i r doct r ine o f 
t ru th , t ru th was then o f course grasped i n the sense o f Veritas, as 
the correctness o f an assertion o f j u d g i n g reason. T h i s later de
te rminat ion o f the essence o f aX^-Seta as the only val id one was 
then sought w i th in Greek phi losophy, even where a concept ion 
o f t ru th as correctness was fore ign, i.e., where the o r i g ina l expe
rience o f t ru th as unconcealedness sti l l prevai led. T h i s led to the 
lud icrous content ion that the early Greek th inkers were dabblers 
a n d incapable o f c learly conce iv ing the essence o f t ru th a n d the 
" p r o b l e m " o f knowledge a n d judgmen t , and that on ly Plato a n d 
Ar is tode succeeded i n d o i n g so. 

T h u s everyth ing was stood o n its head. A n d this invers ion stil l 
rules the o rd inary scholarly presentation o f Greek phi losophy. 
Bu t stil l mo r e essential than this inverted scholarship itsel f is 
the fact that it has blocked o u r access to the o r i g ina l essence o f 
t ruth . H o w so? F rom what we have said, do we not merely need 
to get used to translat ing the Greek word aX f i de i a with o u r 
word "unconcea ledness" instead o f " t r u t h " in the sense o f cor -

1. Thomas Aquinas, SummaTheologica, vol. I, question X V I , article 1. In Opera 
Omnia, Parma, 1852. ["The true names that towards which the intellect tends . . . 
Truth is principally in the intellect"—Tr.] 
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rectness? People have said benignly that the mer i t o f the treatise 
Being and Time was to have brought back into c i rcu lat ion this lit
eral translat ion o f ctXTj^cia. AXfjtieux is now translated as " u n -
concealedness," and—eve r y th ing remains as it was. For n o t h i n g 
is ga ined by a mere change i n the way o f speaking, not even if, 
beyond the l i teral translat ion o f aXtY9eta, it is shown that the 
Greeks already knew the unconcealedness o f beings to be the es
sence o f t ru th . 

Such an improvement i n the histor iographica l presentat ion 
o f the Greek concept ion o f t ru th is far removed f r om a histor ical 
ref lect ion o n the quest ion o f t r u t h — s o far removed that the 
improvement i n the way o f speak ing actually fur ther impedes 
this ref lect ion a n d its necessity. For it is now well known that 
the Greeks h a d already appea led to the openness o f beings as 
t ru th . B u t m o d e r n a n d contemporary ph i losophy also know, 
more than any th ing else, that, i n the progress o f ph i losophica l 
t h ink ing , Plato a n d Ar i s t ode overcame this early Greek concep
t ion o f t ru th . In the course o f m o d e r n thought , the doct r ine that 
t ru th is the correctness o f the j u d g i n g reason (intellectus) devel
oped into such a matter o f course that even the greatest antago
nist o f this t h i n k i n g , Nietzsche, does not tamper wi th the doc
tr ine i n the least but instead makes it the foundat ion o f his own 
theory o f t ru th . I n d o i n g so, Nietzsche is unwit t ing ly i n perfect 
agreement w i th T h o m a s Aqu inas , who said, o n the basis o f a par
ticular interpretat ion o f Ar is to t l e : Veritas pr inc ipa l i t e r est in intel
lect: t ru th has its place, above a l l a n d or ig inal ly , i n j u d g i n g rea
son. Every connect ion w i th the early Greek concept ion o f 
t r u t h — t r u t h as the unconcealedness o f be ings—is therefore stig
mat ized as a relapse into a s tandpoint that has been overcome 
l ong ago a n d was val id on ly for the rud imentary beg innings o f 
Western thought . 

What has now been accompl ished? Whe r e have we ar r i ved 
since we def lected f r om o u r s imply stated course o f quest ion ing 
onto an apparent side track? We quest ioned back f rom the o r d i 
nary concept ion o f t ru th ( truth as the correctness o f an asser
tion) into what we cal led openness—which we in t roduced as 
be ing genuine ly worthy o f quest ioning. Openness , however, can 
constitute the more o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th on ly i f that o f wh ich 
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it is the g r o u n d , namely correctness, for its part touches u p o n 
the essence o f t ru th in some way, even i f not or ig inal ly . Does it 
touch the essence—i.e., is the usual concept ion o f t ruth f ounded , 
a n d i f so, how? We have seen that this concept ion and deter
minat ion o f the essence o f t ruth is in fact not f ounded , because, 
as a pos i t ing o f essence, it cannot be f ounded i n the usual sense 
at a l l . Yet it is not therefore without g r o u n d ; o n the contrary, 
what is c la imed as the g r o u n d o f the possibil ity o f correctness 
is aX-n^eux, a n d that is for the Greeks the essence o f t ru th . T h e 
unconcealedness o f beings as such is the g r o u n d o f the possibi l 
ity o f correctness. For the Greeks, it is even i n a pre-eminent 
sense that unconcealedness (dXfjdcta) as the essence o f t ru th is 
the g r o u n d o f the possibil ity o f correctness (6|xouacris). Let us re
flect: the Greeks d i d not begin by posi t ing correctness as the es
sence o f t ru th i n o rde r then to go back to unconcealedness as its 
g r o u n d ; o n the contrary, they first exper ienced the unconcea led
ness o f beings a n d o n the basis o f this exper ience de t e rmined 
t ruth also as the correctness o f an assertion, i n that t h e y — i n l ight 
o f aXTjfleioc—saw the possibil ity a n d the necessity o f 6uoCu>cri<;. 
Hence this subsequent concept ion o f the essence o f t ru th as cor
rectness, f r o m which we began, is very wel l g r ounded and indeed 
g r ounded precisely i n that where in Greek thought a n d know l 
edge o f beings move i n advance: i n the unconcealedness o f be
ings. A n d thus it is g r ounded i n the same g r o u n d to wh ich o u r 
cri t ical ref lection was referred back, namely the openness o f be
ings, as we cal led it. Consequendy, the approach o f o u r cr i t ica l 
re f lect ion—to beg in with the o rd inary concept ion o f t ru th as 
correctness—is jus t i f i ed . B u t at the same time it turns out that 
this cr i t ical ref lect ion is now super f luous, because what it discov
ers, the unconcealedness o f beings, was already exper ienced by 
the Greeks a n d was taken u p by them as the g r o u n d o f the pos
sibility o f correctness. T h e openness we f ound worthy o f ques
t i on ing at the beg inn ing o f o u r cr i t ical ref lection was already ap
preciated by the Greeks, so much so that this unconcealedness o f 
beings became for them the p r i m o r d i a l de te rminat ion o f the es
sence o f t ru th . Consequent ly , the Greeks had already worked out 
exactly what we have been t ry ing to take u p as the more o r i g ina l 
and necessary task o f future phi losophica l inquiry . 
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RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e productive seeing of the unconcealedness of beings as 

the ground of the essence of truth as correctness. 

O u r task was to answer this quest ion: how is the essential deter
mina t i on o f t ru th as correctness founded? Since there is no f oun 
dat ion for the pos i t ing o f an essence, the pos i t ing o f the essence 
be ing i n itsel f the lay ing o f a g r o u n d , we had to pose the quest ion 
o f f oundat ion i n ano the r way. So we asked what is seen a n d 
b rought for th as the g r o u n d o f that essence o f truth? W h a t is 
taken u p as that i n wh ich t ru th i n the sense o f correctness is 
rooted a n d out o f wh i ch it , so to say, blossoms forth? What is the 
reference back, what is the source, what is seen i n advance i n the 
case o f the pos i t ing o f the essence o f t ru th as correctness? T h e 
t ru th whose essence is subsequently de t e rmined as correctness was 
cal led by the Greeks, p r i o r to this de te rminat ion , aXTj-Seus, u n 
concealedness. A n d what they meant was the unconcealedness o f 
beings themselves—the unconcealedness o f beings as such. O r i g 
inally, there resides i n this de te rminat ion o f t ru th as u n c o n 
cealedness n o t h i n g l ike correctness, but , instead, a l l correctness 
o f assertions resides i n the unconcealedness o f beings. For the 
or ientat ion o f representations toward beings a n d the i r confor
mity with beings are possible on ly i f beings dwe l l i n unconcealed
ness. Consequendy, i f the correctness o f represent ing a n d assert
i ng is posi ted for what i t is, then a long wi th it aXnfj'deict, the 
unconcealedness o f beings, must also be posited and be i n view 
as what provides this essence its g r o u n d . In pos i t ing the essence 
o f t ru th as the correctness o f a n assert ion, the Greeks a lready 
had i n view, they saw i n advance a n d brought for th , the g r o u n d 
o f this pos i t ing, i.e., aXTj^eia. I n di f ferent terms, the de l imi ta 
t ion o f t ru th as correctness is a l im i t i n g concept ion deve loped i n 
only one de t e rmined respect a n d hence is a l im i ted grasp o f the 
foundat ional t ruth as the unconcealedness o f beings. 

2) T h e Greek aX-rj-dcia as openness. T h e transformation of 

the concept of truth from unconcealedness to correctness. 

Where do we then stand? A t the start o f o u r i n q u i r y — t a k i n g o u r 
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depar ture f r o m the ord inary concept o f t ruth (correctness o f an 
assertion)—we car r i ed out a cri t ical ref lection that po inted back 
to a more o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th , which we cal led openness. 
B u t the source o f this cr i t ique, namely, that to wh ich someth ing 
more o r i g ina l is assigned, was itsel f not immediate ly jus t i f i ed . 
T h e ref lect ion o n just i f icat ion, accompl ished a l ong with the first 
pos i t ing o f the essence o f t ru th as correctness, showed, however, 
that this just i f icat ion o f the pos i t ing o f the essence derives its 
r ight f r om the unconcealedness o f beings, consequendy pre
cisely f r o m that toward which o u r cr i t ical ref lect ion o n the o r d i 
nary concept o f t ru th l ed back. W h a t else is the aVr jdc ia o f the 
Greeks but what we cal l openness? There fo re what is needed 
first is not at a l l a labor ious cr i t ique o f the t rad i t ional concept o f 
t ru th . Wha t is requ i red is s imply that we r emember its histor ical 
o r i g in a n d its p r i m o r d i a l just i f icat ion, hence, that we call back 
someth ing forgotten. 

T h e forgett ing o f the g r o u n d o f the tradi t ional concept o f 
t ru th , hence the forgett ing o f its o r i g ina l essence, which was once 
revealed, is easily exp la ined . B y the transformat ion o f G r e e k 
t h i n k i n g into R o m a n , Chr i s t i an , a n d m o d e r n concepts, aX-rjdeux 
as 6U.OCO)CTLS , correctness, became Veritas as adaequatio a n d recti-

tudo, i.e., t ru th as adequat ion a n d correctness. Wha t was lost was 
not on ly every resonance o f the mean ing o f aXrYdeia, the Greek 
name for Veritas a n d t ru th , but , above a l l , every impulse to gain 
some sort o f knowledge o f the posit ion o f Greek human i t y 
w i th in beings a n d toward beings, out o f which alone such essen
tial words as aX.Tj'&eia c ou ld be spoken. Instead, due to the mis
unde rs tand ing o f its essence, aXrjdeta was understood every
where as the correctness o f a representat ion. 

A t the same t ime we must note wel l that i n the history o f West
e r n phi losophy since the Greeks, not only d i d this forgett ing o f 
their p r i m o r d i a l concept o f t ruth come to pass, but more hap
pened : o n the basis o f this t rans formed concept o f t r u t h — i n the 
sense o f the correctness o f an assertion o r a representat ion—new 
basic ph i losophica l positions arose with Descartes and Le ibn i z , 
wi th Kan t a n d the thinkers o f G e r m a n ideal ism, and lastly wi th 
Nietzsche. A l l this occur red , to be sure, w i th in a unan imi ty o f 
t h i n k i n g and in a un i fo rmi ty o f the gu id ing lines o f inquiry , so 
that, e.g., i n spite o f the abysmal differences between the med i 
eval theolog ian T h o m a s Aquinas a n d the last essential th inker o f 
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the West, Nietzsche, for bo th o f them the same concept ion o f 
t ru th , as a characteristic o f j u d g i n g reason, was authoritat ive. 
A n d this d i d not at a l l o c cu r o n the basis o f an expl ic i t ref lect ion 
but entirely as i f it were al l beyond quest ion—where indeed it 
sti l l stands today. 

T h e result o f every th ing here is that o u r cr i t ica l ref lect ion is 
super f luous, because it has already been accompl ished. Fur ther 
more , this accompl ishment has l ong since been overcome. 
The re f o r e o u r presumably more o r i g ina l quest ion into the es
sence o f t ru th is w i thout necessity. In fact, everything comes 
down to this: Does o u r inqu i r y arise merely f r om an u n f o u n d e d 
resistance against the past, hence i n the end f rom a b l i nd a n d 
s imple desire for nove l t y—or f r o m a necessity? A n d i f so, f r o m 
which one? 

A t this po in t we see at once that it is not possible i n 
ph i l osophy—as it is i n sc ience—for a cr i t ical quest ion to d e m o n 
strate itself o n the basis o f an objective state o f affairs. T h e ph i l o 
sophical quest ion must bear its necessity w i th in itself; it m u s t — i f 
sufficiently u n f o l d e d — m a k e this necessity itsel f visible. T h e r e 
fore, i f now, after this first substantive c lar i f icat ion o f the d o m a i n 
o f the inquiry , we reflect o n the necessity o f the quest ion, we are 
not thereby abandon ing the quest ion o f t ru th , a n d are not leav
i n g it b eh ind , but are p e r f o rm ing the very first step l ead ing to its 
un fo ld ing . 



Chapter Four 

The Necessity of the Question 
of the Essence of Truth, 

on the Basis of the Beginning 
of the History of Truth 

§27. The turning of the critical question of truth toward 

the beginning of the history of truth as a leaping ahead 

into the future. AXtj-ftciot as experienced by the Greeks 

though not interrogated by them. 

first o f a l l , d o o u r previous discussions o f the quest ion o f t ru th 
contr ibute toward exh ib i t ing the necessity o f that question? T o 
be sure. T h u s the e luc idat ion o f the Greek concept o f t ru th was 
in no way super f luous. 

1. It showed that the Greeks were already acquainted w i th two 
senses o f t ru th : first as unconcealedness (openness o f beings) 
and then as the assimilat ion o f a representat ion to beings (cor
rectness). 

2. T h i s observation protects us f r o m the preposterous c la im o f 
hav ing raised a " n e w " quest ion with o u r in i t ia l cr i t ique o f the o r 
d inary concept o f t ru th . I f a recognit ion o f the greatness o f 
Greek t h i n k i n g keeps us, at the very outset, free f rom such pre
posterous not ions a n d f r o m the desire for novelty, o u r discussion 
o f the Greek not ion o f t ru th wi l l then have a special signif icance 
for o u r inquiry , a n d everything comes down to this: 

3. O u r cr i t ica l quest ion ing back f rom the ord inary concept o f 
t ruth as the correctness o f an assertion to the openness o f beings 
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is not an arbi trary cr i t ique , s t emming f rom empty hair -sp l i t t ing , 
but is the t u r n i n g o f o u r t h i n k i n g and quest ion ing about t ru th 
toward the beg inn ing o f the history o f t ru th . A n d we today sti l l 
dwe l l i n this history, indeed precisely insofar as we unwit t ing ly 
a n d as a matter o f course i n al l o u r t h i n k i n g and act ing move 
w i th in the d o m a i n o f the t radi t ional concept o f t ru th . 

Jus t what have we ga ined thereby? What else than the histo-
r iographica l cogn i t i on that for us today, a n d for the West since 
l o n g ago, the o r i g ina l essence o f t ruth has been lost because o f 
the p redominance o f t ru th as correctness. H e n c e we have ga ined 
the recogni t ion o f a loss. B u t it is not at a l l dec ided that we have 
here a genuine loss. For that wou ld be the case on ly i f it c o u l d be 
shown that the not- los ing, the preservat ion, o f the o r i g ina l es
sence o f t ru th (aXf)deia) is a necessity a n d that we consequently 
need to gain back what was lost. 

Yet, even assuming this were demonstrated conclusively, can 

we ga in back what was lost? Is the past not i rreparably gone? 
A n d even i f we wanted to adhere to this past i n memory, wou ld 
that not lead to the opposi te o f what is necessary? We d o not 
want to t u r n back history, a n d o f course we cannot ; instead, we 
must th ink a n d act out o f o u r present (or future) necessity. For 
the shocks (wor ld war, w o r l d revolution) or, rather, that o f wh i ch 
these shocks are mere ly the histor ical consequences have forced 
u s — n o t any single ind iv idua ls , no r the sti l l more arbi trary 
"many , " a n d not i nd i v i dua l peoples o r nations and states for 
themselves, but the ent i re West—into the quest ion o f whether o r 
not we are sti l l i n the t r u t h , indeed whether we sti l l want a n d can 
want the t ru th at a l l . 

In view o f this task, is not the merely retrospective remember
ing o f ear l ier times—no matter how essential these times may 
have been—yet sti l l "h i s t o r i c i sm, " an adherence to the past f r o m 
some sort o f i l l -concealed " r o m a n t i c i s m " o r f r om some " h u m a n 
ist ic" pred i lec t ion, now basically ant iquated, for the Greeks a n d 
the Greek wor ld a n d its phi losophy? O r does the retrospect ion 
or ig inate mere ly in an ant ipathy toward the degenerat ion o f 
what today, u n d e r the venerable name o f phi losophy, postures i n 
an unbr id l ed a n d un inh ib i t ed wr i t ing o f books and b labber ing , 
the extent a n d content o f which stand i n a reverse relat ion to the 
power to raise essential questions? B u t can we be permi t ted to 
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base o u r ent ire approach a n d procedure o n mere antipathies? Is 
this revival o f Greek t h i n k i n g not basically a f l ight f r om the ne
cessities press ing h a r d u p o n us, a bl indness i n relat ion to the 
present, a n d a s h r i n k i n g back before the future? Is this not a l 
ways the case wi th such reversions to the early a n d the earliest 
a n d the " b e g i n n i n g " ; d o they not show that one's own power has 
f lagged a n d a l l possibilities have been exhausted? 

O u r discussions o f the Greek concept o f t ru th a n d the ins ight 
they p rov ided , namely that o u r cr i t ical quest ion ing is a t u r n i n g 
back toward p r i m o r d i a l G reek thought , m i g h t be more than 
free-f loating h is tor iographica l considerat ions. T h e y m igh t con 
tain someth ing o f a historical ref lect ion, for they b r i n g before 
the i nne r eye the distance between the present a n d the past. Nev
ertheless, we cannot rid ourselves o f the suspic ion that i n a l l this, 
instead o f assuming the tasks o f today, we are unde r t ak ing a 
more o r less wel l d isguised scholarly strol l in to the harmless past, 
p rov id ing us wi th mere h is tor iographica l cognit ions instead o f 
ind ica t ing what we ourselves shou ld d o to throw o f f a l l the early 
things o f the beg inn ing a n d leave them beh ind . 

B u t against a l l these obvious, a n d largely jus t i f i ed , objections 
we must reflect o n what we sa id , perhaps only conjecturally, 
about the b eg inn ing o f the history o f Western thought : the be 
g i n n i n g c o u l d be someth ing wh ich , fur l ed i n its greatness, 
reaches ahead into the future, a n d , accordingly, the r e tu rn to the  
beg inn ing cou ld be a l eap ing ahead, indeed a genuine l eap ing 
ahead into the future , though to be sure on ly u n d e r the c o n d i  
t ion that we really d o begin w i th the beg inn ing . 

T h a t is now the decisive quest ion, the quest ion, whose answer 
decides the necessity o r arbitrariness o f o u r procedure a n d con
sequently decides the quest ion o f t ruth as such. T h e preced ing 
discussion o f the history o f the Greek not ion o f t ru th took us 
back tempora l ly more than two mi l l enn ia , yet we have perhaps 
not at a l l a r r i ved at the beg inn ing o f this h i s to ry—not because 
our quest ion has not gone back far enough i n t ime but because 
in this way we are not yet w i th in history at a l l a n d again a n d 
again fall back into h is tor iographica l considerat ions, r eckon ing 
the present against the past, instead o f actually ref lect ing. 

We have made the histor iographica l constatation that the 
Greeks, at the beg inn ing o f the i r th ink ing , conceived o f t ruth 
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as aXtydeta, as the unconcealedness o f beings, a n d on ly very 
much later, specif ically at the e n d o f the ir great p h i l o s o p h y — i n 
the thought o f Plato a n d i n the doctr ines o f A r i s tode—passed o n 
to a de te rminat i on o f t ru th as the correctness o f an assertion. 
W i t h this pos i t ing o f the essence they then took u p the ear l i e r 
a n d more o r i g ina l concept ion o f t ru th as the " n a t u r a l " g r o u n d o f 
t ru th i n the sense o f correctness. T h i s h is tor iographica l consta¬
tat ion is indisputable . B u t it is by no means a histor ical ref lect ion, 
wh ich—as we k n o w — o n l y spr ings for th out o f genu ine quest ion
i n g o n the part o f the one w h o is ref lect ing a n d must also r ema in 
suppor ted by it. H e n c e we have to ask first o f a l l : 

W h e n the Greeks took u p aX-n^eia (unconcealedness) as the 
g r o u n d o f correctness, d i d they thereby posit this g r o u n d as 
g r o u n d a n d d i d they g r o u n d it as such? Fur the rmore , assuming 
they g r o u n d e d the unconcealedness o f beings as the g r o u n d o f 
correctness, is this g r o u n d itself— ctXf|'deia i n its essence— 
thereby suf f ic iendy de t e rm ined a n d quest ioned? D i d the Greeks 
ever interrogate aX-n-fteia as such ; d i d they deem the u n c o n 
cealedness o f beings as such worthy o f quest ioning? T h e Greeks 
exper ienced the essence o f t ru th as unconcealedness—does that 
mean wi thout fur ther ado that for them this very unconcea l 
edness was worthy o f quest ioning? B y no means. T h e Greeks 
once exper i enced the unconcealedness o f beings and took it 
u p as t ru th , a n d o n this g r o u n d they de t e rmined t ru th as cor
rectness a n d posited this g r o u n d a n d g r o u n d e d it, but they 
d i d not go fur ther a n d expl ic i t ly interrogate unconcealedness it
self. AXirjiteia r ema ined for them unquest ioned. T h e i r t h i n k i n g 
d i d not penetrate fur ther in to aXnijiteicc as such, a n d they d i d not 
fa thom [er-griindet] it exp l i c idy i n its essence. Instead, they 
merely stood u n d e r the force o f the emerg ing but stil l fu r l ed es
sence o f t ru th as unconcealedness. 

§28. Truth as correctness and its domination over its 
own ground as an essential consequence of the absence of a 
fathoming of the ground. The question of openness as the 

question of otXT|$€io: itself. 

T h e posi t ing o f someth ing as the g r o u n d for someth ing else, the 
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g r o u n d i n g o f the g r o u n d , is not yet genuine g r o u n d i n g i n the 
sense o f a f a thoming o f the g r o u n d . Wha t then are we to make o f 
this occurrence , namely that the Greeks exper ienced aXfY&eict 
precisely as the essence o f t ru th a n d took it u p as the g r o u n d 
o f correctness but d i d not themselves exp l i c idy fa thom this 
g round? W h a t i f the effect was that henceforth t ruth as correct
ness acqu i red domina t i on over that i n wh ich it is rooted? W h a t 
i f this occurrence , that the t h i n k i n g o f the Greeks d i d not mas
ter a\f|deia, l ed to the s i tuat ion that this beg inn ing was sub
merged i n the fol lowing dmes a n d remains submerged even today? 
A n d what i f this occurrence were thereby not someth ing bygone 
but wou ld now sti l l be c o m i n g to pass insofar as we move i n the 
u n g r o u n d e d obviousness o f the t rad i t ional concept o f t ruth? 

A n d i n fact that is what is happen ing . T h e knowledge o f the 
essence o f dXfj'deia d i d not get lost because later o n aX-rjOeux was 
translated by Veritas, rectitudo, a n d " t r u t h , " a n d was interpreted as 
the correctness o f a n assert ion, but jus t the opposi te , this trans
lat ion a n d this new interpretat ion cou ld beg in a n d c o u l d ga in 
prevalence on ly because the essence o f otXf)'deLa was no t u n 
fo lded or ig ina l ly enough a n d its u n f o l d i n g was not g r o u n d e d 
strongly enough . T h e occurrence o f the submergence o f the p r i 
mord i a l essence o f t ru th , unconcealedness (aXfj'dciot), is n o t h i n g 
past a n d gone but is immediate ly present a n d operative i n the 
basic fact it determines , namely the unshaken domina t i on o f the 
t rad i t ional concept o f t ru th . 

^ W i t h i n the rea lm o f the history o f what is essential, on ly rarely  
does someth ing occur. What does occur there happens very  
slowly a n d very silently, a n d its immedia te ettect leaps over the  
span o f mi l l enn ia . It does not need the crutches ot a cont inuous  
cha in o f cause .and ettect, each effect becoming the cause o f a  
succeeding one/ I f h istor iographers were requ i red to assume the 
task o f present ing what is essential, they wou ld f l ounder i n the 
greatest embarrassment, not because they have too m u c h at the ir 
d isposal but too l itt le. Wha t wou ld r ema in o f the whole business 
o f archives a n d l i terature, what wou ld rema in o f the business o f 
reviews a n d dissertations, i f by one stroke what is unessential be
came ungraspable? B u t that wi l l not happen , for the unessential , 
in very di f ferent forms, is the l ong shadow cast by the essential, 
to e n d u p mosdy overshadowed by it. T h e occurrence o f the sub-
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mergence o f p r i m o r d i a l aX t j ^e i a exists sti l l , a n d it occurs wher
ever t ru th means correctness. 

O n l y i f we submit to this knowledge wi l l we be o n the path o f 
historical ref lect ion. O n l y i n that way wi l l we arr ive h istor ica l ly— 
rather than h is tor iographica l l y—back at the beg inn ing o f West
e rn ref lect ion o n t ru th , back at what occurred p r imord ia l l y a n d 
is sti l l o c cu r r ing . O n l y t h r o u g h such reflection wi l l we put our 
selves i n a posi t ion to beg in with the beg inn ing , a n d that means 
to be futural i n an o r i g ina l way instead o f merely reckon ing back 
histor iographica l ly to the earliest past a n d expos ing its d i f fer
ence, o r indeed backwardness, i n compar ison wi th the present. 

Consequendy o u r quest ion about the g r o u n d o f the possibil ity 
o f correctness, hence the r e tu rn to openness a n d above a l l the 
quest ion o f openness i tsel f as the most worthy o f quest ioning, is 
not super f luous. It is so l ittle super f luous that this interrogat ion 
actually becomes the m a k i n g good o f an ear l ier neglect, the mak
i n g good o f the quest ion o f what aVrj-deia itself is, the quest ion 
the Greeks never ra ised. 

Now we emphasize anew that the beg inn ing is the greatest, 
surpass ing everyth ing that comes afterward, even i f this turns 
against the beg inn ing , wh i ch it can d o only because the beg in
n i n g is a n d makes possible what succeeds it. So is it not pure ped 
antry when we say the Greeks have neglected a quest ion here? Is 
it not a very arrogant underes t imat ion o f the greatness o f the i r 
t h i n k i n g to say they d i d not master the quest ion o f truth? T o be 
sure, it is. T h u s even o u r at tempted ref lection o n the p r i m o r d i a l 
Greek t h i n k i n g about the essence o f t ruth is not yet suf f ic iendy 
reflective, i.e., it w i l l not attain the beg inn ing historical ly 
enough , so l o n g as this ref lect ion terminates i n the p r e sumptu 
ous super ior i ty o f the epigones over the f o u n d i n g masters. A s 
l ong as it does so, we are not yet i n the p rope r posi t ion to beg in 
with the beg inn ing , i.e., to be fu tura l , to seize a n d prepare o u r 
future i n thought a n d quest ion ing . 

We must therefore reflect o n this occurrence, that the Greeks 
d i d indeed exper ience the essence o f t ruth as unconcealedness, 
took it u p , a n d always h a d it available to them, but d i d not ques
t ion it exp l i c idy a n d d i d not fa thom it. Was this event mere ne
glect a n d the result o f an incapacity o f quest ioning, o r does the 
genuine greatness o f G reek thought consist precisely i n this a n d 
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accomplish itself in it? T h e decision here is not an attempt to ex
plain and rescue a past incident—the Greek thinkers do not 
need that—but is instead the delimitation of the way we take a 
stand toward truth and stand in the truth^For what came to pass  
at the beginning of the history of the essential foundation of  
truth always remains for us still to be decided—a decision about^  
what for us and for the futurecaTiTecomeTrue a n d can be trueT 

T h e Greeks experienced the essence of truth originally as  
aVr ide i a , as the unconcealedness of beings. T h i s essence of 
truth, however, was not first captured in a "definition" and made  
available to knowledge. Def in i t ions in philosophy—though not 
in science—always come late and usually come last. T h e knowl 
edge of the essence of truth as the unconcealedness of beings  
had originally, i.e., in its great epoch, this f o r m , that all acting 
and creating, all thinking and speaking, all founding and pro 
ceeding were determined by and thoroughly in accord with the  
unconcealedness of beings as something ungrasped. Whoeve r 
does not see and does not know this, and cannot learn to see and 
know it, will never divine anything of the original event of the 
beginning of Western history, of that beginning which really was 
its beginning, inasmuch as we mean the history of the West and 
not the mere biology of its peoples—about which we do not 
know anything anyway, not only because the sources are meager, 
but because the presupposition for interpreting it, our knowl
edge of "life," is so miserable and confused. 

T h a t the Greeks were primordial in thought and poetry and 
politics is evident most starkly in the fact that the end in which 
we find ourselves today is nothing else than a decline from their 
beginning, an increasing inability to be equal to the beginning. 
Yet this does not exclude our own creating and working in the 
aftermath and tradition of this beginning. To be equal to re
quires a surpassing. B u t how can we expect such a thing when we 
can barely achieve the most wretched imitations? O n e might 
think here of the massive classical movement in art, which arose 
out of the void and gapes into the void. T h e surpassing of the 
beginning occurs only within another beginning, one which rec
ognizes that its surpassing merely surpasses the aftermath and 
the tradition of the beginning and can "only" reach the level of 
the beginning, for nothing higher can be attained. 
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§29. The Greeks' experience of unconcealedness 

as the basic character of beings as such and their 

lack of inquiry into aVrjflcia. 

