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“Wood” is an old name for forest. In the wood there are paths,
mostly overgrown, that come to an abrupt stop where the wood is
untrodden.

They are called Holzwege.

Each goes its separate way, though within the same forest. It often
appears as if one is identical to another. But it only appears so.
Woodcutters and forest keepers know these paths. They know what
it means to be on a Holzweg.
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Translators’ preface

Holzwege — here translated as Off the Beaten Track - is the title Heidegger
gave to this collection of six essays and lectures which was first published in
1950. The essays and lectures themselves span a littlec more than a decade,
from 1935 to 1946. The text used for this translation is taken from the sev-
enth editdon of Holzwege, which is itself based on volume V of the Gesamt-
ausgabe. The notes at the foot of the page are Heidegger’s own, generally
marginalia or other notes in his working copies of the texts (see the “Editor’s
epilogue,” translated below, for further bibliographical informaton).
Where these notes refer to works that have been translated into English, ref-
erences to the original texts have been replaced by references to these trans-
ladons. Where no such translations exist, references to the German texts re-
main. The notes at the end of the volume are the translators’ and are limited
to identfying the sources of quotations and otherwise providing a minimwn
of informaton that seems helpful to readers of Heidegger in English.

In endting his work Holzwege, literally, “Iimber Tracks,” or “Forest
Paths,” Heidegger chose a term that carefully balances positive and negative
implications. On the onc hand, a Holzweg is a timber track that leads to a
clearing in the forest where timber is cut. On the other, it is a track that used
to lead to such a place but is now overgrown and leads nowhere. I1ence, in
a popular German idiom, to be “on a Holzweg” is to be on the wrong track
or in a cul-de-sac. A translaton of Heidegger’s note on the title appcars at
the beginning of the book, where it is found in most German editions. It
is in order to capture something of I1cidegger’s dual meaning that we have
adopted the dde “Off the Beaten Track.”

Fach translator bears primary responsibility for three of the six essays:
Julian Young translated “The Origin of the Work of Art,” “The Age of the
World Picture,” and “Anaximander’s Saying”; Kenneth Haynes translated
the others. Fach read the other’s work closely, and translated in awareness
of the other; nonetheless, in our collaboradon we did not aim to eliminate
all differences in style.

ix



TRANSLATORS' PREFACE

We have translated “Sein” as “being,” preferring a lower-case “b” to
a capital. This choice has not been made in order to take a stand in the
controversy over the possible religious or quasi-religious implicatons of
Heidegger's vocabulary. In fact, both translators agree with Julian Young’s
descripton of a fundamental ambiguity in Heidegger’s use of the word Sein,
which refers sometimes to presence, the ground of beings, the fundamental
horizon of disclosure; and sometimes to this disclosure along with what is
not disclosed or made intelligible (Heidegger’s Later Philosophy, Cambridge
University Press, 2002, chapter 1). That is, like the word “day,” which may
refer either to the period of daylight or to the period of both daylight and
night, Heidegger’s use of Sein must be read in context. However, it would
have been unduly intrusive to translate sometimes with a capital “B” and
sometimes without. Since some passages require the lower-case “b,” we
have translated Sein in this way throughout.

We have not generally attempted to reproduce Heidegger’s word-play,
since such attempts usually require very unidiomatic writing, which would
give a false impression of the way Heidegger writes, in addition to obscuring
his sense. However, rather than lose the word-play, we have often included
the key German words in square brackets. The German has been included
at other instances, when it seemed important to alert the reader to recur-
rences of crucial German words, when the German was particularly rich in
meaning, or on the few occasions when we required some latitude in the
English transladon. The glossary has been kept short since the German
has often been included in the main body of the translaton; it is mainly
concerned with words translated in several ways.



The Origin of the Work of Art*

Origin® means here that from where and through which a thing is what it
is and how it is. That which something is, as it is, we call its nature [Wesen].
The origin of something is the source of its nature. The question of the
origin of the artwork asks about the source of its nature. According to the
usual view, the work arises out of and through the activity of the artist. But
through and from what is the artist that® which he is? Through the work;
for the German proverb “the work praises the master” means that the work
first lets the artst emerge as a master of art. The artist is the origin of the
work. The work is the origin of the artst. Neither is without the other.
Nonetheless ncither is the sole support of the other. Artist and work are
each, in themselves and in their reciprocal relaton, on account of a third
thing, which is prior to both; on account, that is, of that from which both
artst and artwork sake their names, on account of art.

As the artist is the origin of the work in a necessarily different way from
the way the work is the origin of the artist, so it is in yet another way, quite
certainly, that art is the origin of both artist and work. But can, then, art
really be an origin? Where and how does art exist? Art - that is just a word

3 Reclam edition, 1960. The project [Versuch) (1935-37) inadequate on account of the inap-
propriate use of the name “truth” for the still-withheld clearing and the cleared. Sce “I{egel
and the Greeks” in Patbmarks, ed. W. McNeill (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998), pp- 332ff; “The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking” in Time und Being,
trans. J. Stambaugh (New York: Harper and Row, 1972), p. 70 (footnote). — Art the usc of
the bringing-forth of the clearing of the self-concealing in the Ereignis - the hidden given
form.