H o w are we to unders tand t ru th i n the sense o f the unconcea led
ness o f beings so that it m i gh t al low us to see why the Greeks d i d 
not exp l i c idy interrogate unconcealedness, allow us to know how 
to j u d g e this lack o f inqu i ry , a n d al low us to exper ience thereby 
the necessities we ourselves are d rawn into? 

T h e exper ience o f t ru th as the unconcealedness o f beings i m 
plies first o f a l l that t ru th i s—to say it quite inde t e rmina te l y—a 
character o f beings themselves, a n d not, as i n the ord inary view 
o f later t imes, a matter o f assertions about beings. For the 
Greeks, but on ly for t h e m , beings themselves are what can be 
true o r un t rue , i.e., unconcea led o r d issembled. 

To obviate misunderstandings i n this regard , a shor t excursus 
is needed. I n the fo l l ow ing dmes, every be ing , ens, was indeed 
sdl l conceived as verum, a n d scholasticism as wel l as a par t o f 
m o d e r n phi losophy spoke o f "onto log i ca l " t ruth i n d ist inct ion to 
the " l o g i ca l " t ru th o f the intellect. Now this doct r ine does i n fact 
stem f r o m a par t i cu lar adherence to the t rad i t ion o f Greek p h i 
losophy, but it is thought a n d in tended whol ly a n d utterly i n a n 
un-Greek way. Verum does not mean the unconcea led ; o n the 
contrary, omne ens est verum—"Every be ing is t rue"—because , as a 
being, it is i n advance necessarily thought o f correctly by G o d or, 
accord ing to Chr i s t i an a n d O l d Testament th ink ing , by the "cre 
ator," i.e., by the creator as the absolute spir i t free f r o m error . We 
note this parenthet ical ly i n o rde r to avert the c o m m i n g l i n g a n d 
ident i f icat ion, at tempted again and again, o f T h o m i s t i c t h i n k i n g 
with Ar is to te l ian thought a n d Greek t h i n k i n g i n general . T h i s 
ident i f icat ion is often advanced not only by representatives o f 
T h o m i s m but even by classical philologists. For example , the the
ory Werne r Jaeger has disseminated about Ar i s tode is m u c h 
more medieval a n d scholastic than Greek . B o t h medieval a n d 
m o d e r n t h i n k i n g move who l ly w i th in a concept ion o f t ru th as 
correctness, i.e., as a de t e rmina t i on o f knowledge—even when 
they speak o f "onto log ica l t r u t h . " T h i s "onto log i ca l " t ru th is 
no th ing else than the correlate o f God 's th ink ing , which is i n it
self absolutely correct. It is not the unconcealed i n the Greek 



§29. T h e Greeks ' exper ience o f unconcealedness [117-18] 103 

sense but is the absolutely correct (intellectus divinus). A stil l deeper 
f oundadon for this is the evidence that a l l t rad i t ional onto logy 
determines the ens qua ens u n d e r the gu idance o f the act o f 
t h i n k i n g a n d its t ru th , i.e., correctness. 

I f the Greeks exper ienced t ru th as a characteristic o f beings, 
then this t ru th must be founded i n beings themselves. O r shou ld 
we not rather say here that the t ru th as a characteristic o f beings 
belongs to these beings? S h o u l d the t ruth as exper ienced by the 
Greeks characterize the essence o f beings themselves, i.e., o f be
ings themselves as unders tood by the Greeks? These are not 
questions posed to empty possibil it ies; they are wel l warranted , 
for precisely where another concept ion o f t ru th (as the correct
ness o f an assertion) h a d already deve loped a n d established i tsel f 
i n Greek phi losophy, namely i n Plato a n d Ar i s tode , beings a n d 
t ru th were always ment ioned together: d\-rideux xcti ov— 
"unconcealedness: that is to say, beings as s u c h . " ' B eyond a doubt , 
we are to unders tand x a i here as a n expl icat ion, i n the sense o f 
" a n d that is to say," for often instead o f even men t i on ing b"v, they 
said s imply aATjticux o r T O a \T )des . 

It goes so much against o u r habits to th ink o f unconcea led
ness, w i th complete decisiveness, as characteristic o f beings as 
such that even when we have ga ined insight into the d is t inct ion 
between the unconcealedness o f beings a n d the correctness o f a n 
assertion, we stil l too readi ly conceive o f unconcealedness as de
tached f r o m beings, as i f it were an add i t i on , accessory to beings. 

B u t why d i d the Greeks not inqu i re into aXf j^eia as such , i f it 
does indeed be long to beings themselves, a n d i f i n fact the ques¬
tion o f beings as such was the p r i m o r d i a l a n d constant quest ion 
o f the Greek thinkers? W h y d i d aXfj^eia r ema in precisely the  
unquest ioned? W h y d i d it not become the most worthy o f ques
t ioning? A n d when otVriflcia was interrogated expl ic idy, why d i d 
the very way o f quest ion ing t u r n aVfifteta as unconcealedness 
into otXTjdeLOt as correctness? We today are hard ly able to mea
sure the fu l l consequences o f this de te rminat ion a n d are l ikely to 
take them, i n spite o f everything, as histoi iographica l subdeties 
re lat ing to what is l ong past a n d gone, rather than as directives to~ 
a decisive event wh ich is stil l decisive over us; nevertheless, we 
must put this quest ion ing aside now and attempt a First answer. 

1. Cf. Plaio. Republic \\. 
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W h y d i d the Greeks no t make aXrj'deia as such a quest ion, 
rather t h a n — i f we may say so—exper ience it as someth ing "ob
vious"? Was this lack o f i nqu i r y a neglect? D i d it stem f r o m i m 
potence wi th regard to o r i g ina l quest ioning? 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e ground of the necessity of the 

question of the essence of truth. 

Even wi thout special re f lect ion, the quest ion o f t ru th seems i m 
portant enough . B u t a l though we migh t take a n emphat ic inter
est i n " t r u t h , " i.e., i n what is t rue a n d i n the possession o f what is 
true, that sti l l does not qual i fy as a suff icient g r o u n d for the ne
cessity o f the quest ion o f the essence o f t ru th . For the history o f the 
essence o f t ru th a n d the st i l l unb roken obviousness o f the t rad i 
tional concept ion o f t ru th testify quite clearly that the necessity 
o f this quest ion about the essence has by no means been expe r i 
enced a n d seen w i th ins ight . Now the necessity o f a ph i losophica l 
quest ion is as essential as the quest ion itself is. For a ph i l o soph i 
cal quest ion must , f o l l ow ing the sovereign character o f ph i loso
phy, bear i n itsel f its necessity, i.e., it must po int back to this ne
cessity. There f o r e we c o u l d not have begun wi th a ref lect ion o n 
the necessity o f the quest ion o f t ru th , but instead the first task 
had to be to deve lop this quest ion accord ing to its init ia l ly grasp-
able basic features, in o r d e r for this deve lopment itself to lead us 
to the necessity o f the quest ion. 

Hereby a view is opened u p o n the essence o f phi losophy 
which we cannot fur ther investigate now, but wh ich must be 
brief ly no ted , since it clari f ies the g r o u n d o f the appur tenance o f 
histor ical ref lection to meditat ive quest ioning. T h e d o m a i n o f 
phi losophy as the quest ion o f beings as such and as a whole, a n d 
consequently ph i losophy itself, c a n n o t b e manufac turea ' lmd de
t e rmined by h u m a n products a n d institutions a n d claims. T h e 
h u m a n ou tput a n d " w o r k " to be f ound u n d e r the name "ph i l os 
ophy, " in any o f its forms, wi l l never make visible what phi loso
phy is. For ph i losophy belongs to the t ruth o f B e i n g . Phi losophy  
is and must be whenever a n d however B e i n g itself presses toward 
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its t ru th , i.e., when the openness o f beings themselves comes to 
pass, when history is. Phi losophy, i f it is, does not exist because  
there are phi losophers , no r are there phi losophers because p h i 
losophy is taken u p . O n the contrary, phi losophy a n d philoso¬
phers exist on ly when a n d how the t ru th o f B e i n g itsel f comes to  
pass, a history which is w i thdrawn f r o m every h u m a n inst i tut ion 
and p lan , since it itself is the very g r o u n d for the possibil ity o f  
h u m a n histor ical Be ing . T h i s may serve to indicate the d i r e cdon 
out o f wh ich we must exper ience the necessity o f the quesdon o f 
the essence o f t ru th , assuming we are able to a n d want to expe
rience it. 

2) A X r i ^ e i a as p r i m o r d i a l for the Greeks 
yet unques t i oned by them. 

T h e preced ing path o f o u r reflections gave rise to the ins ight 
that that toward which o u r cr i t ical de l iberat ion h a d to quest ion 
back, namely the openness o f beings as the g r o u n d o f the possi
bility o f the correctness o f a n assert ion, was already k n o w n i n 
Greek t h i n k i n g as dXrideioi , the unconcealedness o f beings. 
Consequendy, o u r cr i t ica l reflections, a n d thereby the quest ion 
o f t ru th itself, have no or i g ina l necessity. T h e y are super f luous , 
because they only b r i n g back someth ing already accompl ished . 
O u r cr i t ica l ref lection may indeed signify a t u r n i n g i n the d irec
t ion o f the t h i n k i n g o f Greek phi losophy, but thereby it shows 
i tse l f—in add i t i on to be ing super f luous—as a f l ight into the past, 
no matter how h igh ly pr i zed . 

B u t as certa in as it is that what we are ca l l ing the openness o f 
beings is connected to what the Greeks cal led a X ^ d e i a , that is 
how undec ided it is whether o u r quest ion, its what a n d its how, 
was also a quest ion raised by the Greeks. T h a t alone matters 
here. Now it has been shown that the Greeks d i d indeed p r i m o r -
dial ly take u p d\t )deia i n the sense o f the unconcealedness o f 
beings as the essence o f t ruth and f ounded u p o n it the de t e rmi 
nat ion o f aX i i f l e i a as opoCwcris but that they precisely d i d not 
ask about aVfjiteiot i tsel f and its essence. Fur thermore , because 
they d i d not raise this quest ion o f the essence o f aXifjticia, o f u n 
concealedness" as" such, because for the Greeks aX-n^eia re
mained p r i m o r d i a l a n d unquest ioned, therefore the de t e rmina -
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t ion o f t ru th as correctness, which was actually g r ounded u p o n 
it, c ou ld ga in an ascendancy over áXfrdeux, c ou ld thrust it aside, 
and c ou ld by itself domina te the subsequent history o f thought . 

So i f i n fact the Greeks d i d not raise the quest ion we are ra is ing 
in m a k i n g the openness o f beings what is most worthy o f ques
t ion ing , then we are fac ing an omiss ion a n d a neglect, especially 
in view o f the incontroverdble passion o f the Greeks to give a 
reason a n d a n account ing for what they thought : XcVyov caoovoa. 
O n the other h a n d , however, we find it di f f icult to indulge i n the 
self-r ighteous pedantry o f accusing the p r i m o r d i a l t h i n k i n g o f 
the Greeks, wh ich , as the beg inn ing , was the greatest, o f such a 
lack. 

T h e quest ion therefore is why the Greeks d i d not ask 
about ctXii'deia itself. Is the i r lack o f inqu i ry a neglect? In o r d e r 
to reach a n answer here we have to de te rmine more closely the 
Greeks' p r imord ia l conception o f aXí^eia. We translate áX-rjdcia 
as the unconcealedness of beings and thereby already indicate that 
unconcealedness (truth as understood by the Greeks) is a determi
nation o f beings themselves and not—as is correctness—a character 
o f assertions about beings. 

Yet the modes o f t h i n k i n g a n d speak ing i n Greek phi losophy 
compe l us sti l l further . Plato a n d Ar i s tode , precisely the two 
thinkers who prepared the submergence o f the p r i m o r d i a l es
sence o f aXtjdeux, sti l l always ment ioned áXíi'&eia together wi th 
beings themselves: ctX'rj'oeio: xoa b'v—"unconcealedness: that is 
to say, beings i n the i r beingness." O f t en áX-rj-&€ux even stood 
alone i n place o f 6v. T r u t h a n d beings i n the i r beingness are the 
same. T h e result o f a l l this is not s imply that unconcealedness is 
related to beings themselves instead o f to assertions about be
ings, but that unconcealedness constitutes the basic character o f 
beings themselves as such . 

H o w are we to unders tand that? Above a l l , how are we then to 
understand that the Greeks precisely d i d not ask about áXfVoeia? 
For the most p r imord ia l l y p rope r quest ion o f the ir thought , 
gu id ing a l l the i r ref lect ion, was precisely the quest ion o f beings 
a s s u c h : what is a being? AXTjfteio: itself is a character o f beings. 
I H a y betore the Greeks, as it were, i n the immediate direct ion o f 
the questioning that was most their own. Consequendy, i f aXiydeux 
indeed resided i n the d i rec t ion o f the ir quest ioning, was the i r 
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fai lure to quest ion it not a neglect? In o ther words, d i d the th ink
ing power o f the Greeks fall short here? 

§30. Their fidelity to the destiny meted out to them as the reason 
the Greeks did not ask about dVri'&eia. Non-occurrence as what 

is necessarily detained in and through the beginning. 

No. T h e reason the Greeks d i d not inqu i re here is that this ques
t ion runs counter to the i r ownmost task, a n d therefore it c o u l d 
not at a l l enter the ir field o f view. T h e i r fai lure to quesdon was 
not a consequence o f a lack o f power but was d u e precisely to 
their o r i g ina l power to r ema in fa i thful to the destiny meted out 
to them. 

Wha t was the task assigned them? H o w can we tell? We are not 
capable o f ca lculat ing it. I f we try to, we end u p mere ly w i th a list 
o f the i r op in ions , we e n d u p wi th a report o n the views they h e l d . 
For the cur ious , for those who love to know a thinker 's " s tand
po in t , " the "v iews" o f a ph i losopher are indeed a l l that is des i red ; 
for a phi losophy, however, this is completely a matter o f indi f fer 
ence. T h e task assigned to the p r imo rd i a l thinkers is accessible 
only t h r o u g h a ref lection o n the i r p r i m o r d i a l quest ioning. T h e 
past counts for no th ing , the beg inn ing for everything. H e n c e 
o u r ever more penetrat ing inqu i ry back into the beg inn ing . 
Hence even o u r ref lection conce rn ing the g r o u n d for what d i d 
not occur at the beg inn ing . For what d i d not happen i n history i n 
the essential moments o f h i s t o r y—and what wou ld be more es
sential than a beg inn ing?—must stil l come to pass, not as a mere 
repet i t ion but i n the sense o f those jo l ts , leaps, a n d bounds , i n 
the sense o f that momentary and s imple , which we must concen
trate u p o n a n d be prepared for, i f we are really to expect o f fu 
ture history someth ing essential. 

In the rea lm o f what is essential, what does not occur is even 
more essential than what does, for it can never become a matter 
o f indi f ference but instead always stands, a n d ever more f i rmly , 
w i th in the possibil ity o f becoming more necessary and more 
compe l l ing . O n the o ther hand , the occurrence o f the essential is 
almost inevitably followed by its be ing covered over a n d sub
merged by the unessential . As is clear, then, the non-occurrence 
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we are speak ing o f is by no means jus t any arbitrary thought , de
tached f r o m al l necessity. O n the contrary, the non-occurrence 
here is someth ing necessarily he ld back a n d deta ined i n the be
g i n n i n g a n d th rough the beg inn ing , whereby the beg inn ing re
mains the unfa thomable , which ever anew instigates ref lect ion 
o n i tse l f—with more di f f iculty, the fur ther the dec l ine has p ro 
gressed. 

... §31. The end of the first beginning and the 

preparation for another beginning. 

a) O u r situation at the end of the beginning and the demand 

for a reflection on the first beginning as a preparation for 

another beginning. 

We need to reflect here o n the beg inn ing o f Western t h i n k i n g 
and o n what occurred i n it a n d d i d not occur i n it, because we  
stand at the end—at the en<H>ffBsTreglffin1'rg. 1 hat is, we are  
s tand ing before the dec is ion between the end (and its r u n n i n g  
out, wh ich may stil l take centuries) a n d another beg inn ing , one  
which can only be a moment , but whose preparat ion requires the  
patience "opt imis ts " are no more capable o f than "pessimists." 

Yet it m ight be said that here—as e lsewhere—there is no need 
for a special decis ion between end a n d beg inn ing , since nobody 
wants the e n d r ight away, a n d everyone altogether prefers the 
beg inn ing a n d its con t inuat i on . B u t this decis ion is not made i n  
the wel l - tended garden o f o u r inc l inat ions, wishes, and in ten
tions. I f the dec is ion is set there, it is no dec is ion. It takes place i n  
tne aoTnaTn^rour^repaTedness orTn^rqp^reciness for the f u  
ture. T h i s d o m a i n is opened up— i f it does indeed u n f u r l -
accord ing to the or ig ina l i ty enabl ing*u?5HincTourse lves aga in i n 
what genuine ly occurs, out o f lostness i n o u r contrivances a n d  
endeavors, out o f entanglement in what is obvious a n d w o r n out . 
But we will find ourselves there only th rough a ref lect ion o n the  
beg inn ing a n d o n what was entrusted to it. For we are thor¬
oughly successors to a n d heirs o f a l ong history, a n d we are sat
isfied by a n d avid for h is tor iographica l cogni t ion a n d its account 
o f the past. H i s to r i og raphy is a narcot ic aver t ing us f r om history. 
Even i f we s imply want to prepare the o ther beg inn ing , we w i l l 
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achieve that only i f we are mobi l i zed for the ext raord inary a n d  
for what is perhaps stil l reserved a n d he ld open tor us, namely  
the possibil ity o f beg inn ing with the beg inn ing , i.e., wi th the first  
beg inn ing , whi le b r i n g i n g it beyond itself into its fu tu r e—out o f  
another beg inn ing . 

We must reflect o n the first beg inn ing o f Western thought be 
cause we stand at its end . O u r use o f the wo rd " e n d " is amb igu 
ous here. O n the one hand , it means we stand i n the d o m a i n o f 
that end which is the end of the first beg inn ing . I n this sense, end 
does not mean e i ther the mere cessadon o r the wan ing o f the 
power o f the beg inn ing . O n the contrary, the e n d o f a real a n d  
essential history can itsel f on ly be an essential one. It is i n this"  
sense o f " e n d " that we have to unders tand Nietzsche's phi loso
phy a n d its astonishingly un ique greatness a n d f o r m — a phi los 
ophy whose essential inf luence has not yet even begun. T h e  
greatness o f the e n d consists^m)t"only in the essentiality o f the  
c losure o f the great possibilitigs-but also i n the power to prepare  
z t ransi t ion to something/ffl iol ly othenS 

At the same time, however, " e n d " refers to the r u n n i n g out  
a n d the diss ipat ion o f a l l the effects o f the previous history ot  
Western th ink ing . T h a t is. it refers to a confus ion o f the t rad i 
t ional basic posit ions, value concepts, ' and 'V r " o s i t i ' o ' n s UTTthe  
usual interpretat ion o f beings, a confus ion that wi l l presumably 
smo lder for a l ong t ime stil l a n d is already unrecognizable as 
such. We are s tand ing at the end i n this doub le sense. There f o r e 
we must reflect o n the beg inn ing . 

b) T h e experience of the end by Hôlderlin and Nietzsche and 

their reflection on the beginning of Western history. 

Despite this b r i e f c lar i f icat ion, the d e m a n d just art iculated con
c e rn ing a ref lection o n the beg inn ing wou ld be entirely arbi trary 
a n d presumptuous i f we d i d not k n o w — o r , more prudent ly , i f 
we cou ld not know—tha t Hôlderlin and Nietzsche, the two who^ 
had the deepest exper ience o f the end o f theWest in the doub le 
sense (not as "dec l ine" ) , roujdjgndure this exper ience and cou ld 
t rans form it i n the i r creative work only th rough their concomi  
tant ref lection o q the beg inn ing o f Western history, on what for 
the Greeks was necessity. I f Hôlderlin and Nietzsche d i d not 
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s tand—admi t ted ly i n a way sd l l whol ly unmastered a n d 
m i sunde r s t ood—in the course o f o u r history, then we wou ld 
have no r i gh t to the d e m a n d to beg in with the beg inn ing . 

T h a t these two knew the Greek beg inn ing , i n a more o r i g i n a l  
way than a l l previous ages, has its g r ound un ique ly i n the fact 
that they exper ienced for the first t ime the end o f the West. To  
put it more sharply, they themselves, i n their existence and work,  
became the end , each o f t h e m i n a di f ferent way^ Conversely, it 
also hold's that they exper i enced the end a n d became the end 
only because the beg inn ing overawed them a n d elevated them 
into greatness. B o t h the ref lect ion o n the first beg inn ing a n d the  
f ound ing o f i t s e n d , a n e n d equal to it a n d to its greatness, be
l ong together i n the turning. 

T h e fact that both Hölderlin a n d Nietzsche have now become 
so fashionable is surely n o p r o o f that we unders tand what it 
signifies that they stand i n o u r history as the e n d o f its first be
g inn ing a n d therefore reach beyond us. O n the contrary, a l l i n 
dications, especially the ever g row ing n u m b e r o f books a n d dis
sertations about them, testify that we are now o n the verge o f 
account ing f o r Hölderlin a n d Nietzsche histor iographical ly a n d 
are thereby m a k i n g each o f them historical ly a dead letter. 

To ment i on only the i l l treatment o f Hölderlin—mosdy wel l - 
meant, as is everyth ing we do—e i the r his work is thought to be 
on behal f o f the " f a the r l and , " a n d excerpts are made o f those 
passages where the words "peop l e , " " he ro , " a n d the l ike occur, 
o r he is openly o r surrept i t ious ly transposed into a " C h r i s t i a n " 
and then becomes a componen t o f a quite dub ious "apologet ics. " 
O r else he is exto l led as the mediator between Classic ism a n d Ro
mant ic ism. I n each case, we somehow catalog the poet as just an¬
other composer o f poems, dramas, a n d novels, next to authors 
such as Klopstock, He rde r , Goethe , ScfiïlIërTând Kle ist , instead  
o f let t ing h i m be the dec is ion he is, a decis ion whose fruit fulness 
l iterary phil ist ines_wil l never s u r m i s e — i n the first placê~because  
they do not want to be touched by it! I t js a decis ion over the final  
f l ight o r new advent o f the gods^a decisïon'whijffifjÎEë evëTy1 oné,  
includes a j ^ -d j ç l s i on oyer o u r preparedness o r un~rjrepargtt r  

n ^ s witTi regard~to such" decisions. *****~~7 

What is the purpose of1 this reference to Hölderlin and Nie tz 
sche? It is on ly meant to d r i ve i n this one point , that w i th re-
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gard to o u r d e m a n d to begin wi th the beg inn ing even Hölderlin 
a n d Nietzsche do not prov ide any just i f icat ion o r assistance as 
l ong as we take them histor iographical ly , even i f we do so accord
ing to such h i gh measures as " f a the r l and " a n d "Chr i s t i an i t y . " 
Even Hölderlin and Nietzsche, i.e., the i r work, must first become 
for us history, so that we might exper ience historical ly the i r his
torical r ep roducdon o f the beg inn ing . Once again, a l l o f this says 
s imply that they wi l l not be histor ical for us i f we d o not ourselves 
become creadve i n the co r r espond ing domains or, more m o d -
esdy, become preparatory a n d quest ioning. C o n c e r n i n g the de 
m a n d to beg in with the beg inn ing , i n o rde r to overcome the e n d , 
the reference to Hölderlin a n d Nietzsche cannot funct ion as a n 
appea l to authorit ies but on ly as a directive to unmastered tasks, 
ones not yet even recognized, a n d thus only as a n in t imat ion that 
we are by no means dogmatical ly present ing a private phi loso
phy o f history. 

§32. The destiny meted out to the Greeks: to begin thinking 

as an inquiry into beings as such and in terms of an 

experience of unconcealedness as the basic character 

of beings (aXYjfteia, <jnxn<;). 

In the course o f deve lop ing the quest ion o f t ru th , we reached the 
point where we h a d to reflect o n the fact that the Greeks indeed 
exper ienced the more o r i g ina l essence o f t ru th (namely, the u n 
concealedness o f beings) but that they d i d not deem t ru th itsel f 
and its essence worthy o f any or i g ina l quest ion ing , i n fact so l i tde 
that Greek phi losophy, at the end o f its go lden age, even came to 
forsake this o r i g ina l essence. In view o f that event, we had to ask: 
why d i d d\f|{>€ia itself a n d as such not become for the Greeks 
worthy o f quest ion ing a n d even the most worthy o f quest ioning? 
O u r answer lies first o f a l l i n the f o rm o f a conjecture: it was not 
out o f a debi l i ty in the power o f t h i n k i n g o r even out o f for-
gctfulness a n d the superf icial ity o f always p u r s u i n g the new 
and the latest that the Greeks omit ted the more o r i g ina l quest ion 
o f aXt idcux as such but out o f the i r power to be equal to the i r 
own destiny and to carry it out al l the way to its farthest extremity. 

What destiny was meted out to the i r thought? What was the 
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task assigned to the i r th ink ing? C a n we be so presumptuous as to 
dare to dec ide this quesdon? For even i f we s imply invoke what 
the Greeks accompl ished i n matters o f th ink ing , this accompl ish
ment might have been a dev iat ion f r o m their actual destiny. For
tunately, what is at issue here is not the " resu l ts " o f the i r phi los
ophy but the very character o f the ir th ink ing , the i r way o f 
quest ioning, the d i rect ion f r o m which they pursued a n answer to 
their questioning.JTJiejr jdestiny vyaj^something into \vhich_they  
were compe l l ed ever anew, someth ing their thinkers, despite be> 

J n g basically di f ferent, nevertheless unders tood as the same, 
someth ing that for them was therefore a necessity. Every neces
sity lays h o l d o f m a n out o f a need. Every need becomes compe l 
l i n g out of, a n d w i th in , a basic d ispos i t ion. 

These directives del ineate the path that might lead us to re
flect o n what was meted out to the Greeks as the task o f t h i n k i n g 
and might thereby lead to a ref lection o n the beg inn ing . 

T h e destiny and task o f thought o f the Greeks was not to th ink  
this o r that but to begin t h i n k i n g itsel f a n d to establish it o n its  
g r o u n d . T h i n k i n g , as the form o f the act o f phi losophy, here  
means that e rup t i on a n d that procedure o f m a n thanks to wh i ch  
he is established i r T t n ^ n T d s t o f beings, i n face o f beings as a  
whqle^ancf knows himsel f as be long ing to these oeings. l he basic" 
work o f this t h i n k i n g is therefore the quest ion o f beings them
selves, what they are as such and as a whole. 

H o w d i d the Greeks answer this question? What sort o f basic 
de te rminat i on d i d they force u p o n beings or, better, what char
acter o f beings as such d i d the Greeks al low to be ascendent over 
themselves, so that these same Greeks might emerge a n d rise u p 
in themselves? 

In the context o f the present lectures, we can speak about 
these matters only by way o f cer ta in formulas. Beings as such are 
<|>wis. Now we must immediate ly put out o f play a l l later inter
pretations a n d translations o f this first, more reticent than ex
pressive, designat ion o f beings. T h a t is, we must set aside al l 
those interpretat ions that unders tand <t>wi<; as "na tu re , " 
whereby nature itself, d e p e n d i n g o n its sense in later antiquity, 
in Chr ist iani ty , o r i n modern i ty , means quite di f ferent things, 
though always be long ing to one single context. 

Be ing , as such, impressed the Greeks as the constant, that 
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which stands in itself over and against what falls a n d collapses.  
B e i n g — t h e Greeks exper ienced it as the constant, i n the sense o f 
the^ pe r s i s t en t J O T C T a n d against the chang ing o f l vhat~rnere ly 
arises a n d then agairTcTtsappears. T h e beingness o f be ings—that 
means constancy i n the doub le sense o f ^ e f s i s t ence^and^ura - 
t i onJBe ings , as the constant, unders tood i n this way i n oppos i  
t ion to change a n d decay, are~therefore entirely what is present^  
opposed to everything absent a n d a l l mere d isso lut ion. C o n ¬
stancy and_especia l ly_presence posit back o n itsel f whatever 
comes into existence as constant a n d present, but they d o not  
posit it away; they instal l it i n itself as the upr ightness o f the fornT 
versus the de formi ty o f a l l con fus ion . T h e constant, what is 
present out o f itself a n d f o rmed i n itself, unfo lds ou t o f itself a n d 
for itself its con tour ar id i ts l i i rn f r versus,everything mere l j^oat> 
i n g away a n d l im idess . (Comtancy i f f i e s ence^ f e rn i^  
these, especially i n the s impl ic i ty o f the i r rec iprocal relations, be-. 
l ong to a n d de te rmine what resounds i n the Greek word <trims as  
the des ignat ion o f beings in~tKeir~beingness. 

Nevertheless, we have not.yet ment ioned the most essential de 
t e rminat ion o f beings, most essential because it permeates a l l the  
other determinat ions . T h e constant, as what stands i n itself andT 
i n e n d u r i n g , does not y i e ld , stands out against decay a n d change 
a n d is elevated oyer them. What_isj»resent, as r epud ia t ing alTSRs^ 
appearance^ is_ whatAs sel f-representing. T h e f o r m , that wh ich 
holds i n check a l l con fus ion , is the overwhe lming a n d the impos¬
ing . T h e l imi t , as the defense against the l imidess, suspends 
mere progress a n d .rises above it. Hence , accord ing toThe detef^ 
minat ions we ment ioned , a n d i n ^ e i r _ mutual[ be long ing to-
gcther, a be ing is in the first^pace a j id^nt i r e j y someth ing that 
stands out against a n d is elevated over, someth ing that repre
sents J i S e T f n u w h " itself, the impos ing a n d wha t~Eas_ r isen 
above—in bnef:°the emerg ing , and thus the unconcealed, over  
and against the concealed aTd ' the w i thdrawing . A l l determina¬
tions o f the beingness o f be ings—the two senses of(6onstancy>as 
well a^resenq^Cforn j ) anf l junij )—are pervaded a n d domina ted 
by the~b"ne named last, the de terminat ion that genuine ly shou ld 
be named first: unconcealedness, aXfYSetct. 

What is the result o f a l l this? AXt jde i a is for the Greeks 
a—indeed , the—basic de terminat ion o f beings themselves. T h a t 
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wi l l strike us today a n d i n fact al l non-Greeks as strange, a n d 
we wi l l complete ly accept it on ly with di f f iculty a n d very slowly. 
Yet i f we are able to repeat it, a p le thora o f essential insights wi l l 
accompany it . Unconcea ledness—that is the decisive answer to 
the single quest ion o f the G r e e k thinkers , whose quest ion ing 
began the beg inn ing o f t h i n k i n g , namely the quest ion, what are 
beings? AXt jOe ia as unconcealedness gathers in itself the p r i 
mord i a l G reek mean ing o f the p r i m o r d i a l word (frixns. For this 
word designates that wh ich emerges f r o m itself a n d unfo lds it
self a n d ho lds sway, such as the rose emerges a n d i n emerg ing is 
what it is. It designates beings as such, jus t as a great look o f the 
eye opens itself, a n d once opened a n d ho l d ing sway, can be 
f ound aga in on ly i n a look that perceives it itself. 

T h e answer to a quest ion o f t h i n k i n g , a n d especially to the  

quest ion o f th ink ing , the one that first establishes a l l t h i n k i n g j n 
its begirmjagtJte . j , the answer to a ph i losophica l quest ion, is  
never a result that can be detached a n d locked u p i n a propos i 
tion. Such a n answer does no t al low itsel f to be cut o f f f r o m the 
quest ion. O n the contrary, this answer is an essential answer on ly 
if, a n d to the extent that, it belongs to the very quest ion ing a n d is 
retained w i th in i t—as its comple t i on . W i t h regard to the usual 
way o f t h i n k i n g , i n t end ing , a n d ques t i on ing—and certainly alto
gether r i g h d y so—the answer is that wh ich el iminates the ques
t i on . T h e r e , to answer is to satisfy a n d el iminate the quest ion. 
B u t wi th the phi losophica l answer, "Be ings are unconcea led 
ness" (<two-is, áXTrüemt), the ques t ion ing does not stop but pre
cisely begins a n d unfolds i tsel f as the beg inn ing . T h a t is to say, i n 
the l ight o f this in terpre ta t ion o f beings as unconcealedness, it 
was then the task o f the Greeks to ask what beings are, to ask this 
more clearly, more foundat ional ly , a n d more mani fo ld ly . 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e lack of an inquiry into unconcealedness on the 

part o f the Greeks and the necessity of their task. ¿ 

O u r inqu i ry into the essence o f t ru th encountered , w i th in a c r i 
t ique o f the t radi t ional concept o f t ru th , the openness o f beings. 
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T h i s openness was presented as what is most questionable, as the  
place where the quest ion o f the essence o f t ru th has to beg in , o n 

"condit ion that the quest ion o f t ru th bears w i th in itsel f a necessity 
PI°EËE to it, one wh ich unfo lds itself as soon as the quest ion is 
raised. A t the same time, it t u rned out that the Greeks exper i 
enced or ig ina l ly the essence o f t ru th as à\f)deia, as the u n c o n -
cealedness o f beings. Openness as we in tend it a n d unconcea led-
ness as spoken o f by the Greeks are, at least apparendy, the same.  
T h e r e is, however, an essential d is t inct ion: for the Greeks ,  
unconcealedness r ema ined unquest ioned ; for us it is what Is  
most__wjprthY||of quest ioning. W h y d i d the Greeks not inqu i r e 
into 5Xin.{)€Lot itself? T h e i r lack o f inqu i ry c ou ld leave us ind i f 
ferent; indeed , many migh t rejoice that i n this way some ques
tions are st i l l left to us. B u t the lack o f inqu i ry o n the part o f the 
Greeks is not someth ing indi f ferent. For we must bear i n m i n d 
that to the Greeks aXirjdeia was a— indeed the—determination 
o f beings themselves a n d that the quest ion o f beings 
themselves—what they are—became the ph i losophica l quest ion 
o f the Greeks . T h u s the quest ion o f the unconcealedness o f be
ings, and hence the quest ion o f unconcealedness itself, rested d i -
recdy i n the path o f the most p roper l y Greek ph i losophica l i n 
qu i ry into beings! Nevertheless, they d i d not raise that quest ion. 
I f they omi t ted it, not out o f negl igence o r some o ther incapac
ity, but out o f a necessity inc luded i n the i r very task, then we 
must reflect o n what k i n d o f task this was, i n o r d e r to u n d e r 
stand the i r lack o f inqu i ry a n d thus come to know how o u r o w n 
quest ion ing is related to that task. 

T h e task o f the Greeks was no th ing less than the establ ishment 
o f the beg inn ing o f phi losophy. T o unders tand this beg inn ing is 
for us perhaps most di f f icult , for we are s tanding w i th in the orb i t 
o f the e n d o f that beg inn ing . 

2) Nietzsche and Holderlin as end and as transition, 

each in his own way. 

We unders tand end here i n a doub le sense. T h e e n d , inso fa r^s j t 
gathers in to itself al l essential possibilities o f the history o f a be 
g inn ing , is not the cessation o f someth ing over a n d done , but , 
quite to the contrary, it is an a f f i rmat ion o f the beg inn ing by wa^ 
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o f a comple t i on o f its possibil it ies, ones which grew out o f what 
followed the beg inn ing . T h i s end o f the first beg inn ing o f the 
history o f Western ph i losophy is Nietzsche; in this sense a n d only 

" in this sense must we interpre t h i m i n the future i f his work is to 
~be what it must also be as that end—name ly , a t ransi t ion. A l l 
j u d g m e n t a n d evaluat ion o f Nietzsche which have another or i¬
entat ion may very wel l have the i r de te rmined and cond i t iona l 
usefulness, yet they r ema in phi losophica l ly inessential and er ro 
neous. I n this context there is no need to speak o f the usual ex
plo i tat ion a n d even p l u n d e r i n g o f Nietzsche. Nietzsche is i n an  
essential sense the end o f Western philosophy.^ 

A t the same time, however, a n d above a l l , we are s tand ing 
wi th in the twi l ight o f the e n d o f Western t h i n k i n g especially i n a 
second sense, accord ing to wh ich e n d means the r u n n i n g out 
and the r u n n i n g astray o f the confus ion o f the various basic po
sitions, valuations, concepts, a n d systems as they have been pre
pared a n d f o rmed throughout the centuries. T h i s e n d — t h e 
product o f a n uproo ted a n d no longer even recognizable t rad i 
t ion o f f rozen modes o f t hough t—has its own dura t i on , p r esum
ably one wh ich is stil l to last a l ong time. It can yet dominate a n d 
persist, even i f another beg inn ing has begun l ong ago. I n the 
protracted exp i ra t i on o f the end , f o rmer "modes o f though t " 
wi l l presumably be taken u p again a n d again, a n d the e n d wi l l 
characteristically be a succession o f "renaissances." 

T h e recept ion o f the work o f H o l d e r l i n th roughout a whole 
century is histor ical p r o o f that the genuine end , i.e., the great 
echo o f the greatness o f the beg inn ing , can be pu t aside a n d re
ma in w i thout in f luence. 

We conc lude f rom this that history itself is not only mult i- lev
e l led, that i n it not only d o successive epochs over lap, but that we 
know almost no th ing o f its genuine reality, above a l l because o u r 
grounds o f knowledge here are insuff ic ient and are becoming 
more a n d more insuf f ic ient due to the news med ia . T h i s scarcely 
understood contemporary phenomenon tells us in advance what 
we are supposed to want to know a n d how we are to know it. In 
a t rans formed way, a n d enhanced into gigantic propor t i ons o f 
range and speed, the news med ia accompl ish what was once the 
funct ion o f urropetv, the exp lo ra t i on o f remarkable things. 

We o f today s tand—fo r the most part , unwi t t ing l y—to a great 
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extent, indeed almost exclusively, i n the twil ight o f this e x p i r i n g 
end o f Western t h i n k i n g but not yet i n the orbit o f the end i n the 
first sense. For i f it came to that, we wou ld immediate ly proceed 
to a t rans i t ion; but nowhere do I see in the d o m a i n o f t h ink ing , 
insofar as we can speak o f it, a sign that a step has been taken o n 
the great span o f the br idge into the future, o r indeed that such 
a step is even wanted. 

T h a t shou ld not surpr ise us, as l ong as Hölderlin a n d N i 
etzsche are mere ly wel l - intent ioned a n d fami l iar names a n d ep
ithets. We wou ld today hard ly know anyth ing o f the character 
and the necessity o f a ref lection o n the first beg inn ing , i f these 
bo th—each i n a di f ferent way at once th inker a n d p o e t — d i d not 
stand i n the path o f o u r history, each, again, in a respecdvely di f 
ferent histor ical place. Since both o f them, each i n his own way, 
are end a n d transi t ion, the beg inn ing had to appear p r imord ia l l y 
to them, a n d a knowledge o f the end had to awaken i n them. 
Thereby Hölderlin, a l though fur ther f r om us as reckoned histo-
r iographical ly , is the more fu tura l . T h a t is, he reaches beyond 
Nietzsche, not because Nietzsche h imse l f knew Hölderlin since 
the e n d o f his youth , but because Hölderlin, the poet, is fu r the r 
ahead than Nietzsche, the thinker, who, in spite o f everything, 
was not able to acknowledge in a n or i g ina l way the p r i m o r d i a l 
quest ion o f the Greeks a n d to un fo ld it. H e rema ined precisely i n 
this respect, more sternly than i n any other, u n d e r the decisive 
inf luence o f his epoch, one which was decadent i n t h i n k i n g a n d 
above a l l unre f ined a n d lack ing style. 

We name a n d refer to Hölderlin here, as elsewhere, only 
wi th in the c i rcumference o f the s ingular task o f a thought fu l re
flection o n the first, a n d that means o n the other, future, beg in
n ing o f Western th ink ing . Hence we do not take u p Hölderlin 
out o f some sort o f "aesthetic" predi lect ion for this poet over o th
ers, i.e., out o f some sort o f (probably quite arbitrary) l i terary-
h is tor iograph ical evaluation o f Hölderlin over a n d against o ther 
poets. Once again, we need to stress that o u r point o f view o n 
Hölderlin a n d the essence o f poetry is u n i q u e — u n i q u e precisely 
in that in itsel f it sets itself outside o f every compar i son . O u r i n 
tention i n m a k i n g visible the essence o f poetry as Hölderlin has 
posited it i n his work is not to " i m p r o v e " the concept o f poetry o r 
to change it, so that a new n o r m might be available, wi th the he lp 
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o f which one cou ld then also examine o ther poets. Such a project 
wou ld at most reveal that this concept o f poetry is not a p p r o p r i 
ate to o ther poets. Hölderlin, o r his work, the latter i n its endre 
fragmentary character, is be ing viewed, w i th in the compass o f 
o u r task, on ly as a—as the—not yet raised question o f the future 
o f o u r history, a n d this again on ly u n d e r the presuppos i t ion that 
the quest ion o f the essence o f t ru th is a n essential one for the 
preparat ion o f this history. T h u s we are here not i n the least 
compet ing w i th the h is tor iography o f l i terature o r the history o f 
the spir i t , a n d o u r project cannot at a l l be assumed there in . 

O n l y i f we ho ld fast to the work o f Hölderlin, on ly i f we sur
vive the work o f Nietzsche, instead o f evad ing it, on ly then wi l l 
o u r quest ion be o n its assigned path , a n d only then w i l l we u n 
derstand this ref lection o n the first beg inn ing a n d especially o n 
what d i d not occur i n it. 

3) T h e task of the Greeks: to sustain the first beginning. 

We contend that it was because the Greeks sustained their task 
that they d i d not inqu i re in to ctATj'deio: as such. T J i d r j a s k - w a s - -
the quest ion: what are beings as such? T h e manne r i n wh ich they 
asked (i.e., answered) this quest ion must make evident why this 
quest ion ing occ luded for t h e m the quest ion o f aA/f^eia, a n d 
why this occ lusion was not a restr ict ion o f their quest ion ing but 
its comple t i on , i.e., the susta in ing o f the first beg inn ing . 

T h e Greeks exper ienced beings as <Jn3cri<;. We at tempted to 
characterize, by way o f a mere series o f formulas, what resounds 
i n this denomina t i on o f beings as such a n d what was conceived i n 
a unitary way i n the various direct ions taken by the Greek inter
pretat ion o f beings as such . A really suff icient presentat ion 
would have to accompl ish n o t h i n g less than an expl icat ion o f the 
entire history o f the Greek quest ion o f be ing, as it has been 
transmitted to us i n the sources: beg inn ing with the fragments o f 
A n a x i m a n d e r a n d e n d i n g w i th the Physics a n d Metaphysics o f A r 
istotle. 

T h e Greeks exper ienced a n d conceived o f beings as such as 
what is constant, in the sense o f what persists i n itself as well as i n 
the sense o f the e n d u r i n g . Be ings are for the Greeks what is 
present, irapeov, over a n d against what is absent, ctircov. T h e y 
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call beings the f o rm, over and against the formless. Beings are 
for them the sel f - l imit ing, over and against the limitless a n d the 
dissolv ing. I n these determinat ions there resides, in di f ferent 
ways a n d of ten hard ly art iculated, the basic character o f s tand ing 
out a n d s tand ing over, emerg ing sel f -representing a n d s tand ing 
" there , " r i s ing above, enc los ing a n d preserv ing. T h e basic char
acter o f beings as such is this emerg ing , se l f -unfo ld ing, a n d j u t -
t ing- forth: the unconcealed. T h e fundamenta l character o f 
<tnkns is aVrjfleict, a n d <j>0oxs, i f it is to be unders tood i n the 
Greek sense a n d not mis interpreted by later modes o f thought , 
must be de t e rmined o n the basis o f aXfrdeux. 

T h e Greeks inqu i r ed into beings a n d asked what they are as 
such, a n d they answered: unconcealedness. B u t this answer is a 
ph i losophica l one. T h a t means it does not f in ish o f f the ques
tioning but , o n the contrary, requires that the quest ion be p u r 
sued a n d un fo lded a l l the more : what are beings? 

§33. The beginning of thinking and the 

essential determination of man. 

a) T h e sustaining of the recognition of beings in their 

beingness and the essential determination of man as the 

perceiver of beings as such (vous and Xoyos). 

In their great beg inn ing , by means o f which they began th ink-
ingTTjTT began tHF in terpretat ion o f beings as such, the Greeks 
wou ld have renounced the i r most p r o r ^ ^ t a ^ O T ^ e ^ J i a c ^ e x -
pressly quest ioned aXf^&eujutself. H o w so? T h e y wou ld then not 
have been quest ion ing any longer; j ^ , they wou ld not have kept 
themselves o n the patli^ot^their quest ioning, one wh ich comes to 
comple t ion precisely w i th that answer a n d thereby is complete ly 
consummated . For, i n o rde r to r ema in w i th in the quest ion o f be
ing, they h a d to r ema in o n the per iphery o f that which br ings 
this quest ion to its final end , namely, the answer 8v, dX-ryotta— 
since on ly in such a way wou ld beings as such be unconcealed for 
them as constancy, presence, f o rm, a n d l imit . O n l y in such a way 
d i d the Greeks preserve for themselves thej jpace w i th in wh ich 



12C) T h e Necessity o f the Ques t i on [ 138-39] 

the whole richness o f the i r th ink ing , a n d consequently the deter
minat ions o f beings, c o u l d un fo ld . 

To inqu i re into a X i i d e i a , to quest ion àXfi'ôeio: itself w i th in 
thc_çirçjuk_and i n j h e d i rec t ion o f p r i m o r d i a l quesdon ing , wou ld  
mean to debil itate the answer as well as the quest ion ing itself? 
For—as strange as it may s o u n d — t h e greatestoebi l i tat ion o f es¬
sential quest ion ing does not consist i n be ing w i thdrawn into 
someth ing more o r i g ina l but i n be ing hardened i n its own obvi
ousness, petr i f ied, and degraded j n t o a mere forrnujaby wh ich it  
may be passed o n f r om everyone to everyone. A n d in fact, the 
moment àXTjtieict began to re l inquish its p r imo rd i a l essence, 
i.e., unconcealedness, in favor o f the correctness it itself founds, 
in this decisive moment , whose preparat ion takes place in Plato's 
th ink ing , the great ph i losophy o f the Greeks comes to an end . 

T h e lack o f inqu i ry into à\T|-ôeio: as such is not a neglect but, 
quite to the contrary, the secure adherence o f the Greeks to the 
task meted out to them. T h i s lack o f i nqu i r y—th i s non-occur
rence o f quest ion ing into àX-rjdeiot—is the greatest. Why? Be
cause it requires perseverance i n a necessity: that is, in the task o f 
b r ing ing beings as such to a first recogni t ion and thus to the i r 
most s imple interpretat ion. It is easy to steal away quickly f r om 
someth ing barely unders tood to what is new and exc i t ing ; it is 
seductive a n d effordess to evade what is s imple i n favor o f the 
distractions o f the mul t i far ious and the novel . B u t to sustain that 
first recogni t ion o f beings as such i n their beingness, as the 
Greeks d i d , is the most d i f f icul t and i n its s impl ic i ty the most u n 
canny. ̂ t j t j T a d _ w _ o c ^ r ^ o j t h a t in t h e j u t u r e ^ h e r e might arise 
for the West a beg inn ing to its t h i n k i n g a n d m a n h imse l f c ou ld 
know h imse l f as a be ing in the midst o f beings. 

For what is requ i red to recognize beings as such i n their basic 
character o f (jnms a n d aXfj-oeiot? N o t h i n g less than the basic at
t itude o f the s imple percept ion o f beings i n their beingness and 
thus in that single feature d e t e rm in ing beings as such. Conse
quently, J f r om tltis_ba«c^titude o f m a n toward beings as such, 
the essence o f m a n hacUo be de t e rmined a u h e same t ime as that 
being wh ich , in the midst o f beings, lets these beings as a whole 

j i p p c a r before itself i n o r d e r to perceive_and preserve them i n 
their constancy, presence, f o rm , a n d l i m i t n n their unconcea l ed^ 
ness. There f o r e it happened that man , bound u p with this be-
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g i n n i n g o f t h ink ing , was de te rmined as that be ing whose dist inc
tiveness consists in perce iv ing beings as such. 

T h i s ^ r r e ~ p l i 6 n " i s i n Greek voeiv-voOs, a n d this or ig ina l tak ing 
together a n d gather ing o f beings out o f what they are in advance 
in the " one , " £v, is i n Greek A iye iv , ga ther ing together, and 
\670s. T h i s percept ion is the opposite, o f a mere passive tak ing 
i n ; it is rather the constant lett ing emerge a n d le t t ing stand forth  
in presence, by which beings are precisely posited back o n them 
selves. Percept ion, voetv, is let t ing <trixri<; hold"sway_or, as we may" 
also say, the lett ing be o fbe ings i n what they are. M a n is the per-
ceiver o f beings, the guarantor o f the i r beingness. i.e.. o f the i r  
t ru th . AcVyos, the tak ing together and gather ing o fbe ings i n view 
o f j h e one wh ich they are as beings, is not a subsequent p i ec ing 
together o f j n d i v i d u a f beings but an o r ig ina l ant ic ipatory gath 
e r ing , o f a l l that can be encountered , in thd^ow^that beings areT  
whereby ind i v idua l beings as such then first jecome visible. 

b) T h e transformation of the primordial determination of the 

essence of man, as the perceiver of beings, into the 

determination of the essence of man as the rational animal. 

Stand ing i n the midst o f beings a n d be long ing to them, m a n is 
exper ienced immediate ly a n d p r imar i l y as an an ima l , in Greek 
tfyov, i n L a t i n animal. B u t it appears m a n is that an ima l whose 
d is t ingu ish ing mark is to perceive beings; his basic faculty is per
cept ion a n d gather ing , vous and \670s, or, transposed into L a t i n , 
ratio. Homo est animal rationale. We have been accustomed for a 
l ong t ime now to the translat ion, " M a n is the rat ional a n i m a l . " 
T h i s is the concepdon o f man which is stil l va l id today; we sti l l 
envis ion a doub l i n g wi th regard to m a n . O n the one h a n d , we 
conceive o f m a n "b io log ica l ly " as an an ima l , and on the o ther 
hand we appea l to his reason and rationality a n d make reason, 
" log ic , " the n o r m o f his act ion. We consider m a n s imply as a 
member o f the h u m a n race, yet we require his politics to be " r a 
t ional a n d log ica l . " M a n is t h c r a t i o n a l an ima l . We accept that as 
so obvious that it never occurs to us to th ink that this interpreta
tion o f m a n cou ld very well have its o r i g in in a certa in par t icu lar 
beg inn ing , a n d that means at the same t ime that it cou ld have 
distanced itsel f in the meanwhi le very far f r om that o r i g in a n d 
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cou ld actual ly be someth ing utterly questionable instead o f obvi
ous. 

How far removed is this rat ional an ima l , this unders tand ing o f 
man's essence, f r om the p r i m o r d i a l rank which thought at its be
g i n n i n g assigned to h im? We can recapture no th ing anymore o f 
this beg inn ing , i.e., o f this necessity. For the p r imord i a l de te rmi 
nat ion o f m a n as the perceiver a n d preserver o f beings was soon 
abandoned . Percept ion became reason, a n d this in t u r n became 
a faculty o f a soul be l ong ing to a body. A l l this itsel f became 
merely a par t o f beings a n d a n occurrence w i th in beings. In 
Chr isdani ty , the soul g radua l ly became the soul o f the single i n 
d i v idua l , whose o therwor ld ly salvation domina ted everything 
else, a salvation which becomes certa in on ly i n faith a n d not in 
ratio. M a n a n d h u m a n reason are not even any longer an occur
rence w i th in beings but , together with beings themselves, are 
now only creatures a n d someth ing created, de l ivered over to a 
f leeting a n d not genuine so journ on ear th . O f that perceiver a n d 
preserver o f beings, n o t h i n g more remains. 

A n d yet, i n its separat ion f r o m faith, reason once again makes 
itself au tonomous th rough a sel f - interpretat ion, a new one, no 
longer in the p r imord i a l m a n n e r but i n a way de t e rmined by 
Chr ist iani ty . Reason assumes for itsel f the p l ann ing , construct
ing , a n d m a k i n g o f the w o r l d . Be ings are no longer ({nxris in the 
Greek sense but "na tu re , " i.e., that which is captured i n the p lan
n ing a n d projects o f ca lculat ion a n d placed in the chains o f an 
ticipatory reckonings. Reason now becomes ever more rat ional , 
a n d al l beings t u r n out to be its contrivances, this w o r d under 
stood in an essential and not i n a derogatory way. M a n becomes 
ever more inventive a n d clever but at the same t ime more com
m o n and smaller. T h e occasions and the possibilities in which 
man br ings his contrivances into play become limitless by v ir tue 
o f these very contrivances. A l l this does not exc lude , but pre
cisely requires, that everyth ing ca lculat ing reason posits over a n d 
against itsel f as l imit , namely the a-rat ional, i.e., what can no 
longer be calculated by it, gains validity i n reason's own way, pre
cisely w i th in the compass o f its contrivances. T h e more frantic 
the contrivances and calculations o f reason, the stronger a n d the 
more widespread is the cry for l ived exper ience. B o t h are exces
sive and arc mutual ly exchangeable. What is more , the contr iv-
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ances, e.g., the gigantic accompl ishments o f technology, become 
themselves the greatest " l i ved exper ience , " and the l ived exper i 
ences seek the f o rm o f a contr ivance. A box ing match is a " l i ved 
exper ience , " but surely not for the boxers themselves; they have 
no l ived exper ience, but at the l imi t they sd l l box ; the l ived ex
perience resides i n the spectators, a n d what is l ived is the ent ire 
display o f a g rand-produc t i on theater. T h e l ived exper ience be
comes a contr ivance; let us reflect a momen t o n what has been 
put together i n the t e rm "confessional f ront , " a t e r m which is not 
merely d u e to the process o f f o r m i n g it [denken wir einmal einen 
Augenblick nach, was im Wort "Bekenntnisfront" sich zusammenge¬
funden hat, und doss es zu diesem Wirt, nicht nur zum Vorgang kommt]. 

T h e l ived exper ience as o u r contr ivance, a n d the latter itsel f as 
a l ived exper i ence—what arises i n this process as a whole cannot 
be at t r ibuted to any one ind i v idua l but is the process i n wh ich 
m a n , conscious o f himsel f , a n d operat ing , as the " ra t i ona l an i 
m a l , " draws the ul t imate consequences o f his " c u l t u r e " a n d "c iv
i l i za t ion" : the most extreme d is tanc ing f r om his p r imord ia l l y es
tablished pos i t ion w i th regard to beings. It is one a n d the same 
process that the or i g ina l essence o f t ru th cou ld not be reta ined 
a n d that histor ical m a n everywhere comes to his e n d a long w i th 
his contrivances a n d l ived experiences. N o wonder that for us to
day on ly rarely a n d wi th di f f iculty does it become clear what oc
cur r ed i n the beg inn ing o f Western t h i n k i n g as beg inn ing . 

§34. The need and the necessity of our inquiry into 
unconcealedness itself on the basis of a more original 

understanding of the first beginning. 

T h e adherence o f the Greeks to the beg inn ing , to an inqu i ry into 
beings as such, a n d the i r adherence to the first answer, to the u n 
fo ld ing o f what it opens u p , hence the i r lack o f inqui ry into 
t ru th , are not omissions o r failures but testimony to the power o f 
the Greeks to be equal to a necessity. I f we now ask, a n d perhaps 
must ask, what this unconcealedness itself is, then o u r inqu i ry 
cannot be a mere m a k i n g u p for an omiss ion. T h e n what must it 
be, i f it is the preparat ion for the occurrence o f someth ing not 
yet come to pass? What must o u r quest ion ing be at least a n d at 
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first, a n d indeed by necessity? It must again be a necessity a n d 
even again a beg inn ing , but a di f ferent one. 

Why are we ask ing the quest ion o f the essence o f truth? O n l y 
because there is someth ing to "cr i t i c i ze " i n the previous concep
t ion o f t ruth? T h a t w o u l d be a shal low and p i t i fu l reason. B u t 
then where is the necessity, i.e., as we put it, where is the need? 
T h e need a n d the necessity are pecul iar and un ique precisely i n 
that they r ema in at first concealed to us, mak ing it seem as i f o u r 
t h i n k i n g were subject to n o need at a l l , as i f we cou ld a n d shou ld 
cont inue to ramble o n bl issful ly i n the previous phi losophy, i.e., 
misuse it recklessly a n d m i x it al l u p , prov ided we now only app ly 
the racial to it a n d give the whole a correct pol i t ical face. T h i s is 
not to say that these are inessential for o u r ref lect ion, but what is 
still more essential is that we know o r l earn to know that great 
tasks require a great prepara t i on a n d a stil l greater investment i f 
they are to be preserved i n the i r dignity. 

We must b r i n g ourselves exp l ic idy in to conf rontat ion w i th o u r 
need, wh ich we can d o on l y i f we face u p to an essential need a n d 
its necessity a n d for that purpose first provide o u r eyes with v i 
sual power. I f we cannot supp ly this f r o m o u r o w n resources, 
then we must seek it, a n d wi l l be able to find it, solely where 
once, a n d on ly once, a b e g i n n i n g had begun. We must try to u n 
derstand the beg inn ing o f Western t h i n k i n g i n this regard i n a 
still more o r i g ina l way. 

T h e p r imo rd i a l history o f the essence o f t ru th gives rise to 
t ru th as the essence o f beings themselves, as unconcealedness. 
T h i s p r i m o r d i a l pos i t ing o f the essence, which is the task as
signed to the beg inn ing o f the beg inn ing , excludes an inqu i ry 
into aXfifleict itself. It is now clear that this lack o f quest ion ing 
or ig inated out o f the necessity to present, to preserve, and to u n 
fold, once a n d for a l l , beings in their beingness. Wha t need gave 
rise to this necessity? I n any event, someth ing necessary emerged 
for the Greeks, hav ing n o t h i n g to d o w i th the compor tmen t o f 
some ind i v idua l o r other, n o r with the compor tment o f a society, 
but which igni ted the b eg inn ing o f a history, indeed o f the history 
in which we are still located. 

To be sure, it wou ld be erroneous a n d infanti le to th ink that 
the ones who had to beg in this beg inn ing were aware o f it i n the 
same retrospective way as we who have come after. For suppos-
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i n g this knowledge were alive then, even i f on ly i n vague sur
mises, the necessity o f the task wou ld have forfeited its greatness 
and its essentiality. For everything necessary that is suppor t ed by 
a known goal is thereby already tainted in its u n c o n d i t i o n a l l y 
a n d pur i ty . T h e necessary, i n its greatest f o rm , always exists wi th
out the crutches o f the why a n d the wherefore a n d wi thout the 
suppor t o f the whereunto a n d the thereunto. In such necessity, 
then, a pre-eminent need must be pressing, so that what is nec
essary m igh t be exper ienced a n d endured . 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e rigor and inner order of questioning in 

distinction to the systematization of a system. 

In deve lop ing the quest ion o f t ru th it is impor tant to stress again 
a n d again that everyth ing depends o n the course o f o u r proce
dure . B u t that is not meant i n the usua l sense; i.e., it does not 
mean that the "systematic context " is to be kept i n view so that a l l 
the part iculars might be integrated correcdy. For what is at issue 
is not a systematic doct r ine o f t ru th o r a discussion o f theses o n 
the essence o f t ru th wh ich are supposed to coalesce into a doc
tr ina l system. T h e epoch o f ph i losophica l "systems" is gone for 
ever—not because the mater ia l o f knowledge has swol len so 
enormous ly that it can no longer be o rdered o r even surveyed, 
but because the very essence o f knowledge has been trans
fo rmed, above a l l i n d ist inct ion a n d oppos i t ion to m o d e r n 
knowledge, wh ich alone i n itself a n d for itself demands "system
at izat ion. " In the great beg inn ing o f Occ identa l t h ink ing , there 
were (and this indeed by necessity) not yet systems a n d after the 
end o f this first beg inn ing there wi l l no longer be systems. Why? 
Because a deeper necessity wi l l ru le t h i n k i n g a n d quest ion ing 
and because the i r i nne r o rde r and rigor wi l l be concealed to the 
seemingly unsurpassable (because it is transparent) complete
ness o f a system. A system is the highest f o rm o f knowledge on ly 
u n d e r two condi t ions : 

1. i f a n d as l ong as a l l things that can be known , beings as such, 
are de t e rmined accord ing to the g u i d i n g l ine o f t h i n k i n g ; 
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2. i f and as l o n g as t h i n k i n g founds itself u p o n ult imate p r i n 
ciples conce rn ing itself a n d determines a l l f oundat ion as a de
duc t i on f r om these pr inc ip les . 