Bringing-forth and forming; see “Spruche und Heimat™ in Denkerfabrungen 1910-1976
(Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 1983), pp. 87-112.

Reclam edition, 1960. Capable of being misunderstood this wlk of “origin.”

¢ Reclam edition, 1960: he who he is.



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

to which nothing real any longer corresponds. It may serve as a collectve
notdon under which we bring what alone of art is real: works and artists.
Even if the word art is to signify more than a collective notion, what is
meant by the word could only be based on the reality of works and artists.
Or are matters the other way round? Do work and artist exist only insofar?
as art exists, exists, indeed, as their origin?

Whatever we decide, the question of the origin of the artwork turns into
the question of the nature of art. But since it must remain open whether and
how there is art at all, we will attempt to discover the nature of art where
there is no doubt that art genuinely prevails. Art presences in the art-work
[Kunst-werk]. But what and how is a work of art?

What art is we should be able to gather from the work. What the work
is we can only find out from the nature of art. It is easy to see that we
arc moving in a circle. The usual understanding demands that this cir-
cle be avoided as an offense against logic. It is said that what art is may
be gathered from a comparative study of available artworks. But how can
we be certain that such a study is really based on artworks unless we know
beforehand what art is? Yet the nature of art can as little be derived from
higher concepts as from a collection of characteristics of existing artworks.
For such a derivation, too, already has in view just those determinations
which are sufficient to ensure that what we are offering as works of art
are what we already take to be such. The collecting of characteristics from
what exists, however, and the derivation from fundamental principles are
impossible in exactly the same way and, where practiced, are a self-delusion.

So we must move in a circle. This is neither ad hoc nor deficient. ‘To enter
upon this path is the strength, and to remain on it the feast of thought —
assuming that thinking is a craft. Not only is the main step from work to
art, like the step from art to work, a circle, but every individual step that we
attemnpt circles within this circle.

In order to discover the nature of art that really holds sway in the work
let us approach the actual work and ask it what and how it is.

Everyone is familiar with artworks. One finds works of architecture and
sculpture erected in public places, in churches, and in private homes. Art-
works from the most diverse ages and peoples are housed in collections
and exhibitons. If we regard works in their pristne reality and do not
deceive oursclves, the following becomes evident: works are as naturally
present as things. The picture hangs on the wall like a hunting weapon or

? Reclam edition, 196o0. It gives art (Es die Kunst gibt ).



THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART

a hat. A painting — for example van Gogh’s portrayal of a pair of peasant
shoes - travels from one exhibition to another. Works are shipped like coal
from the Ruhr or logs from the Black Forest. During the war Hélderlin’s
hymns were packed in the soldier’s knapsack along with cleaning equip-
ment. Beethoven’s quartets lie in the publisher’s storeroom like potatoes in
a cellar.

Every work has this thingly character. What would they be without it?
But perhaps we find this very crude and external approach to the work
offensive. It may be the conception of the artwork with which the freight-
handler or the museum charlady operates, but we are required to take the
works as they are encountered by those who experience and enjoy them.
Yet even this much-vaunted “aesthetic experience” cannot evade the thing-
liness of the artwork. The stony is in the work of architecture, the wooden
in the woodcarving, the colored in the painting, the vocal in the linguis-
tic work, the sounding in the work of music. The thingly is so salient in
the artwork that we ought rather to say the opposite: the architectural
work is in the stone, the woodcarving in the wood, the painting in the
color, the linguistic work in the sound, the work of music in the note.
“Obviously,” it will be replied. What, however, is this obvious thingliness
in the artwork?

Given that the artwork is something over and above its thingliness, this
inquiry will probably be found unnecessary and disconcerting. This some-
thing else in the work constitutes its artistic nature. The artwork is indeed
a thing that is made, but it says something other than the mere thing itself
is, &\Ao &yopevel. The work makes publicly known something other than
itself, it manifests something other: it is an allegory. In the artwork some-
thing other is brought into conjunction with the thing that is made. The
Greek for “to bring into conjunction with” is cupP&AAewv. The work is a
symbol.

Allegory and symbol provide the conceptual framework from within
whose perspective the artwork has long been characterized. Yet this one
element that makes another manifest is the thingly element in the artwork.
It seems almost as though the thingliness in the artwork is the substructure
into and upon which the other, authentic, element is built. And is it not this
thingly element which is actually produced by the artist’s craft?

We wish to hit upon the immediate and complete reality of the artwork,
for only then will we discover the real art within it. So what we must do,
first of all, is to bring the thingliness of the work into view. For this we
need to know, with sufficient clarity, what a thing is. Only then will we be
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OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

able to say whether or not an artwork is a thing - albeit a thing to which
something else adheres. Only then will we be able to decide whether the
work is something fundamentally different and not a thing at all.