Yet even i f bo th these condi t ions have already been shaken, the 
rigor o f quest ion ing a n d its course are by no means therefore 
submerged . It is jus t that the rigor a n d the way o f p rocedure can 
now no longer be ru l ed by the systematization o f a system. 

In the u n f o l d i n g o f the quest ion o f t ru th , everything depends 
o n the course o f o u r procedure . T h e consequential fact that for 
centuries the concept ion o f knowledge was de te rmined i n terms 
o f m o d e r n science is the reason that phi losophy can free itsel f 
on ly w i th great di f f iculty f r o m the trammels o f scientific system
atizat ion. T h a t is to say, everyth ing wh ich does not appear to be a 
scientific treatment o f a n object o r o f a range o f objects is taken 
to be "psychology," i.e., a descr ip t ion o f the way ph i losophica l 
t h i n k i n g is " l i v e d . " T h e r e may very wel l be such descr ipt ions; the 
phi losophy o f Nietzsche, to a large extent a n d i n almost every
t h i n g he h imse l f pub l i shed , c a n be mis interpreted a l ong these 
l ines. 

a) Historical reflection o n the necessity of the first 

beginning; acquisition of the norms for the necessity 

of our own question of truth. 

I f here i n these lectures we say so l i tde about the essence o f t ru th 
itsel f a n d present no theory o f t ru th but instead l inger constantly 
over the quest ion ing o f this quest ion o f t ru th , then it seems we 
are dea l ing mor e with the " l i v ed exper i ence " o f the quest ion o f 
t ru th than w i th the essence o f t r u t h . Nevertheless, this course o f 
o u r procedure is nei ther a systematization o f the p rob l em o f 
t ru th no r a psychology o f its problemat izat ion. What is it then? A 
designat ion w i l l not accompl i sh any th ing i f we do not u n d e r 
stand what is t ransp i r ing here . 

T h e short cr i t ica l discussion o f the t rad i t ional concept o f t ru th 
passed over in to a historical ref lect ion o n the beg inn ing o f West
e r n thought . T h i s ref lection sees itself now led to the po in t o f 
t h i n k i n g t h r o u g h the necessity o f that quest ion ing i n the accom
pl ishment o f wh ich aXfrdeta, the unconcealedness o f beings, 
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t ru th , once came to knowledge, wi thout itself becoming a ques
t ion . O u r histor ical ref lection must ponde r the necessity o f the 
quest ion o f t ru th . T h i s necessity is not a n object o f psychology; it 
is someth ing else entirely. T h e necessity o f the quest ion o f t ru th 
is rather that which decides about the " content " the essential de
terminat ion o f t ru th must have i n the future . O u r ref lect ion pro
ceeds i n a complete ly d i f ferent way than any systematization o f 
the issues in the quest ion o f t ru th . 

T h e ref lect ion o n the necessity o f the quest ion o f t ru th decides 
its or ig inal i ty a n d essentiality. It decides whether, a n d how, that, 
wh ich in the beg inn ing blazed as aXTj 'deia, to be ex t ingu ished 
soon thereafter, can once more become the g lowing f ire o f the 
hear th o f o u r existence [Dasein]. A precond i t i on is that we be ca-! 
pable o f t h i n k i n g the essence o f aVf i t ieta correcdy. O u r histor
ical ref lect ion has therefore po inted to someth ing whose fu l l 
bear ing we cannot yet appreciate: namely, that t ru th was i n the 
beg inn ing the basic character o f beings themselves. W h i c h 
means at the same t ime that t ru th is to be known a n d thought i n 
connect ion w i th the quest ion o f beings as such. B u t this quest ion 
is the beg inn ing o f Western thought . A n d that impl ies that the 
necessity o f the knowledge o f t ruth goes h a n d i n h a n d w i th the 
necessity o f this beg inn ing . O n l y i n ref lect ion o n it do we acquire 
the suff ic ient no rms for the necessity wh ich must de te rmine our 
quest ion ing o f t ru th , i f this quest ion ing is not to degenerate i m 
mediately in to an indi f ferent d i smember ing o f the concept o f 
t ruth o r into a mere subst i tut ion o f a t ransformed doct r ine for 
the tradi t ional one, wi thout hav ing prepared what is most ind is 
pensable: a complete t ransformat ion o f the style o f t h i n k i n g a n d 
quest ioning. 

Now it has been shown f inal ly that the quest ion o£the Greeks, 
the p r i m o r d i a l quest ion about beings as such, is o f such a k i n d 
that it prec ludes an incndry into aX-fr&eia as such. For u n c o n -
cealedness is the de te rminat ion o f beings that i n general a n d in  
advance constitutes the field o f view wi th in which become possi
ble the manifestat ion o f the characters o f beings we ment ioned  
a n d hence the ful f i l lment o f the quest ion_ofbeings. In o rde r to 
b r ing into view what res ides jn a y i sua j j i e l d , the^s^ual fiejdjtsejf. 
must precisely l ight u p first, so that it might i l luminate what re^ 
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sides w i th in itj.however, it cannot a n d may not be seen explicit ly.  
T h e field o f view, aXifi'deua, must i n a certain sense be ovep-
jgokedy 

T h e first task was then to apprehend beings as beings^to i n 
stall the p u r e recognit ion o f beings as such, and no th ing more .  
T h i s was qui te enough i f we consider what was s imultaneously  
grounded w i th it: the p r i m o r d i a l de te rminat ion o f m a n as that" 
j e ing wh ich , i n the midst o f beings as a whole, lets beings ho ld 

sway i n the i r unconcealedness. T h i s let t ing ho ld sway is accon>  
p l ished by e x h i b i d n g beings i n the i r forms a n d modes o f pres 
ence a n d by prese rv ing beings there in—occurrences in wh ich  
poe t ry as we l l as pa in t ing a n d sculpture , the act that founds a  
state, a n d the worsh ipp ing o f the gods first obtain the i r essence,  
b r i n g i n g these essences into be ing historical ly a n d as history by ,  
the i r words a n d works, act ions a n d raptures, assaults a n d down- ,  
1 a l i s ~ 

3) T h e origin of the apprehension of man as the rational  

animal out of an inability to sustain the first beginning. 

T h e beg inn ing o f the de t e rmina t i on o f / m a n p n the_basis o f his  
re lat ion to beings as such was only a firsTTnception a n d d i d not  
r ema in the beg inn ing . Wha t followed was incapable o f adhe r ing  
to this g r o u n d i n g o f the essence o f m a n in its pnmord ia l i t y , i.e.,  
to create it ever more or ig inal ly . There f o r e it had to be po inted 
out brief ly how the subsequent a n d now ord inary apprehens ion  
o f m a n as rat ional an ima l or ig inated frojn an inabi l i ty to sustain  
that great beg inn ing i n w n T c n m a n had to b r i n g h imse l f be fore" 
beings as sue i^and had to be a be ing i n the midst o f beings. 

We have exposed the most extreme a n d for us today the most 
visible deve lopments o f this history o f the de terminat ion o f the 
essence o f m a n not i n o r d e r to begin a sterile "c r i t ique o f c u l 
tu r e " o r the l ike , no r even jus t to portray the " contemporary sit
ua t i on " o f m a n . O n the contrary, it is entirely a n d solely as con
nected to the quest ion o f t r u t h and the history o f its essence that 
we have re ferred to the distance between today's universal ly 
c o m m o n concept ion o f m a n and its beg inn ing . For i f now o n the 
basis o f a preparat ion wh i ch has lasted centuries, a n d was espe
cially accompl ished in the m o d e r n pe r i od , beings have become a 
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contr ivance o f reason, o f a reason which in pr inc ip l e no th ing 
may resist, a n d i f thereby this reason, as a be ing, appeals to l ived 
experience, a n d i f fu r the rmore it shou ld happen that the con
trivance fails a n d "c i tes" destiny, then this reference to the con
trivance a n d to the l ived exper ience is n a m i n g only the two poles 
between which the o rd inary concepdon o f t ru th—correc tness— 
oscillates. 

T h e de te rminat i on o f t ru th as correctness is not the indi f fer 
ent a n d innocuous theory o f a scholastic " l og i c " wh ich has been 
obsolete for ages. Correctness is the calculable adjustment a n d 
adaptat ion o f al l h u m a n behavior to the end o f contrivances. 
Whatever resists these contrivances wi l l be c rushed . Yet correct
ness, i n its effect a n d its success, is appropr ia t ed , preserved as a 
possession, a n d car r i ed over into use a n d prof i t t h r ough l ived 
exper ience. A t the beg inn ing o f m o d e r n thought , Descartes for 
the first time posited the certainty o f the ego, a certainty i n wh ich 
man is made secure o f beings as the object o f his representations. 
Now this certainty is the g e rm o f what today, as j ' l i v ed exper i¬
ence," constitutes the basic f o rm o f be ing h u m a n . It is one o f the 
i r o n i e r o f h i s t o r y that o u r age has d iscovered—admittedly , very 
late—the need to refute Descartes, a n d takes issue wi th h i m a n d 
his intel lectual ism By appTaf ingTo " l i v ed - exper i encer~whereas -
l ived exper ience is on ly a base descendent o f the Car tes ian cogito—• 
ergo sum. 

We conc lude f r o m this a l lus ion that the concept ion o f m a n is 
tied to his (position w i th in t ruth a n d toward t ru th a n d that con 
versely the'status o f the quest ion o f truthj i.e., above a l l , the fo r - ' 
gett ing a n d d i s regard ing o f this quest ion, always corresponds to 
a de t e rmined se l f -comprehension o f m a n a n d o f his re lat ion to 
beings as such. Admit ted ly , this does not yet decide any th ing 
about the genuine character o f the essential re lat ion between 
truth a n d m a n . Above a l l , we may not unders tand the transfor
mat ion o f the se l f -understanding o f man psychologically o r i n 
terms o f the history o f cu l ture . These psychological, mora l , a n d 
cul tura l transformations a l l move wi th in one single constant 
comprehens ion o f m a n — a constancy that has now been shaken 
and requires a first great t ransformat ion. T h i s can only be ap
preciated o n the basis o f the re lat ion o f man to beings as such 
and to their t ru th . It follows that this t ransformat ion is rarer 
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than we migh t th ink a n d that it has its most concealed but at the 
same t ime most power ful g r o u n d i n the concept ion o f beings as 
such a n d in the necessity o f this concept ion. 

A s s u m i n g that we are fac ing an essential t ransformat ion o f the 
essence o f t ru th and , i n u n i o n wi th that, a t rans formadon o f the 
posit ion o f m a n wi th in beings a n d toward beings, then this trans
f o rmadon can on ly arise f r o m a necessity, one equal to the ne
cessity o f the beg inn ing . T h o s e who are p r epa r ing this transfor
mat ion must be ready for such a necessity. T h i s readiness can 
on ly be generated th rough a knowledge o f the necessity. Such 
knowledge, wh ich is not a mere h a n d l i n g o f cognit ions, has a 
transformative power a n d grows out o f re f l ec t ion—for us here 
out o f ref lect ion o n the necessity o f the quest ion ing i n whose 
c ircuit a n d as whose visual field the essence o f t ru th first shone 
as ak-q^eux, i.e., out o f ref lect ion o n the character o f the neces
sity o f the beg inn ing o f Western t h i n k i n g . Every necessity, how
ever, emerges, accord ing to its type, out o f a need. 



Chapter Five 

The Need and the Necessity 
of the First Beginning 
and the Need and the 

Necessity of an Other Way 
to Question and to Begin 

§35. The distress of not knowing the way out or the way in, as a  

mode of Being. The untrodden time-space of the between. 

What sort o f need he ld sway i n the necessity to put i n mo t i on the 
beg inn ing o f Western th ink ing? A n d what d o we unders tand 
here by "need"? " N e e d " is redolent o f misery a n d compla in t , it 
connotes depr ivat ion a n d requirement , a n d o n the whole it 
means lack, absence, "away," "no t . " Not every negat ion is nega
tive i n a depreciatory sense. Si lence, for example , means the ab
sence, the "away," a n d the " n o t " o f noise and disturbance. B u t 
here we are jus t in te rpre t ing someth ing or i g ina l as negative wi th 
the a id o f the negative, namely, noise a n d disturbance, w i thout 
cons ider ing the essence o f " n o t " a n d " n o . " Not everything nega
tive needs to be def ic ient a n d certainly not miserable a n d lamen
table. We have the habit o f in te rpre t ing need a n d care on ly o n 
the basis o f o u r everyday s u r r o u n d i n g wor ld o f what is d i s turb
ing , lamentable , a n d burdensome ; i.e., we make o u r griefs a n d 
afflictions the measure o f things. T h i s habit o f ours is so ine rad 
icable that it apparendy has an exclusive c la im to just i f i cat ion, yet 
we must ever anew attempt to w in back, or , perhaps , first de
velop, for o u r language a h idden power o f n a m i n g the essential. 
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I f we speak o f need as that which makes needful the highest 
form o f necessity, we are no t re ferr ing to misery and lack. Never
theless, we are th ink ing o f a not, a negadve. Bu t we know litde 
enough o f the negadve and the "no , " for example in forms o f re
fusal, deferment, and fai lure. Yet al l that is not nothingness but is at 
most (if not something h igher still) its opposite. It never enters the  
field o f view o f our calculating reason that a no and a not may arise  
out o f a surplus o r abundance, may be the highest gift, and as this  
not and no may infinitely, i.e., essentially, surpass every ordinary 
yes. A n d that is al l to the good._For reason would " exp la in " it ac
cord ing to the principles o f logic, whereby both aff irmation and de
nial exist, but the yes has the prior ity since it posits a n d thus ac
knowledges something present at hand . What is present and at 
hand counts as a being. There fore it is difficult for us, wherever we 
encounter something apparendy "negative," not only to see in it the 
"positive' 1 but also to conceive something more or ig inal , transcend
ing that distinction. Here , where we are reflecting o n the need o f 
the necessity o f the beg inning, only the most pro found under
standing o f the essence o f need wil l suffice. 

T h e need we have i n m i n d arises f r om the distress o f not know 
ing the way out o r the way in^but-that is by. j iQjneans to be u n d e r ^  
stood a s^a^pe rp l ^ i t yHTr^me particular circumstances o r other. 
-What then is it? Not know ing the way out o r the way i n : that is to 
say, out o f a n d into that wh ich such knowing_first opens up as an 
unt rodden a n d ungrounded "space." T h i s space (time-space)—W 
TvT; may a o " s p e a k T ^ r T i e T g ^ s V r r a t ^ ^ has^ neryef 
been determined what be ing is o r what non-being is, though where 
by the same token a total confusion and undif ierentiat ion o f beings 
and non-beings does not sweep everything away either, letting one 
th ing wander into another. Th isd is t ress , as such a not knowing the 
way out o f o r into this self-opening "between," is a mode o f "Be¬
ing , " in which man a r r i v e s ^ r perhaps is thrown and for the first 
time experiences—but does not explicidy consider—that which we 
are call ing the " i n the midst" o f b e i n g s ^ 

T h i s distress explodes beings, sti l l ve i led as such , i n o rde r to 
,make-the s p a c e r p f ^ t t & n ^ h T ! ^ occu-_ 
p ied a n d " f ounded as a possible s tandpoint o f m a n ^ T h i s 
distress*- h e r e ^ b ^ l y ^ i i U m a t e ^ b y ^ p ^ 
ing the way out o r the way i n — i s the cast ing asunder o f what wi l l 
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be de t e rmined for thwith as beings i n the i r beingness over a n d 
against non-beings, assuming that_the distress makes needfu l i n 
m a n a necessity co r r espond ing to it. 

T h e distress we are speak ing o f therefore by no means i n -
,dfil6H«mate'bDt is' very de t e rmined i n its needfulness, in~that-k. 
provides t o ^ h m k i n g its essential space, a n d indeed does no th ing 
else tnariTtat7-For-thinking m p a n^Jaexe^oJel i^e ingsje inerge. in-
the decisiveness o f the i r B e i n g a n d to let them stand out before  
oneself, to perceive them as such a n d thereby to name them i n  
their beingness for the first t ime. 

Th i s distress—the not knowing the way out o f o r the way into the 
" i n the midst , " itself ungrounded , o f still undifferentiated beings 
and non-beings—is not a lack and not a deprivat ion but is the sur 
plus o f a gift which, however, is more diff icult to bear than any loss? 
Th i s distress—we are saying—is a character o f B e i n g and not o f 
man, as i f this distress could arise "psychically" in m a n as a " l ived 
experience" a n d have its proper place i n h i m . O n the contrary, m a n 
himsel f first arises out o f this distress, which is more essential than 
he himself, for he is first determined by it. U - • 1 " " ^ 

Th i s distress pertains to the t ruth o f B e i n g itself. It possesses its 
highest gift i n being the g round o f the necessity toward the highest  
possibilities, o n the path o f which m a n i n his creations surpasses 
himself a n d returns through beings to the truth o f Be ing . 

§36. The need of primordial thinking and how 
this need compels man dispositionally into the 

basic disposition of wonder fâavuAjeiv). 

T h e distress we are speak ing o f determines m a n by de t e rm in ing 
h im t h r o u g h a n d th rough . He r e , to be sure, a misunders tand ing 
immediate ly insinuates itself, to the effect that the disposit ions 
would be someth ing m a n "has , " dependent e i ther o n externa l 
condit ions a n d circumstances o r o n inne r states o f the body, 
whereas i n t ru th , i.e., unders tood o n the basis o f the essence o f 
Be ing (as approp r i a t ing event), the disposit ions have m a n a n d 
consequently de te rmine h i m i n various ways, even i n his co rpo  
reality. A d ispos i t ion can conf ine m a n i n his corporeal i ty as i n a 
pr ison. Yet it can also carry h i m th rough c o r p o r e a l i t y ^ o n e o f 
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the paths l ead ing out o f it . I n each case the wor ld is b rought to 
man i n a di f ferent way; i n each case his self is di f ferently opened 
up and resolved wi th regard to beings. 

To say it sti l l more essential ly: ' the previous concept ion o f 
man , i.e., the biological a n d psychological concept ion, wou ld  
mis interpret what we have just said a n d wou ld ma in ta in that 
d isposi t ion is but a h u m a n capacity, though to be sure a very i m 
portant one and perhaps one not yet suff iciendy apprec iated; 
a correct unde rs tand ing o f d ispos i t ion, however, leads i n fact  
to a surpass ing o f this very concept ion o f m a n . We sometimes say 
that we have been t ranspor ted into this o r that d ispos i t ion. I n 
t ru th , i.e., unders tood o n the basis o f the o r i g ina l essence o f 
Be ing , i t is ra ther the reverse: it is the disposi t ion that transports, 
transports us into this o r that basic re lat ion to beings as such. 
M o r e precisely, d ispos i t ion is what transports us i n such a way  
that it co- founds the time-space o f the t ranspor t ing itself. 

We cannot yet ask how this t ranspor t ing is to be unders tood .  
B u t this quest ion is an essential track w i th in o u r quest ion o f  
openness as such (ex-istence) [(Dasein)]. 

I n view o f the essence o f o u r need, this is what we have to  
th ink i n the first place: as d ispos ing , the distress, the not know 
i n g the way out o r the way i n , does not s imply compe l us into  
already de t e rm ined relat ions to beings, ones already opened u p  
a n d interpreted in the i r beingness; o n the contrary, it compels us 
first o f a l l in to that "between, " that " i n the midst of," i n whose 
space a n d t ime beings as a who le can be de te rmined i n the i r be-
ingness. T h i s need o f p r i m o r d i a l t h ink ing , as we mean it~here, 
can affectively compe l us on l y i n an essential d ispos i t ion, or, as 
we say, i n a basic one. 

Finally, it might be c l a imed that o u r comments o n need a n d 
disposit ion are merely latter-day " fantasies" and ult imately, i n 
spite o f everything, mere ly "psycholog ica l " op in ions about the 
whol ly u n k n o w n psychology o f the early Greek th inkers . T h e r e 
is indeed not enough resistance to be f ound today against this 
mis interpretat ion, a n d there wi l l not be enough even i n the fu 
ture, for these mis interpretat ions, wh ich are always possible, w i l l 

1. O n the essence of disposition see Sein und Zeit, Gesamtausgabe, Bd. 2, and 
above all the lecture course on Hölderlin: Hölderlins Hymnen "Germanien" und 
"Der Rhein." Gesamtausgabe, Bd. 39. 
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become impossible only o n the basis o f an essential t rans forma
tion o f t h i n k i n g a n d quesdon ing , a n d the necessary ca r ry ing out 
o f that is now scarcely underway. 

Yet o u r reflection o n the necessity and the need o f the beg inning 
o f Western th ink ing might prove a little less "fantastic" i f we recall 
that the Greek thinkers themselves say that the or ig in o f 
phi losophy—hence the or ig in o f what they began—is •ocropvdr.ci.v, 
or, as we translate, wonder, uaXot yap <bi\cK7«j>cjuTcnjTOTo TrdV&o<;, T O 
dccuu£t£eii' ov yap aWi\ ap\T\ <t"̂ -ocro<j)£as H\ a\m\.' iia yap T O 
•Qotuuxx^eiv ot ctvdpwrroi x a i vuv xoti T O Trpwrov ifp^avTo 
4>iA.ocro<t>eiv.'' ((faXocrotbCa: eTrurnn.p.T| T W V irpdrTwv apx&v x a i 
ai-ruiv dcwpT|TixTi).3 T h u s the o r i g in o f philosophy is a disposition? 
But to what extent is wonder what disposes and determines, and 
consequendy the mode o f compel l ing o f the need we have spoken 
of, and therefore the way this need itself exists a n d incorporates 
man, i n order to transport h im , through this incorporat ion, into a 
basic disposit ion, into the not knowing the way out o r the way in? 
(This not knowing became, at the end o f the great Greek philoso
phy, in Aristode, a component o f the process o f phi losophiz ing, 
and today we have made o f it an empty formula o f pedantry.) I f we 
wish to understand davpa^eiv as this wonder, then we must i n ad
vance maintain stricdy that the task is to clarify the basic disposit ion 
o f the beg inning o f th ink ing . There fore to adhere to the c o m m o n 
representation o f the meaning o f docupxt^eiv cannot suffice; i n 
deed, it will lead us into error. 

It has l ong been k n o w n that the Greeks recognized •8oruu-d£eiv 
as the " b e g i n n i n g " o f phi losophy. B u t it is jus t as certa in that we 
have taken this davpde^ctv to be obvious a n d ord inary , someth ing 
that can be accompl ished without di f f iculty a n d can even be c lar
i f ied without fur ther ref lection. For the most part , the usual pre
sentations o f the o r i g in o f phi losophy out o f •dca>u,d£eiv result i n 
the o p i n i o n that phi losophy arises f r om curiosity. T h i s is a weak 
and p i t i fu l de te rminat i on o f o r i g in , possible on ly where there 

1. Plato, Thealetus. Plalonii Opera, ed. J . Burnet, vol. 1, Oxford 1900. 155D aff. 
[" This is the great passion of the philosopher: wonder. There is no other begin
ning of philosophy than this."—Tr.] 

2. Aristotle, Melaphyska, A a, 982b 1 iff. ["For it is precisely through wonder 
that people today and at the beginning began to philosophize"—Tr.] 

3. Cf. ibid., A 2, 982b 8ff. ["Philosophy: theoretical knowledge of the first 
principles and causes"—Tr.] 
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has never been any ref lect ion o n what is supposed to be deter
m ined here i n its o r i g in . Indeed , we consider ourselves rel ieved 
o f such ref lect ion, precisely because we th ink that the der ivat ion 
o f ph i losophy out o f cur ios i ty also determines its essence. T h u s 
we fail to realize how decisively the reference to flctt}p.à£eiv as the 
o r i g i n o f ph i losophy indicates precisely the incxpl icabi l i ty o f p h i 
losophy, inexpl icabi l i ty i n the sense that here i n general to ex
p la in and the wi l l to exp la in are mistakes. 

A p r in c i pa l reason for the o rd inary mis interpretat ion o f 
•ôavu.d^eiv is again the usual procedure o f m a k i n g the c o m m o n  
unde rs tand ing o f the m e a n i n g o f the w o r d •davud^etv a n o r m  
for interpretat ion. For i n this word is thought , as i n every essen
tial word o f every language that creates history, a c o m m o n as wel l 
as a pre-eminent content a n d m e a n i n g — i n this case a d ispos i t ion 
a n d a n att i tude. T o what extent is ôavujiÇciv, _wonder, a basic 
d i spos i t i on—one that transports into the beg inn ing o f genuine 
t h i n k i n g a n d thorough ly determines it? I n o rde r to have a gen
eral gu ide l ine for o u r ref lect ion o n dctuu-dÇeiv as a basic d ispos i 
tion, we w i l l indeed beg in w i th the o rd inary concept. B u t o u r 
purpose is no t to d is t inguish lexically a n d count u p the various 
meanings o f the word . Wha t we want to see instead is someth ing 
o f the inne r mult ip l ic i ty o f the d ispos i t ion i n quest ion. 

§37. The ordinary concept of wonder as guideline for a reflection 

on dotvudÇeiv as a basic disposition. 

a) Amazement and marvelling. 

We shal l not begin wi th wonde r but w i th the wondrous , 
ftavawrroy. T h e wondrous is for us i n the first place someth ing  
that stands out a n d therefore is remarkable ; for the most part it 
also has the character o f the except ional , unexpected , surpr i s  
ing , a n d therefore exci t ing. A better name for this wou ld be the 
cur ious o r the marvelous, someth ing that arouses the desire for 
amazement, engages it, a n d sustains it, specifically i n such a way 
that it makes the search for ever new things o f this k i n d more 
ardent. T h e marve l l ing a n d the amazement always adhere to 
someth ing conspicuously u n u s u a l ; this is extracted f r o m the 
usual and set over against it. T h u s the k n o w n , the unders tand-
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able, and the expl icable here f o rm a background not fur ther at
tended to, f r om which the marvelous emerges a n d is d rawn 
away. Amazemen t is a certa in inabi l i ty to exp la in a n d ignorance 
o f the reason. T h i s inabi l i ty to exp la in , however, is not by any 
means equivalent to a de terminat ion a n d a declarat ion that the 
exp lanat ion and the reason are not available. O n the contrary, 
the not b e ing able to exp la in is first a n d essentially a k i n d o f be
i ng caught u p in the inexpl icable , be ing struck by it; a n d u p o n 
closer inspect ion the amazement does precisely not want to have 
the marve lous exp la ined but instead wants to be teased a n d fas
cinated by the inexpl icable as what is other, surpr i s ing , a n d u n 
c o m m o n i n oppos i t ion to what is c ommon l y k n o w n , bo r ing , a n d 
empty. Nevertheless, amazement is always a determinate a n d s in
gu lar event, a par t icu lar occurrence, a un ique c ircumstance, a n d 
is always set o f f against a dom ina t ing determinate background o f 
what is precisely fami l iar a n d ord inary . 

Amazemen t and marve l ing have various degrees a n d levels 
and discover what they seek in the most diverse doma ins o f be
ings. T h e more arbitrary, changeable, a n d even unessential , 
though indeed s t r ik ing , the marvelous happens to be, the more 
does it satisfy amazement, which is always vigi lant for o p p o r t u 
nities and desires them so as to be st imulated i n its very own pas
sion. B e i n g struck by what is u n c o m m o n comes to pass here i n 
such a way that what is customary is set aside a n d the u n c o m m o n 
itself becomes someth ing fami l iar that bewitches a n d encharms. 
T h e u n c o m m o n thus obtains its own permanent character, f o rm , 
and fashion. To do so it even requires an insidious habituality. We 
might th ink in passing o f al l the ex t raord inary things the c inema 
must of fer cont inual ly ; what is new every day a n d never hap
pened before becomes someth ing habi tual a n d always the same. 

RECAPITULATION 

1) T h e negativity of the distress as a not knowing 

the way out or the way in. T h e whence and whither  

as the open "between" of the undifferentiatedness of 

beings and non-beings. 

We are ref lect ing on the necessity o f the beg inn ing o f Occ identa l 
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th ink ing , a beg inn ing i n which the essence o f t ru th as the basic 
character o f beings had to f lame u p , only to exp i re once aga in . 
T h i s ref lect ion is a histor ical one. It has value not in o u r app l y ing 
the past to ourselves b u t on ly insofar as we enter into the history 
o f the essence o f t ru th , i.e., insofar as we have an ear for the de
m a n d o f this h i d d e n history, for its future, by t u r n i n g the es
sence o f t ru th into what is most worthy o f quest ion ing and d o i n g 
so o n the basis o f a genu ine necessity. T h e ref lection addresses 
the necessity o f o u r quest ion o f t ru th , out o f wh ich alone the d i 
rect ion a n d the d o m a i n o f the quest ion ing are de t e rm ined , as 
well as what is to be f ounded as the essence o f t ru th . For the char
acter o f the necessity o f such quest ion ing we require a sure eye. 
We wi l l p rocure it on ly t h r o u g h ref lect ion o n the beg inn ing a n d 
its necessity. T h i s necessity spr ings for th out o f a need. T h e need 
compels i n the mode o f a d ispos i t ion. S v - : v ' 

The re f o r e it was impor tan t to say someth ing i n advance about 
need a n d d ispos i t ion, i n o rde r then to characterize the basic dis
posi t ion o f p r i m o r d i a l t h i n k i n g as dctv|xct£eiv, wonder. H e r e we 
are constantly subject to the danger o f m a k i n g a n o r m out o f o u r 
ord inary , habi tua l , a n d everyday experiences a n d interpreta
tions o f need , necessity, a n d disposi t ion. We are now seeking 
what these same words name at the beg inn ing o f Western 
thought , a n d that is always incompat ib le with o u r everyday u n 
ders tanding . 

Need is for us o rd ina r i l y a lack, someth ing "negat ive. " We i m 
mediately j u d g e the negative, however, in a depreciatory way as 
the adverse pure a n d s imple . T h u s o u r only re lat ion to it is de
fense a n d e l iminat ion . N o w everything negative is in fact deter
m ined by a no a n d a not. B u t not every no a n d not, the negative, 
is nothingness. Need i n the essential sense is indeed someth ing 
negative, a n d yet not nothingness, wh ich we can only be content 
with by e l im ina t ing o r avo id ing . 

T h e need we have i n m i n d , the g r o u n d o f the necessity o f p r i 
mord ia l quest ion ing , is a negativity i n the sense o f the distress o f 
not know ing the way out o r the way i n . T h i s whence a n d whi ther , 
as they exist in the beg inn ing , do not constitute some def ini te , 
determinate s i tuat ion, occasion, o r perplex i ty as regards some 
part icular compor tment o r re lat ion to a determinate object a n d 
circumstance. O n the contrary, the whence a n d whi ther exist no 
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less than the open "between," i n which beings a n d non-beings 
stand for th as a whole, though still i n their undi f fercnt iatedness. 
Since the between is the whole o f these undi f ferent iated beings, 
there is no th ing outs ide to which an exit wou ld be possible. A n d 
because it is a whole that is undifferentiated, there is n o t h i n g to 
which a way might lead to a s tandpoint inside. Wha t here per
mits ne i ther a n out no r an i n oscillates back to itself i n a n ex
traord inary sense as this "between." There fo re this distress o f 
not k n o w i n g the way out o r the way i n , this need, has a n excess 
which raises it above every lack a n d lets someth ing be wh ich we 
have to express as the opposite o f a lack, an abundance . T h i s is 
the measurelessness o f the undif ferentiatedness between what 
beings as beings are as a whole a n d that wh ich presses for th as 
inconstant, formless, a n d car ry ing away, wh ich means here at the 
same t ime what immediate ly withdraws. 

a) T h e compelling power of the need, its 

disposing as displacing man into the beginning 

of a foundation of his essence. 

T h e need compels into the "between" o f this undi f ferent iated
ness. It first casts asunder what can be di f ferentiated w i th in this 
undif ferentiatedness. Insofar as this need takes ho l d o f m a n , it 
displaces h i m into this undec ided "between" o f the stil l und i f f e r 
entiated beings a n d non-beings, as such a n d as a whole. B y this 
displacement, however, m a n does not s imply pass unchanged 
f rom a previous place to a new one, as i f m a n were a th ing that 
can be shi f ted f r om one place to another. Instead, this displace
ment places m a n for the first time into the decis ion o f the most 
decisive relations to beings and non-beings. These relations be
stow o n h i m the foundat ion o f a new essence. T h i s need dis
places m a n into the beg inn ing o f a foundat ion o f his essence. I 
say advisedly a f oundat ion for we can never say that it is the ab
solute one. 

What we a r e j i o w call ingjdjsplacement. is the essentia^charac
ter o f what we know u n d e r the j i ame o f d isposi t ion.or feeling1? A 
deep-rooted a n d very o ld habit o f exper ience a n d speech s t ipu
lates that we interpret feelings a n d disposi t ions—as well as w i l l 
i n g a n d t h i n k i n g — i n a psychological-anthropological sense as 
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occurrences a n d processes wi th in an organ ism, as psychic l ived 
experiences, ones we e i ther have o r d o not have. T h i s also means 
that we are "subjects," present at h a n d , who are d isplaced into 
these o r those disposit ions by "ge t t ing " them. In t ru th , however, 
it is the disposi t ion that displaces us, displaces us into such and 
such a re lat ion to the wo r l d , into this o r that unders tand ing o r 
disclosure o f the wo r ld , in to such a n d such a resolve o r occ lusion 

,of one's self, a se l f wh ich is essentially a being- in-the-world. 
T h e need compels by d ispos ing , a n d this d ispos ing is a displac

ing i n such fashion that we Find ourselves disposed (or not dis
posed) toward beings i n a def ini te way.' I f we interpret this psy
chologically, as l ived exper ience, then everything is lost. T h a t is 
why it is so di f f icult for us to ga in access to the Greek w o r l d — 
especially its b eg inn ing—fo r we immediate ly seek " l i v ed exper i 
ences," "personal i t ies , " a n d "cu l ture "—prec ise ly what was not 
there i n this very great a n d equally shor t t ime. A n d that is why 
we are complete ly exc luded f r om a real unders tand ing of, e.g., 
Greek tragedy o r the poetry o f P indar , for we read a n d hear the 
Greeks i n psychological , even i n Chr i s t i an , terms. If, e.g., a 
Greek speaks o f otîôwç, awe, wh ich affects ones who risk a n d only 
them, o r o f xâpiç, the grace that donates a n d protects, a n d which 
i n itself is severity (all these translations are miserable failures), 
then he is not n a m i n g l ived experiences o r feelings wh ich arise i n 
an o rgan ism a n d wh ich a pe rson might "have. " T h e Greek i n d i 
cates what he means by ca l l i ng these "goddesses," o r "demi-god¬
desses." B u t here again we are ready wi th o u r psychological ex
planations insofar as we wou ld say that these are precisely 
mythica l l i ved experiences. For myth is a par t icu lar f o rm o f l ived 
experience, namely the i r ra t i ona l . 

3) Qotvuxt^etv as the basic disposition of the 

primordial thinking of the Occident 

In view o f m o d e r n man's intoxicat ion with l ived exper ience, it is 
in the First place very d i f f i cu l t to capture a basic d ispos i t ion , the 
basic d ispos i t ion, which compe l l ed the p r imo rd i a l t h i n k i n g o f 
the Occ ident into its quest ion and let it become a necessity. P r i o r 

1. Cf. Being and Time on " f inding oneself disposed" [Befindlichkeit]. 
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to al l theories a n d al l -encompassing systems and presentations 
o f a futura l phi losophy, the task is s imply to become prepared 
for the necessity o f that quest ion. There fo re we have to attempt^ 
to clarify the p r imo rd i a l basic d ispos i t ion, the d ispos ing need , ' 
even at the risk o f hav ing everything taken as a psychological ex
planat ion. For, indeed , let us not deceive ourselves: no th ing is 
gained by m a k i n g a pr inc ip l e out o f the propos i t ion , " T h e dis
posit ion has us, we d o not have i t . " Whe the r o r not someth ing 
has been unders tood here wi l l be manifest only i n man's act ion, 
creat ion, a n d Be ing , a n d not i n the mere pretension to be the 
champion o f a new o p i n i o n about the essence o f d ispos i t ion. 

T h e Greeks name the o r i g i n o f phi losophy flcrupritgetv, wh i ch  
we translate as "wonder . " T h i s character izat ion o f the o r i g i n o f  
phi losophy out o f marve l l ing—as it is also ca l l ed—is often 
quoted a n d readi ly c i ted i n o rde r to account for the o r i g in oT  
phi losophy psychological ly a n d i n that way to depr ive ph i losophy  
precisely o f the wondrous . A l l psychology intrudes i n this way to 
disenchant a n d dispossess. B u t what is at issue here is on ly to 
raise ph i l o s ophy—or any other essentially creative p o w e r — u p 
into its inexpl icabi l i ty a n d to preserve it there, a p d on ly there, as 
a possible acquisi t ion against a l l trivialization<\Ib say phi losophy  
originates i n wonder means phi losophy is wohdrous i n its es 
sence a n d becomes more wondrous the more it becomes what It  
really i s . ^ 

In orcler now to capture $oruu,ct£€tv as the basic d ispos i t ion o f 
the beg inn ing o f Western phi losophy, we are deliberately start
i ng with the ord inary experiences a n d interpretat ions o f what is 
cal led wonder o r marve l l ing , so that we may expressly d ispe l 
what is o rd inary f r om o u r ref lection o n davu-àÇciv. 

T h e wondrous is first o f a l l what is s t r ik ing , remarkable , an ex
cept ion to the habi tual . We call it the cur ious o r the amaz ing . To 
be amazed is to find onesel f i n face o f the inexpl icable , a n d i n 
deed in such a way that i n this disposi t ion the inexpl icabi l i ty is 
sustained. W h e r e amazement disposes man , he is transf ixed by 
the cur ious a n d pursues its perpetuat ion, i.e., pursues its cont in 
ued change, a l ternat ion, and exaggeration. For that is what dis
tinguishes someth ing cur ious : as a determinate , i nd i v i dua l 
" th i s , " it falls outside o f every determinate , ind i v idua l sphere o f 
the famil iar a n d known . B y the same token, the amaz ing is some-
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th ing determinate , i nd i v i dua l , a n d unusua l , set o f f against what 
is determinate a n d usua l . To be amazed is to be carr i ed away by 
someth ing part icu lar a n d unusua l a n d hence is an abandonment 
o f what i n its own sphere is par t icu lar and usual . 

b) A d m i r a t i o n . 

A d m i r a t i o n is d i f ferent f r om amazement a n d marve l l ing . T h e 
admi r ed is indeed also someth ing unusua l , a n d again is some
th ing i nd i v i dua l set o f f against the usual . Yet it is no longer 
merely that wh ich captures curiosity and surpr ise , o r wh ich en 
thralls a n d amazes. T h e unusua l that provokes admi ra t i on , the 
adm i r ed , becomes objective expl ic i t ly as the unusua l . T h e p ro 
duc t i on o f what is a d m i r e d , the achievement by wh ich it comes to 
be i n the way it comes to be, is exp l ic idy acknowledged a n d ap
preciated. 

N o matter how who l l y and genuine ly admi ra t i on may be car
r i ed away by what ful f i l ls it, yet it always involves a certa in free
d o m over a n d against what is adm i r ed . T h i s occurs to such a de
gree that a l l admi ra t i on , despite its retreat ing i n face o f the 
adm i r ed , its sel f -deprecat ing recogni t ion o f the a d m i r e d , also 
embodies a k i n d o f se l f -af f i rmation. A d m i r a t i o n claims the r ight 
a n d the capacity to p e r f o r m the evaluation which resides i n the 
admi ra t i on a n d to bestow it o n the adm i r ed person. T h e a d m i r e r 
knows h imse l f—perhaps not in the abil ity to accompl ish th ings, 
though indeed i n the power to j u d g e them—equa l to the one ad 
mi r ed , i f not even super ior . There fo re , conversely, everyone who 
allows h imse l f to be a d m i r e d , a n d precisely i f the admi ra t i on is 
just i f ied, is o f a lower rank . For he subordinates h imse l f to the 
v iewpoint a n d to the no rms o f his admirer . To the truly noble 
person, o n the contrary, every admi ra t i on is an offense. T h i s is 
not meant to discredit admi ra t i on itself. W i t h i n its p rope r l imi ts , 
it is necessary. W i thou t admi ra t i on , what wou ld become o f a sk i 
j u m p e r o r a race dr iver , a boxer o r an actor? 

What is admi r ed is—just l ike the c u r i o u s — i n each case some
th ing unusua l jux taposed to the usua l , i.e., near it a n d over it, 
such that there can be exchange, to a n d fro, f r om one to the 
other, because, in this jux tapos i t i on , each needs the other. 
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c) A s t o n i s h m e n t a n d awe. 

Admi ra t i on must be d is t inguished f r o m astonishment a n d awe. 
Indeed, we find here, as i n the case o f admi ra t i on , a character
istic retreat ing in face o f the awesome, u p to what is cal led d u m -
foundedness. B u t i n astonishment this retreat ing i n face o f the 
extraord inary no l onger postures as that fundamenta l ly a r ro 
gant a n d self-referential evaluation a n d patronizat ion f ound 
well- o r i l l -concealed i n al l admi ra t i on . I n admira t i on there a l 
ways resides a n att i tude that knows itself as app l y ing to onesel f as 
much as to the a d m i r e d . As ton i shment includes a decisive sus
pension o f pos i t ion-taking. T h e u n u s u a l is now no longer mere ly 
what is other, the exc i t ing opposite o f the usua l , a n d it is also not 
merely what is acknowledged as ex t raord inary a n d made equal 
in rank to the admirer . As ton i shment rather allows the unusua l 
to grow, precisely as what is extraordinary, in to what overgrows 
all usua l powers a n d bears i n itself a c la im to a rank a l l its own . 
As ton ishment is i m b u e d wi th the awareness o f be ing exc luded 
f rom what exists i n the awesome. Yet even here the astonishment 
is sti l l i n every case an encounter wi th and a be ing struck by a 
determinate i nd i v i dua l object o f awe. Hence even astonishment 
does not fu l f i l l what we in tend wi th the word wonde r a n d what 
we are t r y ing to unders tand as the basic d ispos i t ion, the one that 
transports us into the beg inn ing o f genuine th ink ing . 

§38. The essence of wonder as the basic disposition  

compelling us into the necessity of primordial thinking. 

What we ca l l , i n an emphat ic sense, wonder, a n d c la im to be the 
essence o f 3a5 iL5 ie i v , is d i f l e renT.^Sser iT fa l l y - ^ al l 
types a n d levels o f amazement, admi ra t i on , a n d astonishment. 
We wi l l attempt to clari fy in thirteen points the essence o f won
der, i.e., the basic d isposi t ion compe l l i ng us into the necessity o f 
p r imord ia l quest ioning. A l l the previously ment ioned modes o f 
marve l l i n g—i f we may collect them unde r this t ide—have one 
th ing in c o m m o n throughout a l l the i r di f ferentiat ions, namely 
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that i n them a determinate ind i v idua l object stands out as be ing 
unusua l a n d dist inguishes i tsel f w i th regard to an equally deter
minate sphere o f what is exper i enced precisely as usua l . T h e u n 
usual , as other, is in each case opposed to the usua l , a n d a l l 
amazement, admira t i on , a n d awe are a t u r n i n g away f r om the 
usual , thereby leaving it a lone and bypassing it i n its usualness. 
Now what about wonder? 

a) In wonder what is most usual itself 

becomes the most unusual. 

T h e usual a n d the most usua l—prec ise ly the most usual whose 
usualness goes so far that i t is not even k n o w n o r not iced i n its 
usualness—this most usual i tsel f becomes in wonder what is most 
unusua l . 

b) In wonder what is most usual of all and 

in all, i n whatever manner this might be, becomes 

the most unusual. 

T h e most usua l , which arises i n wonder as the unusua l , is not this 
o r that, someth ing par t i cu lar that has shown itself as objecdve 
a n d determinate in some specif ic activity o r ind i v idua l consider
at ion. In wonder , what is most usual o f a l l . and . in a l l , Le., every-_ 
thing, becomes the most u n u s u a l . Eve ry th ing has in everything at 
First the most usual to wh ich attention is not pa id a n d wh ich , i f it 
is g l impsed, is not expl ic i t ly heeded. Every th ing bears i n every
th ing the most usual , for this exists everywhere, altogether, and 
m every way. Every th ing i n what is most usual (beings) becomes 
in wonder the most u n u s u a l in this one respect: that it is what jt 
is. T h i s impl ies : 

c) T h e most extreme wonder knows no way 

out o f the unusualness of what is most usual. 

For the most extreme wonder , any th ing whatsoever as such and 
everything as everything become the most unusua l . T h u s this 
wonder no longer adheres to this o r that, f r om which it c ou ld 
still exp la in the unusualness o f the usual a n d thereby cou ld dis
pel its unusualness and t u r n it into someth ing ord inary . B u t by 
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ex tend ing in to the most extreme unusualness, wonder no longer 
encounters any th ing that cou ld of fer it an escape. It no longer 
knows the way out but knows itself solely as be ing relegated to 
the most unusua l o f the usual i n everything and anyth ing : beings 
as beings. 

d) Wonder knows no way into the unusualness 

of what is most usual. 

Whi l e wonde r must venture out into the most extreme unusua l 
ness o f everything, it is at the same t ime cast back whol ly o n it
self, k n o w i n g that it is incapable o f penetrat ing the unusualness 
by way o f exp lanadon , since that wou ld precisely be to destroy it. 
Wonder knows no way into the unusualness o f what is most usua l 
o f a l l , as l ittle as it knows a way o u t — i t is s imply placed before the 
unusualness o f the usua l , i n the midst o f the usual i n everything. 

e) Wonder as between the usual and the unusual. 

Not k n o w i n g the way ou tor t h eway i n , wonder dwells i n a be
tween, between thT most usua l , beings, a n d their unusualness, 
t r j e i r ^ s T H t is wonder that first liberates this.between as the be
tween a n d separates j t out . Wonde r—unde r s t ood transit ive ly— 
brings for th the showing o f what is most usual i n its unusualness. 
Not k n o w i n g the way out o r the way i n , between the usual a n d 
the unusua l , is not helplessness, for wonder as sucrrdoes not de
sire he lp but instead precisely opens u p this between, wh ich is 
imperv ious to any entrance o r escape, a n d must constandy oc
cupy it. W o n d e r does not divert itself f r o m the usual but o n the 
contrary adverts to it, precisely as what is the most unusua l o f 
everything a n d in everything. Insofar as this d isposi t ion turns to 
the whole a n d stands i n the whole, it is cal led a^basic d ispos i t ion^ 

f) T h e eruption of the usualness of the most usual i n the 

transition of the most usual into the most unusual. What 

alone is wondrous: beings as beings. 

We said that in wonder what is most usual o f everything a n d o f 
anything, thus everything itself, becomes the most unusua l . T h i s 
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makes it seem as i f the most usual were already somehow expe
r ienced i n advance a n d k n o w n in its usualness. B u t that is pre
cisely not the case, for then what is most usua l wou ld indeed no 
longer be the most usua l . T h e usualness o f the most usua l first 
erupts the momen t the most usual becomes the most unusua l . In 
this t ransi t ion the most usua l first steps forth separately i n its 
usualness and i n its unusualness, such that these then appear 
precisely as such. In this way, wonder now opens u p what a lone is 
wondrous i n it : namely, the who le as the whole, the whole as be
ings, beings as a whole, that they are a n d what they are, beings as 
beings, ens qua ens, T6 dv § bv, Wha t is meant here by the "as , " the 
qua, thel|, is the "between" that wonder separates out , the open 
bf~a~Tree space~hardly surmised a n d , heeded, i n wh ich beings 
come into play as such, namely as the.beings they are, i n the play 
o f the ir B e i n g . 

g) Wonder displaces man into the perception of beings as 

beings, into the sustaining of unconcealedness. 

Wonde r is the casting a sunde r o f this free space, such that at the 
same t ime it displaces the wondere r in to the midst o f what was 
cast apart . W p n d e r i n g j n a n »s the one moved by wonder, i.e., dis^_ 
p laced by this basic d ispos i t ion . into an essence de t e rmined by it. 
Wonde r displaces m a n out o f the con fus ing irresolvabi l i ty o f 
the usual a n d the unusua l in to the first resolut ion o f his essence. 
A s disposed i n wonder, he can perceive no th ing else than beings 
as beings. T h a t is to say, as moved by wonder, man must ga in a 
foothold i n the acknowledgment o f what has e rupted , a n d he 
must see it i n a product ive seeing o f its inscrutable disclosure, 
a n d must exper ience a n d sustain aX-rjOeia, unconcealedness, as 
the p r i m o r d i a l essence o f beings. For what we must above a l l 
come" to know is that aMitoewx, unconcealedness, is for p r imo r 
d ia l Greek t h i n k i n g the essence o f B e i n g itself. Unconcealedness 
means an emergent c o m i n g for th, a c o m i n g to presence i n the 
open". 'AX'fjOeia, unconcealedness (we say nTuch ' too empt i ly 
" t ru th " ) , does not first come to beings insofar as we acknowledge 
them. O n the contrary, in unconcealedness beings as beings, i.e.,  
as open presences, approach man a n d displace h i m into the 
open o f unconcealedness a n d thus place h i m into the essence o f 
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one who' perceives and gathers in the open and thereby first ex 
periences the hidden and closed as such. 

h) Wonder as a basic disposition belongs 

to the most unusual. 

Wonder displaces man into and before beings as such. Such dis 
placing is the proper disposing of the basic disposition. We call it  
the basic disposition because in disposing man it displaces him  
into that on which and in which word, work, and deed, as histor 
ical, can be based and history can begin. T h e basic disposition,  
however, can neither be simply brought about by man's will nor is  
it the effect of a cause issuing from beings and operating on 
man. T h i s displacement is beyond explanation, for all explana|"  
tion here necessarily falls short and comes too late, since it could"  
only move within, and would have to appeal to, something that  
was first encountered as unconcealed in the displacement that  
casts asunder. A l l explanation is directed to some being, already  
unconcealed, from which alone an explanatory cause can  
drâwnTThe basic disposition of wonder displaces man into the 
realm where the most usual, yet still as such unthought (beings),  
are established in their most proper unusuainess, namely the  
one o f their B e i n g , and where beings as such then become the  
most worthy of questioning. T h e basic disposition itselt belongs  
to what is most unusual and most rare, lnsotar as man can at all"  
by himself bring about a relation to it, he can make himself ready  
lor the unconditional necessity that holds swayTnTffiHBspo^Kl!on  
and admits o f no escape. Wonder is the basic disposition that pri- 
mordially disposes man into the beginning of thinking, because, 
before all else, it displaces man into that essence whereby he then" 
finds himself in the midst of beings as such and as a whole and  
ilhds himselt caught up in them. 

(.BefirdUdkeir' TA SZ 
i) Analysis of wonder as a retrospective sketch of the  

displacement of man mto pêTngTas such. 

T h i s analysis of wonder, as a basic disposition compelling us into 
the first beginning, should not be misunderstood to the effect 
that the disposition would be, in its primordiality, a conscious 

1. [Reading tier fardas, following the second edition.—Tr.) 
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one. O n the contrary, the uniqueness of the unconditioned dom
ination of this disposition and of its compelling character in
volves, as is the case with every basic disposition, the highest sim
plicity of complete incomprehensibility and its unconditioned 
expansion. O u r analysis—should we want to name it such—is 
not a dissection in the sense of an explanatory dissolution into a 
manifold of components. It is simply an attempt at a retrospec 
tive sketch of the simplicity and incomprehensibility of that dis 
placement of man, into beings as such, which comes to pass as  
wonder. A n d the latter remains exacdy as ungraspable as the be 
ginning itself, toward which it compelsT* 

T h e misinterpretation of this retrospective sketch as a dissec
tion is, to be sure, all the more tempting the longer we have been 
habituated, even here, precisely in this pre-eminent realm, to 
take everything "psychologically," as occurrences of lived experi 
ences " in " the human soul. Whereas, on the contrary, man him
self is first disposed toward the beginning through the occur
rence of this displacement and is thereby determined as a  
primordial perceiver of beings as "such. 

j) T h e sustaining of the displacement prevailing in the basic 

disposition of wonder i n the carrying out of the necessity of 

the question of beings as such. 

A l l this contains a clue indicating where we might find the ne
cessity of the attitude of primordial thinking. T h e basic disposi¬
tion of flotvu-dfeiv compels us to a pure acknowledgment of the 
unusualness of the usual. T h e purest acknowledgment of what is 
most unusual is fulfilled, however, in the questioning that asks 
what the most usual itself might be, such that it can reveal itself 
as what is most unusual. 

B u t is this questioning not precisely intrusiveness and curios
ity, hence that which most eludes all pure acknowledgment? T o 
be sure it is, but only if we understand this questioning as a part 
of our everyday comportment and dealings and as a part of the 
rage to make explanation the measuring rod for the determina
tion of the essence of thoughtful questioning. B u t thoughtful 
questioning is not the intrusive and rash curiosity of the search 
for explanations; it is the tolerating and sustaining of the unex-
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plainable as such, despite be ing overwhelmed by the pressure o f 
what reveals itself. T h e sustaining o f the unexpla inable seeks to 
perceive on ly that wh ich the unconcealed reveals i n its u n c o n -
cealedness: namely, presence, constancy, self- installation in a 
f o rm, sel f - l imitat ion i n a look. T h e sustaining o f the basic d ispo
sit ion is not a me l t ing in to o r a vague a n d empty wal lowing i n 
" fee l ings" ; o n the contrary, it is the ca r ry ing out o f the necessity 
o f the quest ion ofJbeings as.such L injheir_regipn. . 

RECAPITULATION 

1) The basic disposition of wonder versus 

related kinds of marvelling. 

We are re f lect ing o n the essence o f the basic d ispos i t ion, the one 
that was compe l l i ng at the beg inn ing o f Western th ink ing . It let 
the quest ion o f beings as such become a necessity, t hough i n such 
a way that it p rec luded a direct i nqu i r y into &Af|-&eiot. This basic 
d ispos i t ion is wonder. We have been t ry ing to clari fy its essence, 
its type o f d ispos ing . T h e d ispos ing o f a basic d isposi t ion is the 
transformative d isp lac ing o f m a n into beings a n d before them. 
In o rde r to draw out w i th suff icient clarity the manne r o f this 
d ispos ing in . wonder, we attempted to d is t inguish this basic.dis-
posi t ion f r o m related, though essentially di f ferent, Idnds o f mar
vel l ing. We ment i oned a n d c lar i f ied some aspects o f amazement, 
admi ra t i on , a n d awe. In each case the result was a di f ferent po
sit ion o f m a n : he may be captured by the amaz ing a n d get lost i n 
it, he may posit h imse l f as free i n re lat ion to the adm i r ed , i n a 
certain sense equal to it i f not even super ior , o r he may submit to 
the awesome by h o l d i n g h imse l f back. Wha t is c o m m o n to a l l 
these modes o f marve l l ing is that i n each case, even i f i n di f ferent 
ways, a determinate i nd i v i dua l object as someth ing unusua l is set 
o f f against a determinate sphere o f the usual and the latter is put 
aside a n d for the t ime be ing abandoned . H o w does wonder 

. stand versus a l l these? 

It is precisely wi th regard to this re lat ion toward the usual a n d 
the unusua l that the basic disposi t ion o f wonder—as someth ing 
entirely d i f f erent—is easiest to clarify. 
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2) Sequence of steps i n the characterization of wonder as a 

way toward the necessity of the primordial question. 

We are a t t empt ing to characterize wonder in thir teen points. Re
flection w i l l show that it is not a matter o f l ist ing arb i t rar i ly se
lected propert ies o f wonder , but rather that it is a del iberate ar
rangement l ead ing to the goal o f o u r medi ta t ion : the necessity o f 
p r imord i a l quest ion ing , a necessity that prec luded an ingu i ry 
into aXTydeia. T h i s imp l i es thatonlyHa corfesp^ndTng necessity 
and need can be c ompe l l i n g toward the quest ion o f t ru th a n d 
hence can prede termine the essential f oundat ion o f the more 
or i g ina l essence o f t r u t h . We have gone th rough the first ten 
points o f the character izat ion o f wonder. In wonder, someth ing 
unusua l is not set o f f against the usua l , but instead wonder sets 
us before the usua l itself precisely as what is the most unusua l . B y 
the same token, the usua l is not this o r that o r some par t i cu lar 
doma in , but because wonde r places us before what is most usua l 
a n d the latter is constantly manifest i n everything a n d any th ing 
i n such a way that it is precisely over looked, so everyth ing i n ev
ery th ing becomes the most unusua l . T h u s there is n o way out for 
the wonder to escape i n o rde r f r om there to exp la in the most 
unusua l a n d thereby make it aga in the usual . B u t jus t as Iitde 
does wonde r have available a way i n ; it cannot penetrate into and 
dissolve the u n u s u a l , for that wou ld s imply destroy the unusua l -
ness. W o n d e r does not pe rm i t a way out o r a way i n ; instead, it 
displaces us before a n d in to the unusualness o f everyth ing i n its 
usualness. T h e most usua l as such first steps for th i n its u n u s u 
alness when the latter shines i n wonder. W o n d e r displaces us be
fore everyth ing i n every th ing—that it is a n d is what it i s — i n 
other words, before beings as beings. W h i l e man is d isplaced into 
it, he h imse l f is t rans formed into one who, not know ing the way 
out o r the way i n , has to h o l d fast to beings as beings i n pure ac
knowledgment . T h i s is the most s imple a n d is the greatest; it is 
the all-decisive beg inn ing , toward wh ich the basic d ispos i t ion 
compels. T h e acknowledgment o f beings as beings, however, is 
only sustained in ques t i on ing what beings as such are. T h i s ques
t ion is not a desire for exp lanat ion o r for the e l iminat ion o f the 
most unusua l , that beings are what they are. O n the contrary, 
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this quest ion is an ever p u r e r adherence to beings in the i r u n -
usualness, i.e., i n p r i m o r d i a l terms, i n their pure emergence, i n 
their unconcealedness (aVri'deuit), a n d i n what belongs i m m e d i 
ately to this a n d unfolds out o f it. To susta i i i jhe basic d ispos i t ion 
means to carry out the necessity j o f s u c h q u e s t i o n i n g , toward 
which the not know ing the way out o r the way i n compels us. B u t 
what is meant by this ca r ry ing out as_a susta ining o f the basic dis
position? 

k) T h e carrying out of the necessity: a suffering i n the sense 

of the creative tolerance for the unconditioned. 

We might first interpret the car ry ing out o f the necessity as the 
s imple imp lementa t ion o f someth ing requ i red . We thereby u n 
derstand " c a r r y ing ou t " as o u r accompl ishment a n d the p roduc t 
o f o u r contrivances. C a r r y i n g out wou ld thus be a n activity o f 
o u r own act ion. B u t the_carrying out o f ^ necessity jn to_which 
the need o f the bas jcd ispqs i t ion compels , the thought fu l ques
t i on ing o f beings as such, is essentially suf fer ing [Leiden]. Now 
the mere men t i on o f this wo rd wi l l immediate ly place us once 
again w i th in the sphere o f a c o m m o n mis interpretat ion. We wi l l 
th ink i n a Christ ian-moral ist ic-psychological way o f a submissive 
acceptance, a mere bear ing patiently, a renunc ia t ion o f a l l p r ide . 
O r else we w i l l identi fy this suf fer ing wi th inactivity a n d oppose 
it to act ion. T h e latter immediate ly refers to the f ie ld o f the i m 
per ia l , especially i f act ion is set against mere thought . B u t even i f 
we b r i n g reflective t h i n k i n g into this distorted oppos i t i on to ac
t ion, for us t h i n k i n g always remains a per formance a n d by no 
means someth ing suf fered. So suf fer ing has to mean here some
th ing other than mere submission to woes. To be sure, su f fe r ing 
here refers to the acceptance o f what overgrows m a n a n d i n that 
way transforms h i m a n d makes h i m ever more tolerant for what 
he is supposed to grasp when he has to grasp beings as such a n d 
as a whole. T h e car ry ing out o f the necessity is here a suf fer ing 
in the sense o f this k i n d o f creative tolerance for the u n c o n d i 
t ioned. T h i s suf fer ing is beyond activity a n d passivity as com
monly unders tood . 

Perhaps we may interpret a f ragment o f the hymns o f H 6 l -
dcrl in 's later poetry in terms o f this essential suf fer ing ; "pe r -
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haps "— fo r indeed this f ragment means someth ing still more 
p r o f ound , to which we are not yet equa l . ' Von He l l i ng ra th as
signs this f ragment to that larger f ragment wh ich he has ent i t led 
" O u t o f the range o f motives o f the T i t a n s . " 1 It certainly belongs 
there, t h o u g h not by reason o f some special re lat ion, but because 
the f ragment we wi l l c i te names someth ing that constitutes a — i f 
not //#—essential de te rminat i on o f the ent ire d o m a i n o f the 
later hymns . 