THE TIIING AND THE WORK

What, in truth, is a thing insofar as it is a thing? When we ask this question
we wish to know the thing-being (the thingliness) of the thing. The point is
to learn the thingliness of the thing. To this end we must become acquainted
with the sphere within which are to be found all those beings which we have
long called things.

The stone on the path is a thing, as is the clod of earth in the field. The
jug is a thing, and the well beside the path. But what should we say about
the milk in the jug and the water in the well? These, too, are things, if
the cloud in the sky and the thistle in the field, if the leaf on the autumn
wind and the hawk over the wood are properly called things. All these must
indeed be called things, even though we also apply the term to that which,
unlike the above, fails to show itself, fails to appear. One such thing which
does not, itself, appear — a “thing in itself” in other words - is, according to
Kant, the world as a totality. Another such example is God himself. Things
in themselves and things that appear, every being that in any way exists,
count, in the language of philosophy, as “things.”

These days, airplanes and radios belong among the things that are closest
to us. When, however, we refer to “last things,” we think of something quite
different. Death and judgment, these are the last things. In general, “thing”
applies to anything that is not simply nothing. In this signification, the
artwork counts as a thing, assuming it to be some kind of a being. Yet this
conception of the thing, in the first instance at least, docs not help us in our
project of distinguishing between beings which have the being of things and
beings which have the being of works. And besides, we hesitate to repeat
the designation of God as a “thing.” We are similarly reluctant to take the
farmer in the field, the stoker before the boiler, the teacher in the school to
be a “thing.” A human being is not a thing. True, we say of a young girl who
has a task to perform thatis beyond her that she is “too young a thing.” But
this is only because, in a certain sense, we find human being to be missing
here and think we have to do, rather, with what constitutes the thingliness
of the thing. We are reluctant to call even the deer in the forest clearing,
the beetle in the grass, or the blade of grass “things.” Rather, the hammer,
the shoe, the ax, and the clock are things. Even they, however, are not mere
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THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART

things. Only the stone, the clod of earth, or a piece of wood count as that:
what is lifeless in nature and in human usage. It is the things of nature and
usage that are normally called things.

We thus see ourselves returned from the broadest domain in which ev-
crything is a thing (thing =res = ens =a being) - including cven the “first
and last things” — to the narrow region of the merc thing. “Mere,” here,
means, first of all, the pure thing which is simply a thing and nothing more.
But then italso means “nothing but a thing,” in an almost disparaging sense.
It is the mere thing — a category which excludes even the things that we use -
which counts as the actual thing. In what, now, does the thingliness of things
such as this consist? It is in reference to these that it must be possible to
determinc the thingliness of the thing. Such a determination puts us in a
position to characterize thingliness as such. Thus equipped, we will be able
to indicate that almost tangible reality of the work in which something other
inheres.

Now it is a well-known fact that, since antiquity, as soon as the question
was raised as to what beings as such are, it was the thing in its thingness
which thrust itself forward as the paradigmatic being. It follows that we are
bound to encounter the delineation of the thingness of the thing already
present in the traditional interpretation of the being. Thus all we need to do,
in order to be relieved of the tedious effort of making our own inquiry into
the thingliness of the thing, is to grasp explicitly this traditional knowledge
of the thing. So commonplace, in a way, are the answers to the question of
what a thing is that one can no longer sense anything worthy of questioning
lying behind them.

The interpretations of the thingness of the thing which predominate in
the history of Western thought have long been self-evident and are now in
cveryday use. They may be reduced to three.

A mere thing is, to take an example, this block of granite. It is hard, heavy,
extended, massive, unformed, rough, colored, partly dull, partly shiny. We
can notice all these features in the stonc. We take note of its characteristics.
Yet such characteristics represent something proper to the stone. They are
its properties. The thing has them. The thing? What are we thinking of if we
now call the thing to mind? Obviously the thing is not merely a collection
of characteristics, and neither is it thc aggregate of those properties through
which the collection arises. The thing, as everyone thinks he knows, is that
around which the properties have gathered..One speaks, then, of the core
of the thing. The Grecks, we are told, called it T6 Umokefpevov. This core of
the thing was its ground and was always there. But the characteristics are
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OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

called T& oupPePrkdTa: that which always appears and comes forth along
with the core.

These designations are by no means arbitrary. Within them speaks some-
thing which lies beyond the scope of this essay: the Grecks’ fundamental
experience of the being of beings in the sense of presence. It is through
these determinations, however, that the interpretaton of the thingness
of the thing is grounded that will henceforth become standard and the
Western interpretation of the being of beings established. The process be-
gins with the appropriation of the Greek words by Roman-Latin thought;
Utrokelpevov becomes subiectum, irdovracis substantia, and oupPePnxos acci-
dens. ‘T'his translaton of Greek names into Ladn is by no means without
consequences — as, even now, it is sdll held to be. Rather, what is concealed
within the apparently literal, and hence faithful, transladon is a #rznslation
[Ubersetzen) of Greck experience into a different mode of thinking. Roman
thinking takes over the Greek words without the corvesponding and equiprimor-
dial experience of what they say, without the Gireek word. The rootlessness of
Western thinking begins with this transladon.