T h e verse runs as fol lows: 

For tremendous powers wander over the earth, 
And their destiny touches the one 
Who suffers it and looks upon it, 
And it also touches the hearts of the peoples. 

For a demigod must grasp everything, 
Or a man, in suffering, 
Insofar as he hears, alone, or is himself 
Transformed, surmising from afar the steed of the lord, 

Renounc ing a fu l l in terpretat ion, we wi l l on ly prov ide a directive 
to the context . Hölderlin says e i ther a demigod o r a m a n — i n 
su f f e r ing—must grasp everything. A n d the suf fer ing is twofo ld : 
hear ing , l o ok ing , p e r c epdon , a n d lett ing onesel f be trans
fo rmed , whereby the distant su rm i s ing o f the steed o f the l o r d , 
the c o m i n g o f the god , is opened u p . Su f f e r ing : a percept ion o r 
a t rans format ion ; the essential is the advertence in hear ing a n d , 
together w i th that, a readiness for the transit ion into another Ber 
ing.s In hear ing , we project and extend ourselves over a n d into 
broad expanses, t h o u g h in such a way that, c omp l y ing with what 
is heard , we b r i n g ourselves back into the gather ing o f o u r es
sence. Percept ion is someth ing suffered i n the sense o f the most 
expansive, a n d at the same t ime the most int imate, passion. A l l 
g rasp ing is measured acco rd ing to the standard o f the power for 
such suf fer ing . 

T h e g rasp ing occurs only in suf fer ing. H e r e resides for Höl-

1. Hölderlin, Bruchstücke und Entwürfe, No. 14. In: Sämtliche Werke. Ed . N. v. 
Hellingrath. Bd. IV, 2 ed. Berl in 1923. Pp. 247f., verses 18-27. 

2. Ibid., pp. 215-218. 

3. O n "suffering" and the "suffering of the god," see the conclusion o f "Wie 

wenn am Feiertage," ibid., pp. 151fr. 
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de r l in above a l l the f reedom f r om everyth ing coerced, f r o m al l 
coercion a n d calculat ion, f r om al l mis tak ing o f t ime, o f the mo
ment whose t ime has come. For how else than i n the sense o f this 
essential su f fe r ing c o u l d someone f r om afar surmise the god , 
where it is said o f god : 

T h e reflecdve god hates a l l undme l y g rowth . 1 

Af t e r what we brief ly sa id ear l ier about Hölderlin i n connecdon 
with the task o f ref lect ing o n the beg inn ing , it is certainly not a n 
accident that we are r e f e r r ing to the poet i n o rde r to e lucidate 
what we mean by " su f f e r ing " as the essential f o r m o f the carry
ing out o f the necessity. 

1) TexvT| as the basic attitude toward <jrixri<;, where the 

preservation of the wondrous (the beingness of beings) 

unfolds and is established. Tiyy^ maintains the holding sway 

of (jrixris in unconcealedness. 

T h e susta in ing o f j h ^ c o m p e l l i n g basic,dispositiojn^iis,ihe_fia.rry-
ing"aut ot the necessity, js_ajuffej in|[ m the sense ind icated , a n d _ 
that is the essence o f thought fu l quest ioning. In such suf fe r ing 
there occurs a correspondence to whäTlias to be grasped, whi le 
the one w h o grasps is t rans formed accord ing to it. "Acco rd ing to 
i t " : that means that what is to be grasped (here, beings as such i n 
their beingness) constrains the one who is grasp ing , constrains 
h i m to a basic posi t ion, in v i r tue o f wh ich the pure acknowledg
ment o f the unconcealedness o f beings can u n f u r l . T h e one who 
is g rasp ing a n d perce iv ing must accord wi th what is to be 
grasped so that the latter, beings themselves, are indeed grasped, 
though i n such a way that thereby they are precisely released to 
their own essence, i n o r d e r to ho ld sway i n themselves a n d thus 
to pervade m a n as wel l . Be ings, which the Greeks cal l «Jrücris, 
must stand i n aXfjdeux. H e r e we again touch what is most con 
cealed: that the g rasp ing is a suf fer ing. 

H o w else c o u l d we unders tand the extent to wh ich the two 
greatest a n d most renowned thinkers o f the early Greek pe r i od , 

1. Ibid,, p. a i 8 . 
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Herac l i tus a n d Pärmenides, agree in the i r basic posit ions? H e r -
aclitus claims that beings are one in \670s— in the ant ic ipatory 
ga the r ing—and Parmenides teaches that beings are what is per
ceived i n voe i v—in pe r c ep t i on—and this perceptual ant ic ipatory 
ga ther ing indicates that the g rasp ing is a suf fer ing as a transfor
mat ion o f m a n . 

Acco rd w i th what is o r i g ina l is therefore precisely not a n as
s imi lat ion i n the sense that m a n wou ld s imply be <)rixri?. O n the 
contrary, he is to be d is t ingu ished f r om it, but in a way that ac 
cords wi th i t , i.e., i n a way that adheres to its measure (adheres to 
(jwoxs), compor ts itself accordingly , a n d orders this compor t  
ment . Even i f m a n h imse l f is precisely not beings as a whole , nev 
ertheless he is the one who is d isplaced in to the midst o f beings  
as the preserver o f the ir unconcealedness. So this perce iv ing a n d 
"preserving cannot be de t e rm ined as (jrixris but must be o ther : i n 
accord w i th <Jn5o-t<;, releasing it, a n d yet g rasp ing it. 

What then is it? Wha t is the b a s i c j t t i t a d e j n which the preser 
vat ion o f the wondrous , the beingness o f beings, unfo lds a n d , at 
the same time, defines itself? We have to seek it i n what the 
Greeks cal l T C X V T ) . Yet we must divorce this Greek word f r o m o u r 
fami l iar t e rm der i ved f r o m it, " technology, " and f r o m al l nex
uses o f m e a n i n g that are though t i n the name o f technology. To 
be sure, that m o d e r n a n d contemporary technology c o u l d 
emerge, a n d h a d to emerge, has its g r o u n d i n the beg inn ing a n d 
has its f oundat ion i n an unavo idable incapacity to ho l d fast to the 
beg inn ing . T h a t means that contemporary technology—as a 
f o r m o f " tota l mob i l i za t i on " (Ernst Jünger)—can only be unde r 
stood o n the basis o f the b eg inn ing o f the basic Western posi t ion 
toward beings as such and as a whole, assuming that we are striv
i n g for a "metaphys ica l " unde r s t and ing a n d are not satisfied 
w i th integrat ing technology into the goals o f polit ics. 

Texvn does not mean " techno logy " in the sense o f the mechan
ical o rde r ing o f beings, no r does it mean art i n the sense o f mere 
sk i l l a n d prof ic iency i n procedures and operat ions. Texvn means 
knowledge: know-how i n processes against beings ("and i n the en
counter with beings), i.e., against cfrixns. To be sure, here it is nei¬
ther possible no r necessary to enter into the variations o f the 
mean ing o f the word Texvn, which are not accidental . We only 
have to be m i n d f u l that this word st i l l , precisely wi th Plato, at 
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times assumes the role o f deno t ing knowledge pure a n d s imple , 
a n d that means the perceptual re lat ion to beings as such. Now it 
is clear that this perce iv ing o f beings i n the i r unconcealedness is 
not a mere gap ing , that wonder is car r i ed out rather i n a proce
du r e against beings, but i n such a way that these themselves pre
cisely show themselves^For that is what réxvi\ means: to grasp  
beings as emerging 1 out oT themselves i n the way they show them? 
selves, i n the i r outward look, ctSos, ISea, a n d , i n accord wi th  
this, to care for beings themselves a n d to let them grow, i.e., to  
o rde r onese l f w i th in beings as a whole t h r o u g h product ions a n d  
inst itutions. Té\vT\ is a mode o f proceed ing against (trims, though  
not yet i n o r d e r to overpower it o r explo i t it , a n d above a l l no t i n  
o rde r to t u r n use a n d calculat ion into pr inc ip les , but , o n the con 
trary, toretain ^ h ^ 2 j ^ i / 1 g , s ^ f j ^ M > y ( r t ; ^ m j jnconcea ledness . 
ThereloreTrjecauseTR^ 
the percept ion o f <trims i n its ¿\ijdeiot, is the d ispos ing need i n  
the basic d ispos i t ion o f wonder , Téxyt] a n d its ca r ry ing out be
come necessary as what is whol ly o ther than <trixrj,s—wholly o ther  
yet be long ing to foxns i n the most essential wayT> 

m) T h e danger of disturbing the basic disposition 

of wonder in carrying it o u t Téxvr\ as the ground 

for the transformation of ctATjdetct into ouoCuxns. T h e 

loss of the basic disposition and the absence 

of the original need and necessity. 

T h i s basic ^attitude) toward (Jrixriç, T ^ X V T I , as the ca r ry ing out o f 
the necessity a n d need o f wonder, is a i the same*time, however, 
the grouncf ji£Oii~whTch~ arîsé^ou^ôujàCTÎçTThe, t rans format ion 
o f àXTyôtia as unconcFàTëliHe^mto~^^ other words, in 
car ry ing out the basic d ispos i t ion itself there resides the danger  
o f its d is turbance a n d destruction>For i n the essence o f T € X V T | , as 
r e cnuredby< i>^ occurrence a n d establ ishment o f 

The TrncmScéâTëa'nëss^r there lies the possibil ity o f arbi
trariness, o f an unb r i d l ed pos i t ing ot gôâTTând thereby tncTpos^ 
sibility o f escape out of the necessity o f the p r imo rd i a l need. 

I f this happens , then i n place o f the basic d isposi t ion o f won
der, the avidi ty for l e a rn ing a n d calculat ion enters i n . Phi losophy 
itself then becomes one inst i tut ion a m o n g others, it becomes 
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subjected to a goal wh ich is a l l the more insidious the h igher it 
is—e.g. , Plato's iraiSeiot, a word we badly translate as " educa
t i on . " Even the fact that i n the Republic phi losophers are dest ined 
to be BamXefc , the highest rulers , is already an essential demo
t ion o f phi losophy. Wh i l e the grasp ing o f beings, the acknowl  
edgment o f them i n the i r unconcealedness, unfo lds into fexvri,  
inevitably a n d increasingly the aspects o f beings, the " ideas , "  
which are b rought into view in such grasp ing , become the on ly  
s tandard . T h e grasp ing becomes a sort o f know-how wi th regard 
to the ideas, a n d that requires a constant assimilat ion to them. A t  
bot tom, however, it is a more p r o f o u n d a n d more h i d d e n pro  
cess. It is t h e l o s s o f t h e b a s i c j d i s p ^ i t i o n , the absence o f the o r i g  
ina l neecHuicHie^s^ityr^process l i nked to the loss o f the o r i g i ?  
naLessence o f o t A T i f o i a . _ _ 
{ I n this way, the b e g inn ing contains i n itsel f the unavoidable  

necessity that, i n un f o l d ing , it must sur r ender its or ig inal i ty^This 
does not speak against the greatness o f the beg inn ing but' in fa
vor o f it. For, wou ld what is great ever be great i f it d i d not have 
to face u p to the danger o f collapse and d i d not have to succumb  
i n its h istor ical consequences to this" danger , on ly to r ema in a l l  
the more i l l um ina t ing i n its in i t ia l s ingulari ty? In the beg inn ing , 
the quest ion o f beings stays w i th in the c lar i ty !>f &\r)d€ia as the 
basic character o f beings. A\f)-&€ia itself, however, remains by  
necessity unquest ioned. B u t the susta ining o f the b eg inn ing po¬
sit ion in the sense o f T € X V T | leads to a fa l l ing away f r o m the be 
ginning. Be ings become, to exaggerate somewhat, objects o f rep
resentations c on f o rm ing to them. Now dX'n.'dcia itself is also 
interrogated, but hence for th f rom the po in t o f view o f T€xvn, 
and c tAT j f l e i o t becomes the correctness o f representations and  
procedures. 

§39. The need arising from the lack of need. Truth as 

correctness and philosophy (the question of truth) as 

without need and necessity. 

Ever since t ru th became correctness and this essential de t e rmi  
nation o f t ru th , i n a l l its man i f o l d variat ions, became k n o w n as 
the only s tandard one, ph i losophy has lacked the most o r i g ina l 
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need a n d necessity o f the beg inn ing . A f t e r hav ing been for a 
t ime the handma iden o f theology, phi losophy was emancipated 
into that free d o m a i n o f the deve lopment o f the sel f -posit ing h u  
m a n capacities whose ca r ry ing out creates, culuvates, a n d setdes 
what has been cal led " c u l t u r e " ever since. Phi losophy is a free  
un f o ld ing o f a h u m a n capacity, that o f th ink ing , a n d hence is but  
one cu l tura l asset a m o n g others. G radua l l y the m o d e r n pe r i od  
inc luded phi losophy u n d e r the concept o f a " fac tor " o f cu l ture , a  
not ion i n wh ich anyone who has ears to hear must hear calcula 
tions a n d contrivances d e t e rm in ing i n advance the B e i n g o f m a n  
i n the midst o f beings. A n d , f inally, to the extent that the n ine
teenth century had to make cu l ture the object o f a cu l tu ra l poli¬

' tics, ph i losophy became a curiosity, o r what comes d o w n to the  
same th ing : the essence o f t ru th became the most unques t ioned  
a n d hence a matter o f the highest indi f ference. T h e fact that i n 

; a l l so-called cu l tured countr ies o f the West a n d o f the East pro 
fessors teach phi losophy i n colleges a n d universit ies does not 
contradict this state o f ph i losophy a n d o f the quest ion o f t ru th , 
because it does not i n the least touch it. 

Now there are today everywhere daydreamers a n d sent imental 
people enough , who lament this s i tuat ion o f ph i losophy a n d 
thereby posture as defenders o f the endangered spir i t . B u t what 
they wou ld l ike is s imply that ph i losophy become again a more 
appreciated cu l tura l asset. T h i s concern over ph i losophy is a 
mere desire to r e tu rn to the tranqui l i ty o f a previous age, a n d it 
is o n the who le a n d essentially more pern ic ious than the com
plete d i sda in a n d disavowal o f phi losophy. For this backward-
l ook ing conce rn leads into error , into misconst ru ing the moment 
o f Western history. 

What is the signif icance o f the fact that phi losophy became a 
curiosity a n d that the essence o f t ru th is unquest ioned a n d an 
inquiry in to it wi thout necessity? A n d what does it mean that p h i 
losophy stands at the end o f its first beg inn ing , i n a state that cor
responds to the b e g i n n i n g — i f only as a f inal state? O n c e phi los
ophy was the most strange, the most rare, a n d the most un ique ; 
now it is the same, but on ly i n the f o r m o f curiosity. Once , i n the 
beg inn ing o f Occ identa l th ink ing , t ru th was unquest ioned , be
yond quest ion ing , but was so i n v i r tue o f the highest need a n d 
necessity o f quest ion ing beings. Now the essence o f t ruth is also 
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unquest ioned, the most unquest ioned , but on ly as what is o f the 
highest indi f ference w i th in the age o f the complete questionless- 
ness o f the essential. T h e quest ion o f t ru th is wi thout necessity. 
T h i s is an essential cogni t ion wh ich emerges on ly i n genu ine re
f lection. T h i s knowledge, the t ak ing seriously o f the s i tuat ion o f  
phi losophy, is a lone decisive. T h e concern over ph i losophy as a 
cu l tura l asset can be left to itself. 

T h e quest ion o f t ru th is w i thout necessity. I n view o f the re
f lection we have car r i ed out o n the beg inn ing , that means that 
the quest ion o f t ru th is w i thout need; the basic d isposi t ion, wh i ch  
wou ld p r imord ia l l y displace m a n again into beings as a whole , is  
absent and is den i ed us. 

Is the need absent, o r is contemporary m a n already so en
chanted by his contrivances, a n d so car r i ed away by his l i ved ex 
periences, that he is no l onge r equal to the need, assuming the 
essential need is not some th ing miserable, to which we c o u l d 
on ly be i l l -d isposed, but is precisely the greatest? 

W h a t i f the fact that we feel no need, this lack o f need, wou ld  
precisely express o u r need, one stil l den i ed us? Wha t i f o u r need  
arises out o f this lack o f need? 
^ ^ u t T n e s e ^ u e s t i o n s , wh ich are not supposed to say any th ing 
a n d are thought rather to keep silent about everything, l ead us 
into the place o f o u r greatest danger : that we today b r i n g up this 
need i n id le talk, scarcely hav ing ment i oned it, a n d even con
vince ourselves that it is a " l i v ed exper ience , " wi thout ever hav
i n g en compe l l ed by it, let a lone hav ing ca r r i ed out its neces- 
s i t y Q b encounter this danger here, we wou ld have to reflect o n 
the necessity o f the beg inn ing o f Western thought , at whose end 
we are now s t a n d i n g ^ 

§40. The abandonment of beings by Being as the concealed 
ground of the still hidden basic disposition. The compelling of 

this basic disposition into another necessity of another 
questioning and beginning. 

From this ref lect ion we now k n o w that the essential need, wh i ch , 
as a basic d ispos i t ion, c ompe l l ed the p r i m o r d i a l quest ion ing ,  
sp rang forth f r om beings themselves as a whole, insofar as be-
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ings had to be acknowledged i n their beingness and had to be  
preserved i n the i r t ruth . I f for us no th ing less is at stake than the  
preparat ion for a transit ion f r om the end o f the first beg inn ing  
into another beg inn ing , then the need wh ich compels us to this  
necessity must again and only come out o f beings as a whole , i n 
sofar as they become a quest ion wi th regard to the i r B e i n g . 

B u t this a lready says that o n the basis o f the t rans format ion o f 
the essence o f t ru th into correctness, our basic pos i t ion toward 
beings is not any more a n d never again w i l l be that o f the first 
beg inn ing , a l though it remains de t e rmined by it as a counter -
t h r u s j O h e r e f o r e the basic d isposi t ion can no longer be the one  
of/wonder/ i n wh ich beings as such w i th regard to the i r B e i n g  
once emerged as the most unusua l . H o w far we are removed  
f r om the possibil ity o f be ing again d isplaced toward beings by  
this basic d ispos i t ion o f the beg inn ing can easily be measured by 
the j a c t that for centuries the B e i n g o f beings, wh ich was for the 
Greeks the most wondrous , has passed as the most obvious o f ev 
e ry th ing obv ious a n d is for us the most c o m m o n : what every?  
body always knows. For who is supposed not to know what he 
I means when he says the stone is, the sky is overcast? " V 
' Yet this may express someth ing whose content a n d p e a r i n g we 
d o not at a l l yet surmise , namely that we are dea l ing w i th beings  
as the object o f contrivances a n d o f l ived experiences a h a  
thereby are not pay ing attent ion to the B e i n g o f these beings. O n 
account o f its obviousness, B e i n g is someth ing forgotten. T h e  
forgottenness o f B e i n g holds us i n its g r i p , or, what comes d o w n  
to the same th ing , ph i losophy as the quest ion of beings as such is  
now by necessity a mere curiosity. T h e forgottenness o f B e i n g  
dominates, i.e., it determines o u r re lat ion to beings, so that even 
beings, that they are a n d what they are, r ema in a matter o f in¬
dif ference. It is almost as i f beings have been abandoned by Be  
ing , a n d we are heedless o f it, and are more heedless the greater 
becomes the ins id ious outcry over metaphysics and ontology. For 
that merely expresses a desire to r e tu rn to the fami l iar past i n 
stead o f w o r k i n g for the future even wi thout be ing able to see it. 

Beings are, but the B e i n g o f beings a n d the t ruth o f B e i n g a n d 
consequently the B e i n g o f t ru th are deTnecfto beings. Be ings are, 
yet they r e m a i n a b i n d o n e d by B e i n g a n d le l t to themselves, so as 
to be mere objects o f o u r contr ivance. A l l goals beyond m e n and 
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peoples are gone, a n d , above a l l , what is lack ing is the creative  
power to create someth ing beyond oneself. T h e epoch o f the  
highest abandonment o f beings by B e i n g is the age o f the' total 
questionlessness o f B e i n g . 

~ " p u 5 T H i a u i 7 n l s " a T ) a l ^ o f beings by B e i n g were a n event 
which proceeds f r om beings as a whole , indeed i n such a way that  
precisely this event is the least visible a n d exper ienceable, be 
cause it is the best concealed? For precisely the progress o f a l l 
contr ivance a n d the self-certainty o f a l l l ived exper ience know 
themselves to be i n such prox imi ty to reality a n d life that a 
greater p rox im i t y can ha rd l y be represented. W h a t i f the aban 
donment o f beings by B e i n g were the most h i d d e n a n d most  
p rope r g r o u n d , a n d the essence, o f what Nietzsche first recog 
n ized as " n i h i l i s m " a n d in terpre ted i n terms o f "mo ra l i t y " a n d  
the " i d e a l , " i n the fashion o f the ph i losophy o f Plato a n d  
Schopenhauer, but d i d not yet understand metaphysically} ("Meta
physical ly" means: i n the perspective o f the basic occurrence o f 
the p r i m o r d i a l quest ion, the gu id ing quest ion o f Western phi los
ophy, a n d consequendy no t yet i n the perspective o f what o r i g i 
nal ly points to^the d o m a i n o f the genuine , renewed surpass ing 
o f n ih i l i sm. ) f f ihat i f the abandonment o f beings by B e i n g , that 
beings stil l " a r e " a n d yet B e i n g a n d its t ruth rema in den i ed to 
beings a n d consequently to m a n (the den ia l itself unders tood as 
the essence o f Being) , what i f this event wh ich proceeds out o f 
beings as a who le were the concealed g r o u n d o f the stil l ve i led  
basic d ispos i t ion which compels us into another necessity o f a n  
o ther o r i g ina l ques t ion ing a n d beg inning? Wha t i f the abandon
ment o f beings by B e i n g were l inked to the need a r i s ing f r o m the 
fact that for us the essence o f t ru th a n d the quest ion o f t ru th are  
not yet necessary? W h a t i f the need ar i s ing f rom the lack o f need  
a n d , o n account o f its h i d d e n domina t i on , the age o f complete  
questionlessness, had its g r o u n d i n the abandonment o f beings 
by B e i n g ? 1 * 

Q V e must pass t h r o u g h this ref lection i n o rde r to al low the  
medi tat ion o n the first b e g inn ing to become what it is: the thrust  
into the transition.>But perhaps this ref lection precisely shows 
us, assuming we Have ca r r i ed it out l o n g enough a n d , above a l l , 
with suff ic ient prepara t ion a n d insight, how little we are equal  
to, o r can even expect, be ing struck by the basic d ispos i t ion, 
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which belongs to the need arising from the lack of need, to the 
abandonment of beings by Be ing . We will not be equal to it as  
long as we do not j re j^re a mmejlvesforit^nd instead take ref 
uge in the opinioTiTnatTmltajpnysTc^^ reflection para?  
lyzes and endangers action, whereas it is precisely the genuine  
beginning of the future. For great surmises enter into reflection 
and remain there. To be sure, through such reflection we arrive 
at the entire ambiguity proper to a historical transition: that we  
have been thrust into a future but we have not been empowered 
to seize the thrust in a creative way and to transfer it into the  
form 0/ the future, i.e., to prepare that by wh'ich alone a begin 
ning begins, the leap into another knowledge. If 

§41. The necessity held out for us: to bring upon its ground 
openness as the clearing of the self-concealing—the question of  

the essence of man as the custodian o f the truth of Being. 

A s regards the question of truth, this means that our discussion 
is without result. Since we steadfasdy take into account the point 
of view of today and of the past, we are always waiting to be told 
what the essence of truth is. We await it all the more, since our 
discussion began with a critical reference to the openness lying at 
the ground of correctness and we called this openness the most 
worthy of questioning. 

O u r discussion is admittedly without result as long as we ig
nore everything else that was said and on ly look for a "new" dec
laration of the essence of truth and thereby determine that we 
have profited nothing. 

B u t what has happened? T h e discussion was entided, " F o u n 
dational issues in the question of truth"—a reflection on the ques
tioning of this question. Soon we were moving more and more, 
aTomen exclusively, in a historical reflection on the beginning 
of Western thinking, on how there for the first time the essence 
of truth shone as the basic character of beings as such, on which 
need and basic disposition compelled into which necessity of 
questioning. Final ly the reflection leaped over to our need. D i d 
the reflection only leap to this at the end, or did it not constantly 
concern us and only us ourselves? 
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T h e " r esu l t " o f o u r d i scuss ions—i f we wou ld speak o f it at 
al l—consists, insofar as i t consists i n anyth ing , precisely i n o u r 
r e l inqu ish ing the search for a new doctr ine a n d first a n d fore
most gett ing to know a n d l ea rn ing to quest ion which histor ical 
d imensions a n d inne r presupposi t ions are conta ined i n the ques
tion o f t ru th . Since the quest ion o f t ru th is the preamble for fu  
ture t h i n k i n g , it itself f irst determines the doma in , the type, a n 3  
the d ispos i t ion o f future knowledge . There fo re the First th ing we 
have to do is to put ourselves i n a posi t ion that wi l l never again 
permi t us to insert o u r discussion o f the quest ion o f t ru th into 
the habi tual realms o f prev ious doctr ines, theories, a n d systems. 

T h e result o f these "bas i c " discussions cons is ts—i f it must con 
sist i n s o m e t h i n g — i n a transformation o f perspectives, no rms , a n d 
claims, a t ransformat ion which at the same t ime is no th ing o ther 
than a leap in to a more o r i g ina l a n d more s imple course o f es
sential occurrences in the history o f Western t h i n k i n g ^ history  
we ourselves a reSOnly after o u r t h i n k i n g has undergone this  
t ransformat ion oY att i tude by means o f historical re f lect ion, wi l l  
we surmise , i n an auspic ious moment , that already i n o u r discus
sions ano ther essence o f t ru th , a n d j j e rhaps indeed only that, 
was at issue. For i f we h a d not already penetrated to this po int , 
how else c o u l d we know someth ing o f the First beg inn ing , wh ich 
i n the most extreme case reveals itself on ly to a knowledge o f 
what is least l ike it, i.e., the whol ly other. 

T o ~ b e 1 snre,"*We 'only h inted that the de terminat ion o f the 
essence o f t ru th as the correctness o f an assertion, which has 
been va l id for ages, contains someth ing u n g r o u n d e d at its f oun
dat ion : the openness o f beings. Cer ta in ly it was only a h in t 
to dX t j ^ c i a , the unconcealedness o f beings, wh ich , as was 
shown, expresses less the essence o f t ru th than it does the es
sence o f beings. B u t why shou ld dXifj-aeia not pre-announce that 
openness without , however, be ing ident ica l w i th it? For the open 
ness we have in m i n d c a n no longer be exper ienced as a charac
ter o f the beings s tand ing before us a n d a r o u n d us, not to speak 
o f the fact that to us the un i que exper ience o f the Greeks a n d the 
possible g r o u n d o f o u r future history remain den i ed , precisely 
th rough the history w h i c h lies between us and the Greeks. . 

Bu t perhaps someth ing else is he ld out to us as a necessity: to 
b r i n g the openness itself, what comes to presence i n it and how 
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that comes to presence, u p o n its g r o u n d . Openness is then no 
longer the basic character o f 4>WLS as taken u p in s imple acknowl
edgment, the <|>wis which makes it possible for Texvn to grasp 
beings as such. Openness is also not only the cond i t i on o f the pos
sibility o f the correctness o f an assertion. A s such a cond i t i on , it 
appears mere ly at first a n d pre l iminar i l y i n the field o f view o f 
the cr i t ical r e tu rn f rom correctness. A f t e r what we have exper i 
enced about the necessity o f the quest ion o f t ru th , this cannot be 
the o r i g ina l access to the essence o f t ru th . T h a t access must pro- ,  
ceed out o f o u r need, o u r distress, out o f the abandonment o f  
beings by B e i n g , whi le we take it seriously that B e i n g is w i th 
d raw ing f r o m beings, whereby beings degenerate in to mere ob
jects o f h u m a n contr ivance a n d l ived exper ience. W h a t i f this  
withdrawal itsel f be longed to the essence ot' Be ing? Wha t i f this 
were the sti l l unrecognized t ru th , never to be exper ienced o r ex
pressed, o f the whole metaphysics o f the West: namely, that Be  
ing is i n its essence self-concealing? W h a t i f the openness were 
first a n d foremost the c l ear ing i n the midst o f beings, i n wh ich 
c lear ing the self-concealment o f B e i n g wou ld be manifest? H o w 
ever it may be wi th the "answer " to this/the quest ion o f t r u t h l s "  
not one we can decide by ourselves a n d V i re lat ion to ourselves  
precisely as neutra l spectators. It is rather the quest ion that w i l l  
one day o r another betray itself as^he^juest imw>f^ho^e^>uj> 
selves a r e ^ 

In oui i retrospect ive sketch o f the beg inn ing o f Western think¬
ing, we sa i d that m a n wi l l be de te rmined pr imord ia l l y as the cus 
todian o f the unconceaiedness o f beings. In the progression 
away f rom the beg inn ing , m a n became the animal rationale. In  
the transit ion out o f the first end o f Western t h i n k i n g into its  
other beg inn ing , there has to be quest ioned, i n a still higher ne
cessity, wi th the car ry ing out o f the quest ion o f t ru th , the ques 
t ion o f who we are. T h i s quest ion wi l l po int in the d l r e c u m T T i 
the possibil ity ot whether man is not only the preserver o f u n  
concealed j r e ings but is precisely the custodian ot the openness"  
o f B e i n p f O n l y i f we know that we do not yet know who \ve are do  
we g r o u n d the one and on ly g r o u n d which may release the fu  
ture ot a sjmple, essential existence [Vaseinj ot historical man  
j r o m i tse l f .^ 

T h i s g r o u n d is the essence o f t ru th . T h i s essence must be pre-
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pared i n thought i n the t rans i t ion to another beg inn ing . For the 
future, the s i tuat ion o f the powers wh ich g r o u n d t ru th i n the 
first place, namely poetry (and consequendy art i n general) a n d 
th ink ing , w i l l be quite d i f ferent than it was i n the first beg inn ing . 
Poetry wi l l not be first, but i n the transit ion the f o r e runner wi l l 
have to be t h i n k i n g . A r t , however, wi l l be for the future the put 
t ing into work o f t ru th (or it w i l l be nothing) , i.e., it w i l l be one 
essential g r o u n d i n g o f the essence o f t r u t h f f i c c o r d i n g to this  
highest s tandard , any th ing that wou ld present itself as art must  
be measured as a way o f l e tung t ru th come into be ing i n these  
beings, wh ich , as works, enchant ing ly transport m a n into the i n  
t imacy o f B e i n g whi le i m p o s i n g o n h i m the luminos i ty o f the unP-
concealed a n d d ispos ing h i m a n d de t e rm in ing h i m to be the cus 
tod ian o f the t ru th o f B e i n g . 
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T H E QUEST ION OF T R U T H 

I. Foundational issues in the question of truth. 
II. Leaping ahead into the essentialization [die Wesung] of truth. 
III. Recollection of the first shining forth of the essence of truth, ctXtiQeia 

(unconcealedness), as the basic character of beings. (The history of 
its flaming up and expiring from Anaximander to Aristotle.) 