It is generally held that the definidon of the thingness of the thing in
terms of substance and accidents appears to capture our natural view of
things. No wonder, then, that the way we comport ourselves to things — the
way we address ourselves to, and talk about, them — has accommodated itself
to this commonplace outlook on things. The simple declarative sentence
consists of a subject— the Latin transladon, and that means transformadon,
of Urmrokeipevov — and predicate, which expresses the thing’s characteristics.
Who would dare to threaten this simple and fundamensal relationship be-
tween thing and sentence, between the structure of the sentence and the
structure of the thing? Nonetheless, we must ask: is the structure of the
simple declarative sentence (the nexus of subject and predicate) the mirror
image of the structure of the thing (the union of substance and accidents)?
Or is it merely that, so represented, the structure of the thing is a projection
of the structure of the sentence?

What could be more obvious than that man transposes the way he com-
prchends things in statements into the structure of the thing itself? Yet this
view, apparently critical but in reality overly hasty, has first to explain how
the transposition of the sentence structure into the thing could be possible
without the thing first becoming visible. The issue as to what comes first
and provides the standard, the structure of the sentence or that of the thing,
remains, to this day, undecided. It may even be doubted whether, in this
forin, it is capable of a decision.



THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF ART

In fact, itis the case neither that sentendal structure provides the standard
for projecting the structure of the thing nor that the latteris simply mirrored
in the former. The structure of both sentence and thing derive, in their
natures and the possibility of their mutual relatedness, from a common and
more primordial source. In any case, this first of our interpretatdons of the
thingness of the thing — thing as bearer of characteristics - is, in spite of its
currency, not as natural as it seems. What presents itself to us as natural,
one may suspect, is merely the familiarity of a long-established habit which
has forgotten the unfamiliarity from which it arose. And yet this unfamiliar
source once struck man as strange and caused him to think and wonder.

The reliance on the customary interpretation of the thing is only ap-
parently well founded. Moreover, this conception of the thing (the bearer
of characteristics) is applied not only to the mere, the actual, thing but to
any being whatever. It can never help us, therefore, to distnguish beings
which are things from those which are not. But prior to all reflection, to be
attentively present in the domain of things tells us that this concept of the
thing is inadequate to its thingliness, its self-sustaining and self-containing
nature. From time to time one has the feeling that violence has long been
done to the thingliness of the thing and that thinking has had something to
do with it. Instead of taking the trouble to make thinking more thoughtful,
this has led to the rejection of thinking. But when it comes to a definiton
of the thing, what is the use of a feeling, no matter how certain, if the word
belongs to thought alone? Yet perhaps what, here and in similar cases, we
call feeling or mood is more rational — more perceptive, that is — than we
think; more rational, because more open to being than that “reason” which,
having meanwhile become ratio, is misdescribed as rational. The furtive
craving for the ir-rational - that abortive offspring of a rationality that has
not been thought through - renders a strange service. ‘lo be sure, the fa-
miliar concept of the thing fits every thing. But it does not comprehend the
essence of the thing; rather, it attacks it.

Can such an assault be avoided? How? Only if we grant to the thing, so to
speak, a free field in which to display its thingness quite directly. Everything
that, by way of conception and statement, might interpose itself between
us and the thing must, first of all, be set aside. Only then do we allow
ourselves the undistorted presence of the thing. But this allowing ourselves
an immediate encounter with the thing is something we do not need either
to demand or to arrange. It happens slowly.-In what the senses of sight,
hearing, and touch bring to us, in the sensations of color, sound, roughness,
and hardness, things move us bodily, in a quite literal sense. The thing is the

7



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

aloBnTév, that which, in the senses belonging to sensibility, is perceptible
by means of sensations. Ilence, the concept later became commonplace
according to which the thing is nothing but the unity of a sensory manifold.
Whether this unity is conceived as sum, totality, or as form changes nothing
with respect to the standard-setting character of this concept of the thing.

Now thisinterpretaton of the thingness of the thing is every bitas correct
and verifiable as its predecessor. This is already sufficient to cast doubt on
its truth. If we think through that for which we are searching, the thingness
of the thing, then this concept of the thing again leaves us at a loss. In
immediate perception, we never really perceive a throng of sensations, e.g.
tones and noises. Rather, we hear the storm whistling in the chimney, the
three-motored plane, the Mercedes which is immediately different from the
Adler.' Much closer to us than any sensation are the things themselves. In
the house we hear the door slam - never acoustic sensations or mere noises.
‘Io hear a bare sound we must listen away from the things, direct our cars
from them, listen abstractly.

The concept of the thing under consideraton represents, not so much
an assault on the thing as an extravagant attempt to bring the thing to us in
the greatest possible immediacy. But this can never be achieved as long as
we take what is received by the senses to consttute its thingness. Whereas
the first interpretadon of the thing holds it, as it were, too far away from
the body, the second brings it too close. In both interpretadons the thing
disappears. We must, therefore, avoid the exaggerations of both. The thing
must be allowed to remain unmolested in its resting-within-itself itself. It
must be accepted in its own steadfasmess. This seems to be what the third
interpretadon does, an interpretation which is just as old as the first two.

‘That which gives to things their constancy and pith but is also, at the
same time, the source of their mode of sensory pressure - color, sound,
hardness, massiveness — is the materiality of the thing. In this definidon of
the thing as matter (UAn), form (uop¢ry) is posited at the same time. The
permanence of a thing, its constancy, consists in matter remaining together
with form. The thing is formed matter. This interpretadon of the thing
invokes the immediate sight with which the thing concerns us through its
appearance (eldos). With this synthesis of matter and form we have finally
found the concept of the thing which equally well fits the things of nature
and the things of use.

This concept of the thing puts us in a position to answer the queston
of the thingly in the artwork. What is thingly in the work is obviously the
matter of which it consists. ‘The matter is the substructure and the field

8



THE ORIGIN OF TIHIE WORK OF ART

for artistic formation. But we could have proposed this plausible and well-
lnown conclusion at the very beginning. Why did we make the detour
through the other concepts of the thing? Because we also mistrust this
concept of the thing, the representation of the thing as formed matter.

But is it not precisely this pair of concepts, matter and form, that are
generally employed in the domain in which we are supposed to be moving?
Of course. The distinction between matter and form is the conceptual scheme
deployed in the greatest variety of ways by all art theory and aesthetics. This in-
disputable fact, however, proves neither that the matter-form distinction
is adequately grounded, nor that it belongs, originally, to the sphere of art
and the artwork. Moreover, the range of application of this conceptual pair-
ing has long extended far beyond the field of aesthetics. Form and content
are the commonplace concepts under which anything and everything can
be subsumed. If one correlates form with the rational and matter with the
ir-radonal, if, moreover, onc takes the radonal to be the logical and the
irrational the illogical, and if, finally, one couples the conceptual duality
between form and matter into the subject—object reladon, then one has at
one’s disposal a conceptual mechanism that nothing can resist.

If this is how it is, however, with the matter—form distinction, how can
it help us comprehend the special region of the mere thing as distinct from
other beings? But perhaps this characterization in terms of matter and form
can regain its power of definition if we just reverse the process of the broad-
ening and emptying of these concepts. Yet this, of course, presupposes that
we know in which region of beings they exercise their real power of def-
initdon. That this might be the region of mere things is, so far, merely
an assumption. Taking into account the extensive usc of this conceptual
framework in aesthetics might rather suggest that matter and form are de-
terminations which have their origin in the nature of the artwork and have
been transported from there back to the thing. Where does the origin of
the matter—form schema have its origin; in the thingness of the thing or in
the work-character of the artwork?

The granite block, resting in itself, is something material possessing a
definite, if unstructured, form. “Forin,” here, means the distribution and
arrangement of material parts in a spatial location which results in a partic-
ular contour, that of a block. But the jug, the ax, the shoes are also matter
occurring in a form. Here, form as contour is not the result of a distribution
of matter. On the contrary, the form determines the arrangement of the
matter. And not just that; the form prescribes, in each case, the kind and
selection of the matter — impermeability for the jug, adequate hardness for

9
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the ax, toughness combined with flexibility for the shoes. Moreover, the in-
termingling of form and matter that is operative in these cases is controlled
beforehand by the purposes jug, ax, and shoes are to serve. Such service-
ability is never assigned and added on afterwards to beings of this kind. But
neither is it something which, as an end, hovers above them.

Serviceability is the basic trait from out of which these kinds of beings
look at us - that is, flash at us and thereby presence and so be the beings
they are. Both the design and the choice of material predetermined by
that design — and, therefore, the dominance of the matter-form structure —
are grounded in such serviceability. A being that falls under serviceability is
always the product of a process of making. It is made as a piece of equipment
for something. Accordingly, matter and form are determinations of beings
which find their true home in the essential nature of equipment. This name
designates what is manufactured expressly for use and usage. Matter and
form are in no way original determinations belonging to the thingness of
the mere thing.

A piece of equipment, for example, the shoe-equipment, when finished,
rests in itself like the mere thing. Unlike the granite block, however, it lacks
the character of having taken shape by itself. On the other hand, it displays
an affinity with the artwork in that it is something brought forth by the
human hand. ‘The artwork, however, through its self-sufficient presence,
resembles, rather, the mere thing which has taken shape by itself and is
never forced into being. Nonetheless, we do not count such works as mere
things. The nearestand authentic things are always the things of use that are
all around us. So the piecc of equipment is half thing since it is characterized
by thingliness. Yet itis more, since, at the same time, it is half artwork. On
the other hand, it is less, since it lacks the self-sufficiency of the artwork.
Equipment occupies a curious position intermediate between thing and
work — if we may be permitted such a calculated ordering.