IV. The question of truth as the unfolding of the essentialization of 
Being, which comes to pass as the clearing of the "in the midst" of 
beings. 

V. The question of truth as the grounding of ex-istence [Da-sein]. 
VI. The essentialization of truth as the truth of Being in the abyss. 
VII. The abyss as the space of play of time. (Space and time in the pre

vious interpretation, one determined by metaphysics and its 
guiding question). 

VIII. The abyss and the strife. (Da-sein: earth and world). 
IX. Truth and its shelter in beings as the recasting of beings into Be

ing. 

X. The full essentialization of truth and the inclusion of correctness. 

Preview of the context for the discussion of I: 

In I., Da-sein can only be kept in silence, because in Da-sein, as occurring 
through Being, the ground of truth is grounded, such that this ground 
becomes an abyss. 

Here Da-sein cannot even be mentioned, because it would immedi
ately be interpreted as an object and the determination of the essence of 
truth would be denigrated into a mere "new" theory. Instead of that, we 
attempted to show the necessity of the question of truth out of its nec
essary lack of being questioned in the first beginning. But this leads to 
the question of the primordial need and its basic disposition. And all 
this can be said only if Da-sein is already and steadily intended as the 
ground of the clearing for the self-concealing. 

Everything will be misinterpreted if taken in terms of lived ex- 
pcricnceTThoughtful reflection on the essence of truth as the clearing 
«!' Being can only be preparatory, but this is a necessary preparation. 

flie" overthrow can only be accomplished by an art compelled by 
the most distant god, provided art is the putting into work of the truth. 



FROM T H E FIRST D R A F T 

I. Foundational issues in the question of truth. 

1. The compelling power of the need arising from 

the abandonment by Being; terror as the basic  

disposition of the other beginning. 

It is transformed into mere curiosity within what is accessible to everyone. 
Philosophy is still "done," because it was once supposed to belong to the 
assets of culture, and caring for culture would presumably impede barbar¬
ism. The primordial questioning knowledge and the holding firm before  
the concealed have been replaced by a domination over everything, since  
everything has become obvious. That first luminosity of wonder, which had  
TnowIe^ge^nTyoTuT? ot all know
ing and doing, accessible to everyone and satislying everyone. 

Beings are—that is not worth a question, indeed it is not even worth  
mentioning. And to say what beings are, precisely as beings, is empty  
talk, hbr everyone knows what "Being" means, especially since it is the  
most ge1WaT^nTHB85Pen"pty determination ot everything, in this  
wasteland ot utter indifference, what in the beginning produced the  
highest wonder has been lost—and the fact that here and there aca 
demic philosophy is still done diligently does not refute this loss but cor 
roborates it. 

There are only a very few who in the course of this history of the dis 
solution of the beginning have remained awake and surmise what has  
transpired. Insofar as they are still compelled to question, the compel 
ling need must change in form and must be more undetermined, since  
the uniqueness of the first wonder has been lost and the subsequent tra
dition of questioning and thinking has forced itself in. What need com 
pelled Kant to the Critique? What need compelle3"Hegel to the system 
of absolute knowledge? After even this questioning was abandoned and 
everything was left to calculating experience, slowly and in certain 
places something like the imminent irrelevance and meaninglessness of 
all beings flared up. And when an attempt was ventured to think anew 
(Nietzsche),1 starting from an admission of this irrelevance, the former 

i . Cf. Winter Semester 1936-37 and Summer Semester 1937. [I.e., Nietzsche: 
Der Wille zur Macht ab Kunst. GA, Bd. 43, and Nietzsches metaphysische Grundstellung 
im abendländischen Denken: Die Uhre wn der ewigen Wiederkehr des Gleichen, GA, Bd., 
4 4 - T r . ] 
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greatness o f thought , then it became clear that the b e g i n n i n g h a d 
t u r n e d into the e n d a n d that the need a n d its c o m p e l l i n g h a d to b e c o m e 
di f ferent, a s s u m i n g that there is still s u p p o s e d to be ano the r b e g i n n i n g . 

A f t e r Nietzsche, a n d in a certa in way t h r o u g h h i m (for as truly as he  
is the e n d , he is at the same t ime a transition^, tlie o the r need comes into 
play, and ' th i s aga in only , as in the casëTHBe~first beg inn ing , for a few  
rare persons, to w h o m is meted out the power to quest ion a n d the  
power over d e c l i n i n g in the transit ion. lJ„itsg+»g •/ UtH^+n zc/.TSt-

T h e otHêrnêêcT'lnat is, it we may say so, our n e c u , has this pecul iar i ty 
that it is not expe r i enced as a n e e d . . E v e r y t h i n g has Decome calculable ,  
a n d consequent ly eve ry th ing is unders tandab le . T h e r e a re n o l onge r  
any limits to o u r d o m i n a t i o n oyer beings, if only o u r will is great e n o u g h  
a n d constant e n o u g h . E v e r y t h i n g becomes obv ious , wi thout any i m p e n 
etrable dep ths , a n d this t ransparency der ives t r o m a luminos i ty in 
which the eye o f knowledge is dazz led to the verge o f b l indness . 

Q u e s t i o n i n g , at o n e t ime the p r i m o r d i a l e r u p t i o n into the o p e n o n 
the part o f what is concea l ed , a n d the p r i d e i n h o l d i n g fast to what is 
worthy o f ques t i on ing now s u c c u m b to the susp ic ion o f weakness a n d 
insecurity. Q u e s t i o n i n g is a s ign o f a lack o f the power to act. W h o e v e r 
acknowledges a n d exper iences this s i tuat ion, o n e that has b e e n b e c o m 
i n g more ' a cu t e for decades i n the most va r i ed forms, will find that be 
ings a re now taken for al l d iat is, as i f there were n o such t h i n g as B e i n g 
a n d the t r u t h o f B e i n g . B^ingsjstrut as beings a n d yet a r e . abandpned by 
Be ing . T h e near ly unacknow ledged need j a r i s ing frorn^ the a b a n d o n 
ment by Be ing j becomes c o m p e l l i n g in the basic d ispos i t ion , o f . terror . 
O n e can n o l o n g e r be struck by the mirac le o f beings: that they areTFor , 
quite to the contrary , this has become obv ious l o n g ago. A n d it is a gap 
ing abyss that beings , appa rent ly c loser to reality than ' eve r before, c a n 
be taken for a l l that is, whi le B e i n g a n d the t ru th o f B e i n g are forgotten. 

In wonder , the basic d ispos i t ion o f the first b e g inn ing , be ings first 
c o m e to s tand in their f o r m . Te r ro r , the basic_disppsit ion of.the.Qjher 
beg inn ing , reveals b e h i n d al l progress a n d al l d o m i n a t i o n over beings_a 
(lark empt iness o f i r re levance a n d a s h r i n k i n g back in face o f the. first 
a n d last decis ions. 

2. The question of the essence of truth as the necessity of the 
highest need arising from the abandonment of Being. 

It wou ld be a very extr ins ic concep t i on of these var ious basic d i spos i 
tions if we w o u l d see in w o n d e r on ly i n f l amed desire a n d j ub i l a t i on a n d 
seek ter r o r in the nebu lous r ea lm o f avers ion, grief , a n d despair . J ust as 
wonder I j e j u ^ j n j t s e j n t ^ w i L ^ o r t - o f - t e r r o r , . s o does t e r r o r j n v o l v e its 
own m o d e of se l f - composure , c a l m steadfastr iess j jnd new w o n d e r . T h e 
quite di f ferent quest ion, into which the basic d ispos i t ion of t e r ro r c o m 
pels, conce rns the a b a n d o n m e n t by B e i n g a n d the fact that beings c a n be 
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while the truth.pf Being remains_forgpjlien.. It asks whether this abysmal 
state of affairs does not belong to beings themselves, and whether now, 
after this experience with beings has been endured, the moment does 
not arrive to raise the question of beings again and indeed in a quite 
different manner. This other question determines the epoch of an other  
beginning. This other question can no longer, just as in the case of the 
first dawn of the day of beings, turn to beings in order then, in face of 
them, to ask what it means that beings are. The other question proceeds  
from terror before the groundlessness of beings: that no ground has  
been laid for them, indeed that grounding itself is held to be superflu
ous. This terror becomes aware that truths are still claimed and yet no  
one any longer knows or questions what truth itself is and how truth  
might belong to beings as such, something that can be asked and de
cided only if beings as beings have not fallen into oblivion with regard to  
their Being. Where, on the contrary, beings as beings have become ob
vious (and ̂ consequently the question of Being is merely a pursuit of 
"ontology" as a fixed discipline), then no one thinks to ask how beings as 
beings come into tHeopen^nd whaTthis opening might be, and~how"Tt~  
takes place, such that the usual representations can conform to appear¬
ing beings. The absence of the question of the essence of truth becomes 
the strongest support for the obviousness of beings. The abandonment 
by Being is consoled by the absence of the question of truth, without, 
however, experiencing what bestows on it this consolation of the obvi 
ous. 

i f the abandonment by^Being pxoH"™><i the . highest need, which 
emerges as cofflpejling lfa terror then the question of the essence-of 
what is true, the question o f truth, proves to be the necessity of this 
need, what has to be surmounted first, precisely before the proper ex
perience of the abandonment by Being. The truth itself—its 
essentialization—is the first and highest truth, in which alone all further 
truths, i.e., the founded relation to beings themselves, can find their 
ground. 

Thus when we raise the question of truth, our motive is not a petty 
and fortuitous desire to critique and reform the traditional concept of 
truth. On the contrary, we are compelled by the most hidden and con
sequently the deepest need of the age, and by that alone. 

3. The question of truth and the question of Being. 

a) The unfolding of the question of truth as a reflection on 

the first beginning. T h e re-opening of the first beginning for 

the sake o f another beginning. 

Similarly, if the unfolding of the question of truth leads us to the history 
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of truth, that does not happen from some sort of historiographical in
terest, one desirous of information about how things were in the past 
and how the present is rooted therein. On the contrary, the need arising 
from the abandonment by Being is the distress that the first beginning 
can no longer be mastered. This beginning is not something bygone but 
is. in the form of the end of the history which has declined from it, more 
contemporary and more pressing than ever, though also more con
cealed. If the question of truth is needed out of the deepest distress over 
the abandonment by Being in our age, then conversely the asking of 
this question has to articulate that need and in order to overcome it 
must first make sure that this need no longer remains extrinsic as the 
need arising from the lack of need, which is the form adopted by the 
most uncanny—namely the semblance of obviousness. The opening of 
the need, in which the beginning still dwells in the form of its excess, 
turns thereby into a reflection on the first beginning itself. This reflection 
must show that the first beginning, in its uniqueness, can never be re
peated in the sense of a mere imitation, and that, on the other hand, it 
remains the only thing repeatable in the sense of a reopening of that by 
which the discussion has to commence if a beginning, and consequendy 
the other beginning, is to come to be historically. The other beginning is 
not something withdrawn from the first beginning and from its 
history—as if the first beginning could cast the bygone behind itself— 
but precisely as the other beginning it is essentially related to the first, 
and only, beginning. This occurs, however, in such a way that in the 
other beginning the first is experienced more originally and is restored 
to its greatness. Afterward, through the domination of what succeeded 
it, still feeds upon it, and at the same time is declined from it, the first 
beginning was falsified into the "primitive," something that could not 
attain the height of the development and progress of what came later. 

The need of the first beginning has its own form, and as a conse¬
quence wondeFls there the compelling basic disposition, and the pri¬
mordial and lasting question is there the question of beings: what are  
beings? On the other hand, the need of the other beginningTas the  
form of an abandonment by Being, to which corresponds the basic dis 
position of terror Therefore even the primordial question is dif ferent 
»1 the other beginning^ the question of truth, the question of the essen-
tializatioh oftruth. 

b) The question of truth as a preliminary question on behalf 

of the basic question of Being. 

Truth, however, is the truth of Being, and therefore the question of 
truth is basically a preliminary question on behalf of the basic question 
of Being—the genuine question of Being in distinction to the previous 
question of beings as the guiding question in the history of the first be
ginning. (Cf. the first unfolding of this question in Being and Time. The 
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question of the "meaning" of Being. Meaning = region of projection, 
the open ground of Being itself and of its essentialization. When, by 
comparison, Nietzsche happens to say that we must first know what "Be
ing" is, what he means is precisely beings, and he is moving within the 
confusion of beings and Being, a confusion still rampant today. The rea
son for this aberration, however, resides not only in the fact that the ba
sic question has been passed over, but the old guiding question that has 
been raised for centuries has not been unfolded as a question and thus 
is unknown in its own conditions.) 

These foundational reflections on the question of truth and its neces
sity will have to make plain what is at stake in them. It should at least 
now be clear that here the question of truth is no longer a "problem of 
logic." All areas of sclerotic, and therefore only semblant, questioning 
have no need or necessity. All extrinsic attempts to found a new science 
now appear very traditional and flat—even prescinding from the fact 
that the question of truth can not at all be founded sufficiently by sci
ence, since every science, especially modern science, is a remote perver
sion of a definite kind of knowledge which has already decided on the 
essence and the type of truth normative for it (certitude). 

II. Leaping ahead into the essentialization of truth. 

4. The question of the essentialization of truth as a 

question that founds history originally. 

The question of truth, as was clarified above, originates from the inner
most need of our history and is the most genuine necessity of the work 
of founding history. History does not mean for us here the simple gath
ering of everyday public events, and a fortiori it is not such events as 
bygone. All of that certainly belongs to history and yet by no means 
touches its essence. For history is the occurrence in which, through man, 
beings become "more being." This occurrence involves most intrinsi
cally the coming forth of beings as such into an openness which for its 
part requires a grounding and shelter in beings. This occurrence of the 
opening up of beings is, however, the essentialization of truth itself. Ex
amined in its origin and thought with regard to its future, truth has the 
longest history because with it, following the character of its essential
ization, history begins and ends. The question of the essentialization of 
truth is therefore the originally historical question, the question that 
grounds history, and is therefore historically different according to the 
respective historical moment. 

We understand or, to put it more prudently, we surmise that our his
torical moment is that of the preparation for the other beginning. Yet 
this latter may also—since every beginning is decisive to the highest 
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degree—be the final end. If this possibility did not exist, the beginning 
and its preparation would lose all trenchancy and uniqueness. The 
question of the essence of truth, as the primordial question of the other 
beginning, is different from that determination of the essence of truth 
which throughout the history of the first beginning could not be made 
primordially but only ex post facto. 

In every case, however, the determination of the essence is apparently 
arbitrary, and so little can it be derived from what is given, that it is, on 
the contrary, the determinateness of the essence which first allows us to 
grasp a given something as this and not that. And if what is at stake is 
not only to represent (toio) the essence as whatness but to experience 
the essentialization, the more original unity of the what and the how, then 
this does not mean that the how would now be represented in addition 
to the what. We speak here about the experience of the essentialization 
and mean the conscious, willful, and affective entrance into the essence, 
in order to stand in it and to withstand it. 

5. Indication of the essentialization of truth through critical 

reflection and historical recollection. 

a) Preparation for the leap by securing the approach 

run and by predelineating the direction of the leap. 

Correctness as the start of the approach run, 

openness as the direction of the leap. 

Now if even the representation of the essence ( ioéct) cannot but appear 
arbitrary and groundless, yet on the other hand is constantly carried out 
without any strangeness, then this two-foldness will apply all the more to 
our entrance into the essentialization. Access to the essence always has 
about it something of the immediate and partakes of the creative, the 
freely arisen. We therefore speak of a leap, a leap ahead into the essen
tialization of truth. Admittedly, this terminology does not at first con
tribute a great deal toward the clarification or justification of our pro
cedure. But it does suggest that this procedure must in every case be 
carried out by the individual expressly for himself. Whoever does not 
take this leap will never experience what it opens up. Speaking of a 
"leap" is also meant to intimate, however, that a preparation is still pos
sible and necessary here: the securing of the approach run for the leap 
and the predelineation of its direction. 

The question of truth, which we can and must raise, no longer dwells 
in its primordial state. Instead, there is behind it a rich tradition, one 
that has come down to the obvious representation of truth as correct
ness. We already know, or at all events believe we know, what truth is. 
Thereby we possess a starting point for the approach run to the leap 
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into the more original essence of truth. In what sense this is the case was 
already clarified in the first discussions. The reflection on what correct
ness genuinely is, and would be, leads us to that which makes it possible 
in the first place and is the ground of this possibility. For a representa
tion to be able to conform to beings as normative, the beings must, prior 
to this conformity and on behalf of it, show themselves to it and thus 
already stand in the open. The path or relation to beings must also be 
open, and on it the conforming and correct representation will move 
and will remain. Finally and above all, what must stand in the open is 
that which the representation carries out in order to present to itself the 
represented and to let the appearing beings show themselves. Correct
ness is what characterizes the conformity to . . . , and the latter must be 
able to move in an openness, indeed in that openness wherein there 
must be opened up that to which the representing conforms as well as 
the representing itself in its representation of the object. This open re
gion and its openness constitute the ground of the possibility of the cor
rectness of a representation. Consequently, if we take the usual deter
mination of truth as correctness as the starting point of the approach 
run for the leap into our question of truth, then we may at the same 
time find therein an indication of the direction of the leap. The task is to 
leap into this open region itself and into its openness. The essentializa-
tion of this openness must be the essence of the truth, no matter how 
undeterminate and undeveloped it might now appear to us. 

b) T h e experience of openness as unconcealedness (otXTjdeict) 
in the first beginning. T h e unquestioned character of 

unconcealedness and the task of a more original experience 

o f its essence on the basis of our need. 

The start of our more original question is the determination of truth as 
correctness. We know, however, that this determination is an old one; it 
was reached in Greek philosophy—by Plato and above all by Aristotle. 
Now if correctness bears in itself openness as its ground and, as it were, 
oscillates in it, and consequently cannot be grasped without reference to 
it, then along with the positing of the determination of truth as correct
ness must not this openness also have been experienced? That is indeed 
the case. The simplest evidence is provided by the word the Greeks used 
in the beginning to name what we call "truth": a\ti'9eia, unconcealed
ness. The unconcealed stands and resides in the open. Hence the think
ers of the first beginning have also already experienced the original es
sence of truth and have thought it in advance, and so we have no reason 
to question more originally; indeed that would not even be possible. 

To be sure, a distinction has to be made here. It is beyond discussion 
that the Greek thinkers experienced the unconcealedness of beings. But 
it is also undeniable that they did not make unconcealedness itself 



From the first draft [205-206] ' 7 5 

a question, nor was it unfolded in its essence and brought upon its 
ground. Instead, this experience of aXTjdeict got lost. The proof for 
this unique occurrence within the great Greek philosophy is the 
fact that when it was imperative to raise the essence of truth to knowl
edge, aX '̂deux became O U A U D O - I ? (correctness). Nevertheless a last echo 
of the original essence of truth was always retained, without at all being 
able to prevail in the subsequent history of philosophy (cf. Aristotle, 
Met. 6 10). 

All the more pressing, then, is our task of experiencing this original 
essence of truth explicitly and grounding it. The historical necessity of 
the question of truth thus becomes surreptitiously richer in compelling 
power, and the more original essence of truth as openness loses more 
and more its apparent arbitrariness. For reflection on the ground of the 
possibility of correctness, as well as the recollection of the origin of the 
determination of truth as opofrixn.;, both led us to this dark and free-
floating openness itself, unconcealedness. 

At the same time it is clear that the mere change of name, speaking of 
"unconcealedness" instead of "truth," gains us nothing, even if we were 
to attempt what is intrinsically impossible, namely to rejuvenate the pri
mordial Greek experiences from which this word arose, a word that, 
at the same time, first allowed these experiences to be experienced. 
Indeed it is certain that the essence of truth shone to the Greeks 
as aXfj'dcux; and it is equally certain that the Greek thinkers not only 
were incapable of mastering this essence of truth in their thinking but 
did not even put it into question. For Greek Dasein, aX-rjdeia remained 
the most powerful and at the same time the most hidden. 

That the Greek thinkers did not raise the question of the essence and 
the ground of aXTj-iteua itself is not due to an incapacity of their think
ing but, on the contrary, derives from the overpowering force of the pri
mordial task: to speak for the first time of beings themselves as such. 

If we now have to raise the question of truth in a more original way, 
that does not mean we may boast of a superiority. On the contrary. But 
just as litde does it mean that the task is simply to supply a fitting defi
nition of the aVrj-deia which for the Greeks remained unquestioned 
and without further determination. Instead, notwithstanding all origi
nal adherence to the tradition, the task is to experience the essence of 
truth more originally on the basis of our need and to raise it to knowledge. 

6. The abandonment by Being as the need arising from the lack 

of need. The experience of the abandonment of beings by Being 

as need in the coming to light of the belongingness of Being to 

beings and the distinction of Being from beings. 

Our need is so deeply rooted that it is not felt by everyone. This lack of 
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need is die most striking character of the unique need long ago pre
pared in history. Because this need is not felt by everyone, every refer
ence to it is at first unintelligible or at least readily prone to misinter
pretation. We have already spoken of the need arising from the 
"abandonment by Being." We clarified this designation by saying that 
historical man deals with, uses, and changes beings, and thereby expe
riences himself as a being—and the Being of beings does not concern 
him, as if it were the most indifferent. As progress and success show, one 
can certainly dispense with Being. Being will then once in a while, as the 
last remnant of a shadow, haunt mere representations, ones turned 
away from doing and acting and therefore already unreal. If this Being, 
compared to hefty and immediately pressing beings, is so negative and 
keeps its distance from experience and calculation and therefore is dis
pensable, then this cannot at all be called abandonment by Being. For 
abandonment exists only where what belongs indispensably has been 
withdrawn. 

As soon as we speak of the abandonment by Being, we tacitly admit 
that Being belongs to beings and has to belong to beings in order for 
beings to be beings and for man to be a being in the midst of beings. 
The abandonment of beings by Being is therefore experienced as giving 
rise to need as soon as the belonging of Being to beings shines forth and 
the mere fussing with beings becomes questionable. But then, it would 
appear, the need is also already overcome, or at least the first step to 
overcome it has been taken. No. The need has then merely developed to 
a degree of acuteness that renders a decision, indeed tlie decision, inev
itable: eitlier, despite the shining forth of the belonging of Being to be
ings, the question of Being is dismissed and instead the fussing with be
ings is enhanced to gigantic proportions, or that terror we spoke of gains 
power and space and from then on no longer allows the belonging of 
Being to beings to be forgotten and takes as questionable all mere fuss
ing over beings. The lack of need is precisely indifference over this de
cision. 

Whether we are really questioning on the basis of need, and hence 
necessarily, in raising the question of truth and whether and how we 
thereby must already have traversed this decision and how a decisive
ness lies behind our questioning, all that cannot be demonstrated in 
advance—indeed it cannot be demonstrated at all in the usual sense but 
can only be experienced in the course of reflection. If the question of 
truth, as we are putting it in train, is supposed to be nothing else than 
primordial reflection on Being itself, then there would at least be the 
possibility that we are questioning compelled by this need and that con
sequently the leaping ahead can become an impetus to true reflection. 
For where all roads are trodden and nothing more is left that could pass 
as inaccessible, it is already a step toward reflection to learn that some
thing worthy of questioning has remained unquestioned. 

This renewed reference to the enigmatic need arising from the lack 
ol need should make clear to us that even if we could question on the 
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basis of this need and enjoy the privilege of being allowed to question in 
such a way, yet at first and for the most part it would still appear that 
here, as elsewhere, we were merely dissecting words and concepts and 
were fabricating empty theories, perhaps ones even more intricate and 
bizarre. But this too belongs to the enduring of the need arising from 
the lack of need, namely that this appearance be taken over as inevita
ble. 

7. Directive sketch of the essence of truth on the basis of the need 

arising from the abandonment by Being. 

But how are we now supposed to set in motion the leap ahead into the 
essentialization of truth? "Leap ahead" is ambiguous: on the one hand, 
it means that a sketch of the approach run of the genuine leap and of its 
direction would be given in advance, and on the other hand it means 
that in all this an exemplary prior exercise of the leap has already been 
performed. At the beginning of this leaping ahead we know two things: 
(1) critical reflection and historical recollection direct us to the essential
ization of truth as the openness of beings; (2) we attain the essentializa
tion of the truth only by a leap, in virtue of which we come to stand in 
the essentialization, which is not the same as thinking a concept of the 
essence of truth under the guidance of a definition. 

We will initially carry out the leap ahead as a directive sketch of the 
"essence" of truth on the basis of the need arising from the abandon
ment by Being. Even if we do not actually experience this and remain 
insensitive to it, we can still gain in a roundabout fashion an initial 
knowledge of what comes to pass in it. 

a) Openness as the clearing for the vacillating self-

concealment. Vacillating self-concealment as a first 

designation of Being itself. 

We are always comporting ourselves to beings—actual, possible, and 
necessary. We ourselves, as beings, belong in this circuit of beings. Be
ings as a whole are known and familiar to us in a definite way; even 
where we do not turn to beings explicitly, they lie before us and sur
round us as accessible. We shall now deliberately attend to this obvious 
state of affairs that goes unnoticed in our everyday dealings. In so do
ing, we shall put aside all the theories and doctrines which might sug
gest themselves and which presumably have this state of affairs in view 
in some manner or other: e.g., that we are conscious of objects, that a 
subject, and several subjects together, relate to objects, etc. We shall now 
attend only to what precedes all that, and our directive shall be that 
beings—and we ourselves in their midst—lie in a certain sense open. In 
beings, such an openness holds sway. Our first and only effort shall be to 
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draw close to this openness, without falling prey to the temptation to ex
plain it prematurely, after scarcely perceiving it in the roughest manner. 

In this openness, beings are familiar to us and known in different 
ways according to their different regions. Beings stand in a luminosity 
of knowledge and of sovereignty and afford ways and paths of penetra
tion for the most diverse ways of being elaborated, formed, and consid
ered. In every case, beings thereby prove to be independent and 
grounded in themselves. Beings dwell in a luminosity and provide, in 
very different degrees, free access to their autonomy. We may determine 
this closer and recapitulate by saying that beings stand in a luminosity, 
in a light, and allow free access and entrance—they are lighted. We 
speak of a clearing in the woods, a free luminous place. The openness of 
beings is such a clearing. 

But at the same time beings are placed differendy, and indeed not only 
by a being that is not accessible to us, and perhaps never will be, but by 
something concealed which conceals itself precisely when we immerse our
selves in the clearing, submit to the open beings, and are lost to them. That 
is exactly when we heed the least and are most rarely touched by the fact 
that these beings dwelling in the open "are"—or, as we say, "have" a Being. 
This latter, by which beings are distinguished from non-being, and owing 
to which they are and are such and such, does not stand in the clearing but 
in hiddenness. Consequently, the attempt to grasp this Being as if it were a 
being yields emptiness. Being is not merely hidden; it withdraws and con
ceals itself. From this we derive an essential insight: the clearing, in which 
beings are, is not simply bounded and delimited by something hidden but 
by something self-concealing. 

Now, however, if Being is decisive for beings, and knowingly or not 
presses all activity and development of beings, beings we ourselves are 
not and ones we ourselves are, toward the Being of beings, toward what 
and how they are, then the clearing not only proves to be delimited by 
the self-concealing but is for the self-concealing. We can and even must 
understand this determination of the self-concealing—seen in terms of 
the clearing of beings—as a first essential designation of Being itself. 

Since beings, and what is known as beings, stand in the clearing, Be
ing reveals itself in a particular way. Its self-concealment is therefore 
one primordially proper to it. It shows itself and withdraws at the same 
time. This vacillating self-refusal is what is properly lighted up in the 
clearing, and yet for the most part it goes unheeded—corresponding to 
our comportment in the midst of beings. E.g., if we stand in a clearing 
in the woods, we see only what can be found within it: the free place, the 
trees about—and precisely not the luminosity of the clearing itself. As 
little as the openness is simply the unconcealedness of beings, but is the 
clearing for the self-concealing, so little is this self-concealment a mere 
licing-abseni. It is rather a vacillating, hesitant refusal. 

In our recollection and critical deliberation we found that the ground 
of the possibility of "correctness" as the usual concept of truth lies in an 
openness of beings, and that this openness was already experienced in 
the beginning and was named aX-rjdeia. This openness of beings has 
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now shown itself to be the clearing for the vacillating self-concealment, 
which constantly points into the clearing. Accordingly,1 truth is not sim
ply the unconcealedness of beings— ctXiideia—but, more originally un
derstood, is the clearing for the vacillating self-concealment. The name 
"vacillating self-concealment" is a name for Being itself, and, by the 
most preliminary allusion, it implies that the essence of truth is in the 
most intimate way related to Being itself, so intimately that perhaps Be
ing itself is in need of truth for its own most proper essentialization, and 
truth is not a mere supplement to it. 

b) T h e clearing for self-concealment as the supporting 

ground of humanity. Man's grounding of this supporting 

ground as Da-sein. 

An essential step is still outstanding, a step that belongs intrinsically to 
the fulfillment of this preliminary directive sketch of the essence of 
truth. We first characterized truth as the openness of beings (uncon
cealedness). It might appear that the further determination of truth in 
terms of the concealedness inherent in it was merely an ancillary repre
sentation on our part. But the clearing is the clearing for the self-con
cealing, and, above all, the clearing of beings is not something we our
selves merely think or represent. On the contrary, it is something in 
which we ourselves stand and apparently nothing of our own doing. We 
stand in this clearing in such a way that it first opens for us a relation to 
beings—and to ourselves as well. It is the supporting ground of our hu
manity, insofar as this is essentially determined through the distinctive 
ability to relate to beings as such and hence to be determined by beings 
as such. But the clearing of beings is this supporting ground only inso
far as it is the clearing for the vacillating self-concealment, for the en
trance of Being itself into what is lighted up. On the other hand, it also 
holds that if man would not be, then neither could this clearing corn,^ (¡0 
pass. The clearing for the self-concealing—truth—is the supporting 
ground of humanity, and humanity comes to pass only by grounding 
and being exposed to the supporting ground as such. While man stands 
as a bem^nTtheTopenness of beingsrhe musralsoaTthe'same time stand 
in a relation to what is self-concealing. The ground of humanity must 
therefore be grounded through humanity as ground. 