The matter—form structure, however, by which the being of a piece of
equipment is first determined, readily presents itself as the immediately
comprehensible constitution of every being because, here, productive hu-
manity is itself involved in the way in which a piece of equipment comes into
being.? Because cquipment occupies an intermediate position between mere
thing and work, the suggestion arises of using equipment (the matter—-form
structure) as the key to understanding non-equipmental beings — things and
works, and, ultimately, every kind of being.

 Reclam edition, 1960. (To its) into its presence.
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The inclination to take the matter—form structure to be the constitution
of every being receives, however, partcular encouragement from the fact
that, on the basis of rcligious — biblical - faith, the totality of beings is repre-
sented, in advance, as something created. And here, that means “made.” The
philosophy of this faith can, of coursc, assure us that God’s creative work is
to be thought of as different from the action of a craftsman. But when, at
the same time or even beforehand, in accordance with a predeterminadon,
taken on faith, of Thomistic philosophy for biblical interpretation, the ens
creatum is thought out of the unity of materia and forma, then faith is inter-
preted by a philosophy whose truth is based on an unconcealment of beings
that is of another kind than the world believed in by faith.?

Now it is indeed possible that the idea of creadon which is grounded
in faith can lose its power to guide our knowledge of beings as a whole.
Yet, once in place, the theological interpretation of everything that is, the
viewing of the world in terms of matter and form that was borrowed from
an alien philosophy, can remain in force. This is what happened in the
transition from the Middle Ages to the modern period. 'The metaphysics of
modernity is based, too, on the matter—-form structure, a structure devised
in the Middle Ages but which itself, in its own words, merely recalls the
buried essence of eldos and UAn. Thus the interpretation of the thing in
terms of matter and form, whether it remains medieval or has become
Kantian-transcendental, has become commonplace and self-evident. But
for that reason, no less than the other interpretadons of the thingness of
the thing we have discussed, it represents an assault on the thing-being of
the thing.

The situation reveals itself as soon as we call actual things “mere things.”
The “mere,” after all, means the removal of the character of serviceability
and of being made. The mere thing is a kind of equipment that has been
denuded of its equipmental being. Its thing-being consists in what is then
left over. But the kind of being possessed by this remainder is not actually
determined. It remains questionable whether the process of stripping away
everything equipmental will ever disclose the thingness of the thing. Thus
the third interpretation of the thing, that which bases itself on the matter-
form structure, also turns out to be an assault on the thing.

The three modes of defining the thing we have here discussed conceive
it as, respectively, the bearer of traits, the unity of a sensory manifold, and as

3 First edition, 1950. (1) The biblical faith in creation; (2) the causal-ontic explanation of
Thomism; (3) the original, Aristotelian interpretation of the &v.
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formed matter. In the course of the history of the truth about beings these
interpretations have also combined with each other — a matter we may now
pass over. This combination has intensified their tendency to expand in such
a way as to apply in the same way to thing, equipment, and work. In this
way they generate the mode of thinking according to which we think, not
about thing, equipment, and work, in pardcular, but universally, about all
beings. This long-familiar mode of thinking preconceives all our immediate
experience of beings. The preconception shackles reflection on the being
of particular beings. Thus it happens that the prevailing concepts of the
thing block the way to the thingness of the thing, the equipmentality of
equipment, and all the more to the workly character of the work.

This is the reason it is necessary to know about these concepts of the
thing, in order, thereby, to pay heed to their limitless presumption as well
as their semblance of self-evidence. This knowledge is all the more necessary
when we venture the attempt to bring into view and to put into words the
thingness of the thing, the equipmentality of equipment, and the workly
character of the work. For this, however, just one condition is necessary: by
keeping at a distance the preconceptions and assaults of the above modes
of thinking, to allow, for example, the thing in its thing-being, to rest in
itself. What could be easier than allowing a being to be just whatit is? Or
is it rather that this task brings us to what is the most difficult, particularly
when such an intention - to allow a being to be as it is — is the opposite of
that indifference which turns its back on beings in favour of an unexamined
concept of being? We must return to the being and think about it itself in
its being. At the same tdme, however, we must allow it to rest in its own
nature.

T'his effort of thought seems to meet with its greatest resistance in at-
tempting to define the thingness of the thing, for what else could be the
reason for the failure of the above attempts? The inconspicuous thing with-
draws itself from thought in the most stubborn of ways. Or is it rather that
this self-refusal of the mere thing, this self-contained refusal to be pushed
around, belongs precisely to the essential nature of the thing? Must not,
then, this disconcerting and uncommunicative element in the essence of
the thing become intimately familiar to a thinking which tries to think the
thing? If so, we should not force our way into the thing’s thingness.

The history of its interpretations outlined above, indicates beyond doubt
that the thingness of the thing is partcularly difficult and rarely capable
of expression. This history coincides with the destiny in accordance with
which Western thought has hitherto thought the being of beings. This,
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however, is not all we ascertain, for in this history we discover, at the same
time, a clue. Is it mere chance that, in the interpretation of the thing, the
interpretaton which is carved out in terms of matter and form achieved
a particular dominance? This definition of the thing is derived from an
interpretation of the cquipmentality of equipment. This being, the piece
of equipment, is, in an especial way, close to human representation, since
it achieves being through our own manufacture. This being, the piece of
equipment, with whose being we are familiar, occupies a particular position
intermediate between thing and work. Let us follow this clueandsearch, first
of all, for the equipmentality of equipment. Perhaps we will learn from this
something about the thingliness of the thing and the workly character of the
work. We must, however, be careful to avoid turning thing and work into a
subspecies of cquipment. We will, on the other hand, ignore the possibility
that, in the way that equipment is, historically essential distinctions are
present.

But what is the path to the equipmensality of equipment? How are we
to learn what equipment in truth is? Obviously the procedure we now need
must kecp itself apart from any attempt which carries within it the assault we
have scen to be represented by the usual interpretations. The best guarantee
of that is simply to describe a picce of equipment quite apart from any
philosophical theory.

We will take as an cxample an everyday piece of equipment, a pair of
peasant shoes. We do not need to exhibit actual examples of this sort of
uscful article in order to describe it. But since what concerns us here is
direct description, it may be helpful to facilitate their visual realizaton.
To this end, a pictorial presentation suffices. We will take a well-known
painting by van Gogh, who painted such shoes several times. But is there
a lot to be seen here? Everyone knows what shoes are like. If they are not
wooden or bast shoes, there will be leather soles and uppers held together
by stitching and nails. Equipment of this kind serves as footwear. Whether
it is for work in the ficld or for dancing, material and form vary according
to use.

Correct statements such as these only tell us what we already know: the
equipmentality of cquipment consists in its utility. But what about this utility
itself? In understanding it do we already understand the equipmentality of
equipment? In order for this to be so, must we not look out for the useful
piece of equipment in its use? The peasant woman wears her shoes in the
field. Only then do they become what they are. They are all the more
genuinely so the less the peasant woman thinks of her shoes while she is
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working, or even looks at them, or is aware of them in any way at all. This
is how the shoes actually serve. It must be in this process of usage that the
equipmentality of the equipment actually confronts us.

But on the contrary, as long as we only imagine a pair of shoes in general,
or merely look at the shoes as they stand there in the picture, empty and
unused, we will never learn what the equipmental being of equipment in
truth is. From van Gogh’s painting we cannot even tell where these shoes
are.” There is nothing surrounding this pair of peasant shoes to which and
within which they could belong; only an undefined space. Not even clods
of earth from the field or from the country path stick to them, which could
at least point toward their use. A pair of peasant shoes and nothing more.
And yet.

From outofthedarkopening of the well-worn insides of the shoes the toil
of the worker’s tread stares forth. In the crudely solid heaviness of the shoes
accumulates the tenacity of the slow trudge through the far-stretching and
ever-uniform furrows of the field swept by a raw wind. On the leather lics
the dampness and richness of the soil. Under the soles slides the loneliness
of the field-path as evening falls. The shoes vibrate with the silent call of
the earth, its silent gift of the ripening grain, its unexplained self-refusal in
the wintry field. This equipment is pervaded by uncomplaining worry as to
the certainty of bread, wordless joy at having once more withstood want,
trembling before the impending birth, and shivering at the surrounding
menace of death. This equipment belongs to the earth and finds protection
in the world of the pcasant woman. From out of this protected belonging
the equipment itself rises to its resting-within-itself.

But perhaps it is only in the picture that we notice all this about the shoes.
The peasant woman, by contrast, merely wears them. If only this simple
wearing were that simple. Whenever in the late evening she takes off the
shoes, in deep but healthy tiredness, and in the still dark dawn reaches for
them once again, or passes them by on the holiday, she knows all this without
observation or reflection. The equipmentality of equipment consists indeed
in its usefulness. But this itsclf rests in the fullness of an essendal being of
the equipment. We call this reliability. In virtue of this reliability the peasant
woman is admitted into the silent call of the carth; in virtue of the reliability
of the equipment she is certain of her world. World and earth exist for her
and those who share her mode of being only here" — in the equipment. We

? Reclam edition, 196o0. Or to whom they belong.
b Reclam edition, 1960. “Fxist . .. here” = present.
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say “only” but this is a mistake; for itis the reliability of the equipment which
first gives the simple world its security and assures the earth the freedom of
its steady pressure.

The equipmental being of the equipment, its reliability, keeps all things
gathered within itself, each in its own manner and to its own extent. The
usefulness of the equipment is, however, only the necessary consequence of
reliability. The former vibrates in the latter and would be nothing without it.
The individual piece of equipment becomes worn out and used up. But also,
customary usage itself falls into disuse, becomes ground down and merely
habitual. In this way equipmental being withers away, sinks to the level of
mere equipment. Such dwindling of equipmental being is the disappearance
of its reliability. Such dwindling, however, which gives things of use that
boringly oppressive usualness, is only one more testament to the original
nature of cquipmental being. The worn-out usualness of the equipment
then obtrudes as the sole kind of being that is (it seems) exclusively its own.
Now nothing but sheer utility remains visible. It creates the appearance that
the origin of equipment lies in a mere fabricadon which gives form to some
bit of matter. In fact, however, equipment acquires its equipmental being
from a more distant source. Matter and form and the difference between
them have a deeper origin.