Thus, if we would understand the essence of truth in its essentialization, 
we will have to see that a representation of the correctness of knowledge is 
not sufficient—indeed, even further, that a representation will never attain 
the essentialization of truth. For truth as the clearing for the self-conceal
ing is the ground of humanity—something other than we ourselves are, and 
to which we nevertheless belong and must belong, if we propose to know 
truth originally. Thus the essentialization of truth will be attained only if 
the usual everyday way of being human is successfully dislocated, as it were, 

1. [Reading drmnach for dennoch, following the second edition.—Tr.] 
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and is then allowed to settle on its proper ground. Hence the need of the 
leap, which we can now prepare only as regards its direction. 

Truth, however, is grounded as the ground through that which we call 
Da-sein, that which sustains man and is entrusted to hlrnonly rarely, as both 
donation and destiny, and only to those among men who are creative and 
are grounding. The "Da" [the "there"] refers to that clearing in which be
ings stand as a whole, in such a way that in this "Do" the Being [Sein] of 
open beings shows itself and at the same time withdraws. To1 be this "Pa* is 
a destiny of man, in correspondence to which he grounds that which is it 
self the ground of the highest possibilities of his Being. 

Ever since man has comported himself to beings as such and formed 
himself as a being on the basis of this relation, ever since man has been 
historical, the clearing for the self-concealing must have come to pass. 
Which does not imply that since then this ground of historical humanity 
was experienced as ground and was grounded. It was not by accident 
that this ground was surmised within the Greeks' experience of what 
they called ctVfrdciot. But very soon, and again not accidentally, it was 
misinterpreted and forced into oblivion. The representation of man was 
itself not determined originally, on the basis of his most original es
sence, because that has remained concealed up to this very hour: 
namely, that man is the being which, in the midst of beings, bears the truth of 
Being. Instead, the concept of man was constructed with reference to 
animals and living things in general, i.e., with reference to something 
other than man himself. Man was distinguished from the animal only 
insofar as he was declared to be the "rational animal," a determination 
which is still, in different variations, powerful and respectable today. 
And this non-original determination of man is now also supposed to 
represent the ground for the interpretation of everything proper to 
man as man—his knowledge and his creations, his self-surpassing and 
his self-destruction. The ground of humanity and thereby the essence 
of truth thus remain hidden in their full essentialization. 

It is as if the most extreme need into which man was pressed historically 
—the need arising from the lack of need, the pursuit of truths without a 
relation to truth itself—it is as if this need had to compel him now to reflect 
on the ground of his essence. And should we then be surprised if this 
ground—supposing we could look into it—would open itself up for us pre
cisely as an abyss, since we still live all too much on the basis of the habits of 
a previous age and take the usual and the obvious for the essence? 

c) T h e question of truth, and the dislocation of humanity 

out of its previous homelessness into the ground of its 

essence, i n order for man to become the founder and the 

preserver of the truth of Being. 

As inexorably as genuine questioning throws us back entirely upon our-
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selves and will tolerate no dissent, and as certain as history is grounded 
only in the overcoming of the historiographical, that is how little we can 
detach ourselves from all previous history and place ourselves, as it 
were, in a void. 

We must insist over and over that what is at stake in the question of 
truth as raised here is not simply an alteration of the previous concept 
of truth, nor a supplementation of the usual representation, but a trans
formation of humanity itself. This transformation is not the result of 
new psychological or biological insights. For man is not here the object 
of any sort o f anthropology. O n the contrary, man is here in question in 
the most profound and the most extensive respect, the one properly 
foundational; i.e.. we are questioning man in his relation to Being, ofT 
after the turning, we are questioning Being and its truth in relation to 
man. T h e determination of the essence of truth is accompanied by a 
necessary transformation of man. Both are the same. This transforma
tion signifies the dislocation of humanity out of its previous home—or. 
better, from its homelessness—into the ground of its essence, in order 
for man to become the founder and the preserver of the truth of Being, 
to be the "there," as the ground employed by the essence of Being itself. 

T h e dislocation of humanity—to be this ground—turns man away 
from himself the furthest and into a relation to Being itself. But only 
out of this furthest distance can man truly find himself back, i.e., be who 
he is. 

We have been speaking of "man," expressing ourselves as concisely as 
possible. But the man that concerns us is historical man, which means 
the one who creates history, is sustained by history, and is beset by his
tory. This historical man is not a separate "individual," dragging his past 
behind himself. Nor does it mean several individuals, belonging to
gether in the form of a society. Individuation and society are themselves 
only possible and necessary modes of historical humanity and do not at 
all exhaust it. Historical man: that shall mean for us the unexhausted 
unique fullness of essential human possibilities and necessities, 
specifically—which is decisive here—ones arising from man's relation to 
the truth of Being itself. Questioning on the basis of such a pre-view, we 
would represent precisely the possibility of the beginning of an entirely 
different history, in which the destiny of the single individual as well as 
of society would be determined differendy, so differently that the pre
vious representations could no longer suffice. 

Thus the dislocation of man back into his ground has to be carried 
out in the first place by those few, solitary, and uncanny ones^who in  
various ways as poets, thinkers, as builders and artists, as doersand ac
tors, ground and shelter the truth of Being in beings through the trans
formation o f beings. Through the rigor of the decisions which lie ahead, 
theyTxcome, each in his way and unknown to~the many, a silent sacri 
fice. 

IT we appraise the reflection on this dislocation \VerrOckimg\ o f man 
from the standpoint of sound common sense and"Ttspre38minance, we 
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will reject it as deranged ["verrückt"], to play cleverly with a word, and 
will not even take the pains to reject such reflection but will simply rid
icule it. 

But this will not mislead ones who know, to the extent that there are 
any. For a case which has not yet been mastered is still in the air, the 
latest in the history of German thought, the case of Nietzsche. Fortu
nately, we have the incontrovertible fact that this thinker lapsed into 
madness. By means of this circumstance it is possible to ward off his 
most decisive meditation—the thought of the eternal recurrence of the 
same—in its totally strange character and in the inexorableness of its 
perspectives and questioning, by interpreting it as a precursor of mad
ness and an offspring of despair. But what about that other one, still 
greater, whose poetry was further in advance, namely Hölderlin? 

Have we at all considered sufficiently that something miraculous 
comes to pass whenever the history of the West, in its most profound 
meditations, surmises its unrolling to its end? The miracle is that the 
ones who suffered such meditation, and created it, and hence bore the 
knowledge of what was entirely other, were prematurely torn away from 
the sanity of their Dasein—and this in wholly different ways in their 
own respective domains: Schiller, Hölderlin, Kierkegaard, van Gogh, 
Nietzsche. Did they all merely "break down," as an extrinsic calculation 
would perhaps ascertain, or was a new song sung to them, one that 
never tolerates an "and so forth" but demands the sacrifice of the  
"shortest path" (Hölderlin)? 

These names are like enigmatic signs, inscribed in the most hidden 
ground of our history. We hardly give a thought to the sheer power of 
this series of signs, which is not to say that we would be strong enough to 
understand it. These signs are harbingers of a change of history, lying 
deeper and reaching further than all revolutions" within the compass 
of the activities of men, of peoples, and of their contrivances. Here  
something comes to pass, for which we have no measure and no  
space—at least not yet—and we therefore force it into disfiguration and 
disguise, if we speak about it by means of language as constituted hith
erto. 

So if we are pointing to it in our sketch of the question of truth, then 
that is only meant to indicate how far we are turned away from the real 
path of our history and how much there is need for even the most minor 
power to prepare ourselves and future ones to enter into this path once 
and for all. Such preparation requires, prior to all truths, that truth it
self become a question and a necessity. Necessity arises only from orig
inal need. And this is exactly what we withdraw from the most when we 
steal away on the exits to the past. 

d) The question of the essentialization of truth as the 

question of the essentialization of Being. 

The question of truth is fundamentally the question of the openness for 
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the self-concealing. And what, in an exceptional and unique sense, con
ceals itself in the domain of open beings is Being. We experience this in 
the most prosaic and yet most enigmatic event, namely that beings most 
immediately press upon us and impose themselves and that only beings 
seem to be. But perhaps our seeming to manage, in the domain of be
ings, with beings alone is the most uncanny semblance that plays with 
us, a semblance that certainly prevails constandy and erupts, but which 
can nevertheless be overcome. When we set forth on the path of the 
question of truth, we take pains to overcome this semblance to the effect 
that if beings are, then only beings are open. For openness is on behalf 
of self-concealment. And what conceals itself is Being. Insofar as self-
concealment requires openness, this latter belongs as well to the essen-
tialization of Being. The question of truth is the question of the essen-
tialization of Being. Being, however, is that which needs man as the 
founder and preserver of its truth: man as this or that one, but not sim
ply any man but only the one who bestows to truth its ground and 
home, and who bears the openness for the self-concealing, who is the 
"there" [Da]. That is how truth as the essentialization of Being comes to 
pass, founded in the Da-sein of man, between Being [Setn] and being-
the-there [Da-sein]. 

Truth belongs to the essentialization of Being without exhausting its 
essence. Truth belongs to the appropriating event, and truth belongs to 
Being. That is why the Greeks experienced for the first time, in the 
thinking of beings as such, unconcealedness as the beingness of beings. 
But because they did not ask about Being itself, truth degenerated into 
correctness, became something for itself, and lost the essential relation 
to Being. 

If we now recollect the traditional and ordinary conception of truth 
as correctness and consider that it was finally determined as a relation 
between subject and object, then we can recognize in the subject-object 
relation a very remote layer of that relation between Being and being-
the-there, a layer entirely ignorant of its origin. The question about 
truth begins with this view in order to unfold for the first time its full 
tearing and to lose completely the character of an isolated question. In
deed still more: not only is it inserted into this most extreme and broad
est realm of thoughtful knowledge in general, but the question of truth 
becomes at the same time, in terms of the approach we characterized, 
the first leap into the heart of the basic question of philosophy. 

Therefore it should not be surprising that everything we say beyond 
the ordinary concept of truth will at first, and for a long time, seem very 
strange. Therefore we must all the more assure for ourselves what is al
ready accessible in the tradition as an echo of the original essence of 
truth and which is expressed in the word otXiifleia (unconcealedness). 
In this way our question of truth will become historical in a double re
spect: on the one hand, insofar as there is prepared in it a transforma
tion of humanity hitherto and its relation to beings (and consequently 
the "hitherto" necessarily enters into the discussion) and on the other 
hand, insofar as even the more original determination of the essence of 
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truth already and by necessity appears in the knowledge of truth in the 
first beginning, without being explicitly mastered. Thus what our ques
tion needs for its justification and elucidation, and at the same time for 
the removal of the suspicion of arbitrariness, is an explicit carrying out 
of historical recollection. And only its actual execution will allow us to 
see the extent to which this is distinct from historiographical acquain
tance with past opinions on truth. 

III. Recollection of the first shining forth of the essence 
of truth as d:\Tj-9eia (unconcealedness). 

8. Recollection of the first knowledge of truth at the beginning of 

Western philosophy as an indication of the proper question of the 

more original essence of truth as openness. 

The recollection of the first knowledge of truth at the beginning of 
Western philosophy should serve to indicate what is announced in the 
essence of truth as openness regarding essential relations, even if there 
they are undetermined and ungrounded. The carrying out of this rec
ollection is more difficult than might appear at first sight. What the 
Greeks thought about truth has been known for a long time and has 
been presented in a more or less full account ever since there has been 
historiographical research into the history of philosophy. Of course, 
these historiographical reports have been guided by the traditional con
cept of truth as correctness. Thus we discover what the Greeks said 
about truth in that sense, and we can observe how far they progressed in 
the unfolding of this concept of truth and to what extent they fell short. 
We find only what we seek, and in historiography we are seeking only 
what we may know in relation to the guiding concept of truth as cor
rectness. We are thereby precisely not seeking unconcealedness. 

To be at all able to carry out the recollection of the first shining forth 
of the essence of truth as o\tj{)€ict, we ourselves must have already 
asked about the more original essence of truth as the openness of be
ings. We are thus moving in the well-known circle of all understanding 
and interpretation. Conversely, one could now say that if we have al
ready inquired into the original essence of truth and consequently have 
at our command a knowledge of it, then it is superfluous to drag the 
past back in. Our foregoing considerations have already eliminated this 
objection and its very foundations. From now on it is to be noted that we 
can focus on the first shining forth of oVrjdetct only if we ourselves at 
the same time, and above all, investigate the original essence. We will 
better see the essential the more decisive our questioning is and in that 
way encounters past history. 

The carrying out of the recollection of the first shining forth 
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of àXriûeiot conies down to a discussion of the essential steps of the ba
sic movement o f the great Greek philosophy, whose beginning and end 
are attached to the names Anaximander and Aristotle. What later arises 
as so-called "Greek philosophy" has anodier character, no longer the 
original; what we then have are either scholastic trends in the wake of 
Plato and Aristode, or practical-moral philosophies like those of the 
Stoa and Epicurus, or even attempts at a renaissance of the ancient 
Greek philosophy under the influence of Christian faith or the religious 
systems of later antiquity, renaissances which go by the name of Neopla-
tonism. Subsequently, all these "philosophies" became historically more 
influential than the genuine and originally great Greek philosophy. T h e 
ground of this fact resides in the linkage with Christianity. T h e great 
Greek philosophy fell more and more into oblivion, and when it was in
deed sought out it was completely covered over. That Aristode became 
the principal master of "philosophy" in the middle ages does not con
tradict this, for on the one hand what was called philosophy in medieval 
times was not philosophy but only a preamble of reason on behalf of 
theology, as required by faith. And , on the other hand, Aristode was 
precisely therefore not understood in the Greek way, i.e., on the basis of 
the primordial thought and poetry of Greek Dasein, but in a medieval 
fashion, i.e., in an Arabic-Jewish-Christian way. 

The first attempt at a philosophical reflection on the beginning of 
Western philosophy, and hence on the great philosophy of the Greeks, 
was carried out by Hegel on the basis of the system he himself elabo
rated. The second attempt, entirely different in direction and character, 
is the work of Nietzsche. Yet neither of these two attempts to restore the 
broken bond with the Greeks—employing a creative recollection to 
make essential for us what was essential for them, i.e., not merely imi
tating the Greeks or taking them over—is original enough, because they 
were not ignited or supported by the question, the one through which 
the primordial Greek thinking must surpass itself and enter into an
other beginning. 

9. Articulation of the historical recollection 
in five steps of reflection. 

The heart of this question is the question of truth as we have developed 
it. The carrying out of the recollection of the first shining forth 
of a\Ty8€ic<—in the sense of a discussion of the essential steps of the 
basic movement of the great Greek philosophy between Anaximander 
and Aristotle—is impossible within the framework of these lectures. To 
l>e sure, neither can we take as a substitute the extensive scholarly re
search of the historiography of philosophy. This research knows all the 
names and doctrines and writings and presents them time and again. It 
can draw all the lines of connection between the thinkers and all their 
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dependencies on one another, but philosophy itself does not thereby 
make an appearance, for no real question is asked—and that is because, 
as ones who have come later, and specifically as people of today, we can 
claim to know better, and already do know everything much better, than 
these old thinkers did. 

The recollection of the first shining forth of a\f|$eia, as we require 
it and which we hold to be possible only on the basis of the question of 
truth, may be articulated in five levels of reflection: 

1. The unexpressed flaming up of aXijdeux in the pronouncements 
of Anaximander. 

2. The first unfoldings of ctXirjdcia, though not ones explicitly di
rected to a foundation, in Heraclitus, Parmenides, the tragic poets, and 
Pindar. 

3. The last glimmering of aX-rj-fteioc within the question of beings (T£ 
T 6 <5V) as the basic philosophical question in Plato and Aristotle. 

4. The extinguishing of aX-fydeiot and its transformation into ououocas 
(correctness). 

5. The mediate and mediated transition from aXfj'deia to ofioCums 
on the by-way over incorrectness (falsity—t)»ew8os). 

For the purpose of these lectures, we will follow only the middle 
of these five levels, the third, and even then only the last glimmering 
of dtXT)deux in Plato. We will do so, of course, not in the mode of an 
empty survey of Platonic philosophy but by participating in Plato's phi
losophizing. All of his dialogues, indeed nearly every fragment of his 
dialogues, direct us mediately or immediately to the question of 
a\-rjueia. We will choose, however, a pre-eminent fragment from a di

alogue, which not only deals explicitly with aX'rjdeia, but also displays a 
pre-eminent character in the very way of dealing with it, insofar as Plato 
there, as we say, speaks in an "allegory." 
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Need (the need arising from the lack of need: the abandonment of be
ings by Being) determines the necessity (of the question of the truth of 
Being); the necessity determines the direction of the question (the ques
tion of the Being of truth) as a preliminary question and hence deter
mines the content of truth, the sphere of its essence. 

Truth: as overcoming the end, not correctness; as a transition to an
other beginning, not ¿\Tjdeux. And yet only "not"; but ctXTjdeict more 
originally as such: openness; the openness in itself: as it holds sway orig
inally: Da-sein. 

It is not the mere critical exposition of the prevailing concept of 
truth, but the necessity of the present need, that determines the essen
tial approach to truth. Therefore that critical discussion—apparently 
coming from nowhere like a bolt from the blue—is already determined 
from the experienced necessity of the question of truth, which springs 
forth from the end of metaphysics to the beginning of the truth of Be
ing (appropriating event). 

The displacement, according to which man is at once posited both into 
the free space of the daring act of creating and into the unprotectedness 
of the perseverance of his dwelling. Both of these belong to the essence 
of the openness of the "in-between"; both become especially important 
in the question of how this openness as such is supposed to be 
grounded. But both are submerged, turned around, and distorted if, 
out of that dislocation into the primordial essence, man issues forth as 
the rational animal; and that is what actually happened. 
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Openness is not only the condition of the possibility of the correctness of 
an assertion. As such a condition it appears for the first time only in the 
subsequent critical reference. But to be such a condition does not exhaust 
the essence of openness, nor does it touch the heart of this essence. For 
openness expresses something even more original than ctXtideia, not only 
the unconcealedness of present beings, but also what is illuminated in the 
clearing and the clearing itself, in which an unconcealed being can stand 
forth in the first place. 

What is this clearing in the midst of beings? What must it be, so that in it 
beings can encounter and belong to one another? Where is its ground and 
how does this illuminated "in the midst" come to presence, into which man is 
displaced by disposition and which he has to occupy and preserve in the for
bearance of his creative activity? The openness of the illuminated "in-be
tween," in which man comes to stand, reveals itself in this way as the ground of  
humanity itself—not of some sort of universal humanity, but of that man who  
by means of the question of the essence of truth as openness first raises the  
question of whoTîeîs. In our retrospective sketch of the beginning of Western 
thinking, we said that man was determined there as the custodian of the un
concealedness of beings and later declined into the rational animal. In asking 
about the more original essence of truth as the openness of beings, the ques
tion of who man is first attains its keen edge and its necessity. For this question 
now asks whether man really is the steward of the essence of truth and 
whether all his truths and correctnesses do not remain fragmentary and pre
liminary, as long as and as often as he forgets this stewardship. 

The essence of openness is not exhausted there but is more original. 
That is the reference of what was said about disposition and its dislocat
ing and casting asunder of beings. 

Openness is not only what makes this possible—i.e., a particular hu
man comportment, the predicating and judging about objects—but is 
what makes man himself possible in the first place, insofar as he is fi
nally and genuinely understood in terms of that which his Western his
tory primordially throws him into, in order that, as it seems, at first he 
would not grasp it but would only disfigure it by forgetting it. 

And what is this? The fact that man is not only—as we interpreted 
him in our retrospective sketch—the preserver of the unconcealedness 
of beings but is the steward of the openness of Being itself, in who~se~ 
play of space and time beings first come to be beings (more so and less). 
Then this would be the décision of future mankind and the preparation 
ol the present, that man of today might overcome himself and his truth. 
and instead of continuing on, i.e., continuously treading in the same 
place, might find His essence out of a more original ground and begin to 
become tna^essence—namely, the guardian of thetruth of Being. 

Openness comes to pass as die clearing of self-concealment, as the "there" 
[Da] in the grounding-there [Da-erùndune\ of SeTnVthe-there \Da-sHn\. 



EDITOR'S AFTERWORD 

T h i s vo lume, n u m b e r 45 i n the series, is the text o f a lecture 
course M a r t i n He idegger presented one h o u r per week d u r i n g 
the W in t e r semester 1937-1938 at the Univers i ty o f F re iburg . 
T h e course bore the same title as this book a n d is pub l i shed here 
for the first d m e . 

T h e editor had available Heidegger's own manuscript as well as 
two different typed transcriptions o f it which Heidegger charged 
Fritz Heidegger [his brother] to prepare a n d a th i rd typescript by 
H i ldegard Feick. T h e manuscript at hand is i n G e r m a n script and 
presents the text o f the lectures fully elaborated and formulated. 
T h e manuscr ipt begins with pages a through d and then continues 
with sheets numbered 1 through 50; occasionally, a number is used 
for more than one page by virtue o f a small letter added to it. T h e 
manuscript also includes the "recapitulations." These are o n sepa
rate pages a n d are again fully elaborated and formulated. 
Heidegger annotated them with the page number o f the manu
script to which they refer and inserted them himsel f in the appro
priate places. T h e written text o f the lectures and recapitulations 
proceeds without a break o n the left-hand side o f the page, and the 
wr i t ing is crosswise. Heidegger reserved the right side for supple
ments, corrections, and marginal remarks. 

T h e second t ranscr ipt ion by Fr i tz He idegge r fol lowed the first 
after some t ime a n d is d is t inguished f r om the ear l ier by incor
pora t ing the emendat ions He idegger had in t roduced in to the 
manuscr ipt . T h e first copy o f this second transcr ipt ion is extant 
in b o u n d f o r m , and , as the hand-s igned dedicat ion attests, 
He idegger presented it to V i l i Szilasi o n his sixtieth birthday. 
T h e handwr i t t en title page bears the motto: "Attn. »|nrx"r| 
CTO9(OT&TTI xct i cxpixm\ (Heracl i tus 118): dispassionate s o u l — 
wisest a n d most noble . " T h e typescript He idegger instructed 
H i l d ega rd Feick to prepare incorporates a n u m b e r o f his h a n d 
writ ten revisions o f this gift copy for W i l h e l m Szilasi. 

T h e editor worked entirely within the framework marked out by 
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the directives Heidegger h imse l f gave for the proper preparation 
o f his texts for publication. T h e transcriptions were checked several 
times both against the or ig ina l manuscript and against one another. 
Some misreadings were discovered. Furthermore, beyond the first 
handwritten emendat ion o f the manuscript, which was already i n 
corporated into the second transcription o f Fritz Heidegger, the 
manuscript o f the lecture was reworked by Heidegger once again, 
this time more l ighdy and for the most part l imited to matters o f 
style, all i n accord with the directives he himsel f conveyed to the ed
itors o f his writings. T h i s revision was also incorporated into the 
present volume. In addi t ion, the second transcription produced by 
Fritz Heidegger was also subject to a few m ino r handwrit ten cor
rections and a larger handwri t ten reworking o f that part o f the text 
which comprises §§36-38 o f the present volume. T h i s reworking, 
however, does not exceed the level o f the reflection inherent i n the 
lectures as del ivered. 

Since, o n the whole , the manuscr ip t o f the lectures, i n c l u d i n g 
the recapitulat ions, contains no divis ions, the text was subse-
quendy art iculated meaning fu l l y into sections. He idegger h i m 
self largely at tended to the n u m b e r i n g o f the sections; where 
necessary, this was revised a n d made u n i f o r m by the editor. T h e 
ed i tor also de leted the epithets a n d interjections, characteristic 
o f the lecture style but d i s tu rb ing i n a p r in t ed text, to the extent 
that they were not already str icken by He idegger himsel f . 

To present a detai led table o f contents, the text was thor 
ough ly art iculated a n d titles were given to each segment. A c c o r d 
i n g to Heidegger 's direct ive, such a table was to substitute for an 
index o f names a n d subjects, someth ing he d i d not at a l l want. 
T h e manuscr ip t o f the lecture contains on ly two tides: that o f the 
present second chapter o f the preparatory part as wel l as the tide 
o f the ma in part . T h e ar t i cu la t ion o f the text into preparatory 
a n d ma in parts, the fu r the r part i t ion into chapters a n d sections, 
the d iv is ion o f the latter in to subsections, a n d a l l the titles, w i th 
the except ion o f the two jus t ment ioned , were the work o f the 
editor. These tides were d rawn exclusively f r o m the words 
He idegger h imse l f emp loyed i n the respective segment. 

T h e quotat ion marks su r round ing many words correspond 
faithfully to their occurrence in the handwritten manuscript. In or
der not to interfere with the text by introduc ing an interpretation, 
Heidegger's distinctive way o f wr i t ing "Seyn" [archaic f o rm o f 
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"Sein," "Be ing" ] and "Sein" was also carr ied over f rom the manu
script, even where a correcdon might have suggested itself f r om the 
context. 

T h e few footnotes in this vo lume derive wi thout except ion 
f rom He idegge r and were only supp lemented bibl iographical ly . 
In ver i fy ing the citations, Heidegger 's own copies o f the texts 
were consul ted . 

Page 81 o f this vo lume contains a reference He idegge r i n 
serted in the cont inuous text o f the manuscr ip t a n d put i n pa
rentheses: " (Unsa id : the passing o f the last god . C f . : Vom Ereig
nis)." H e is r e f e r r ing here to his most comprehensive , sti l l 
unpub l i shed , treatise f r o m the years 1936-1938, wh ich he h i m 
self relegated to the t h i r d m a i n d iv i s ion o f his col lected works. 
T h e "of f ic ia l t i t le" o f this manuscr ip t—as He idegger says at the 
beg inn ing o f the treatise—is Beiträge zur Philosophie [ "Cont r ibu
tions to Ph i losophy" ] , but its "essential subt ide " is Vom Ereignis 
[ "On the A p p r o p r i a t i n g Event" ] . Ever since that treatise, " a p p r o 
pr ia t ing event" has been the g u i d i n g t e rm o f his t h i n k i n g , as 
He idegger notes i n a marg ina l r emark to his "Le t t e r o n h u m a n 
i s m " (Cf. Wegmarken, GA 9, p. 316). 

T h e first appendix o f the present volume, " T h e question o f 
t ruth"—inser ted i n the manuscript before the beg inning o f the 
main part—bears, near the tide, the parenthetical remark, "No t to 
be del ivered." T h e first draft o f the lectures was prov id ing for them 
to be worked out according to the ten divisions listed i n that out
line. T h i s p lan was stopped short and abandoned, a n d Heidegger 
decided to elaborate the ma in part o f the lectures exclusively unde r 
the title which stands first i n the outl ine, namely "Foundat ional is
sues in the question o f t ru th . " Pages 19-36 o f the first draft are pre
served, however, and they are pr inted here as the second appendix . 
Th i s fragmentary text begins with the conclusion o f division I and 
continues with the complete division II and the incomplete division 
III. Th i s fragment, too, is fully elaborated and formulated in the 
manuscript a n d was inc luded in Fritz Heidegger's first transcrip
tion. T h e articulation o f the divisions into sections with arabic n u 
merals and the formulat ion o f the titles o f these sections are the 
work o f the editor. Bo th supplements, to §§40 and 41, were in 
serted as such by Heidegger into his handwritten manuscr ipt and 
were inc luded in both typescripts o f Fritz Heidegger. 
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I owe great thanks to H e r m a n n Heidegger , the admin is t ra tor 
o f his father's l i terary remains by the latter's own last wi l l a n d tes
tament, for his conf idence, co l laborat ion, a n d the generous d i a 
logue which accompan ied a l l my edi tor ia l work. 

I also express my co rd ia l thanks to H a r t m u t Tiet jen for his 
he lp fu l assistance i n the preparat ion o f this vo lume. I thank 
Luise Michae lsen for her very thorough a n d careful co l labora
t ion i n r ead ing the proofs . I thank H a n s - H e l m u t h G a n d e r for a 
large share o f the p roo f r ead ing as well as for fa i thful he lp i n var
ious stages o f the work ; the repeated compar i son o f the di f ferent 
texts fell to h i m . I also express my grat i tude to Sonja Wolf , o f the 
Fre iburg S e m i n a r for Classical Phi lology, for the final inspect ion 
o f the page proofs . 

F r i edr i ch-Wi lhe lm von H e r r m a n n 
Fre iburg i . B r . , J u l y 1984 

AFTERWORD T O T H E SECOND EDITION 

T h i s second ed i t ion has corrected the few typographica l er
rors i n the first. 

Unde r the tide, " F r o m a discussion o f the question o f t ru th , " 
M a r t i n He idegger publ ished a slighdy revised extract o f the text o f 
the present lecture course (printed here on pages 78-81) i n a small 
almanac o f Neske Publishers, o n the occasion o f their tenth ann i 
versary (Zehn Jahne Neske Verlag. P ful l ingen, 1962, pp . 19-23). T h e 
editor neglected to inc lude this information i n his afterword to the 
first edit ion a n d hereby makes up for that omission. 

In his a f terword to the first ed i t ion , (p. 191), the ed i to r ex
p la ined Heidegger 's reference (on page 81 o f the present vol
ume) to the manuscr ip t "Vom Ereignis" by a l l ud ing to the major 
work Beiträge zur Philosophie, which was at that t ime stil l u n p u b 
l ished. I n the meanwhi le , this manuscr ip t has come out , mark
i n g the one h u n d r e d t h anniversary o f Heidegger 's b i r th , as the 
th i rd ma in d iv i s ion o f his col lected works (Gesamtausgabe B d . 65). 

For more part iculars o n the special re lat ion the present lecture 
course f r om the W in t e r semester 1937-1938 has to the Beiträge 
zur Philosophie, which was worked out between 1936 a n d 1938, 

see the editor 's a f terword to the latter vo lume, p. 513f. 

Fr iedr i ch-Wi lhe lm von H e r r m a n n 
Fre iburg i . Br . , M a r c h 1992 
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