The repose of equipment resting in itself consists in reliability. It is here
that we first catch sight of what equipment, in truth, is. Yet we still know
nothing of that for which we were originally looking: the thingness of the
thing. And of that for which we are actually and solely looking — the workly
character of the work in the sense of artwork — we know absolutely nothing.

Or have we now, rather, unexpectedly and, as it were, in passing, learnt
something about the work-being of the work?

The equipmental being of equipment was discovered. But how? Not
through the description and explanation of a pair of shoes actually present.
Not through a report on the process of shoemaking. And not through the
observation of the actual use of shoes as it occurs here and there. Rather, the
equipmental being of equipment was only discovered by bringing oursclves
before the van Gogh paintng. It is this that spoke. In proximity to the
work we were suddenly somewhere other than we are usually accustomed
to be.

The artwork let us know what the shoes, in truth, are. To suppose that
our description, as a subjective action, had first depicted everything thus and
then projected into the painting would be the worst kind of self-delusion.
If there is anything questionable here it is only this: that in the proximity of
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the work we have experienced too little, and what we have experienced has
been described too crudely and hastily. Above all, however, the work did
not serve, as might at first seem, merely to make it easier to visualize what
a picce of equipment is. Rather, what comes to explicit appearance first and
only through the work is the equipmental being of the equipment.

What is happening here? What is at work in the work? Van Gogh’s
painting is the disclosure of what the equipment, the pair of peasant shoes,
in truth is. This being steps forward into the unconcealment of its being.
T'he unconcealment of beings is what the Greeks called &Afj8eia. We say
“truth” and think little enough in using the word. In the work, when there
is a disclosure of the being as what and how it is, there is a happening of
truth at work.

In the work of art, the truth of the being has set itself to work. “Set”
means here: to bring to stand. In the work, a being, a pair of peasant shoes,
comes to stand in the light of its being. The being of the being comes into
the constancy of its shining.

The essential nature of art would then be this: the setting-itself-to-work
of the truth of beings. Yet until now art has had to do with the beautiful and
with beauty — not with truth. Those arts which bring such works forth are
called the beautiful or fine arts [die schonen Kiinste] in contrast to the crafts or
industrial arts [den Handwerklichen Kiinsten] which manufacture equipment.
In the fine arts, the art is not itself beaudful, but is, rather, called so because
it brings forth the beautiful. Truth, by contrast, belongs to logic. But beauty
is the preserve of aesthetics.

Yet perhaps the statement that art is truth’s setting-itself-to-work seeks
to revive the view, now fortunately abandoned, that art is the imitation and
depiction of reality? The repetition of what is present at hand requires, to he
sure, correspondence to beings, appropriateness to them: the Middle Ages
spoke of adaequatio, Aristotle already spoke of duoiwois. Correspondence to
beings has long been taken to be the essence of truth. But do we then mean
that this painting by van Gogh depicts a pair of peasant shoes that are actually
present and count, therefore, as a work because it does so successfully? Do
we think that the painting takes a likeness from the real and transposes it
into an artistic. . . production? By no means.

The work, then, is not concerned with the reproduction of a particular
being that has at some time becn actually present. Rather, it is concerned
to reproduce the general essence of things. But where, then, is this gen-
eral essence and how should it be for the artwork to correspond to or
agree with it? With what essence of what thing should the Greek temple
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agree? Could anyone maintain the impossible position that the Idea of
Temple is represented in the temple? And yet in this work, if it is a work,
truth sets itself to work. Or take Hélderlin’s hymn “The Rhine.” What
is given beforehand to the poet, and how is it given, so that it can be
given once again in the poem? It may be that in the case of this hymn
and similar poems, the idea of a copy-relaton between a beautful reality
and the artwork clearly fails; yet the idca that the work is a copy seems to
be confirmed in the best possible way by C. F. Meyer’s’ poem “The Roman
Fountain”

The Romnan fountain
The jet ascends, and falling fills
The marble basin round.
Veiling itself, this over-flows
Into a second basin’s ground.
The second gives, it becomes too rich,
To a third its bubbling flood,
And cach at once receives and gives
And streams and rests.

Der rimische Brunnen
Aufsteigt der Strahl und fallend giefit
Er voll der Marmorschale Rund
Die, sich verschleiernd, iiberflicit
In einer zweiten Schale Grund;

Der dritten wallend ihre Flut,
Und jede nimmt und gibt zugleich
Und stréomt und ruht.

This, however, is neither a poetic depiction of an actual fountain nor
the reproduction of the gencral essence of a Roman fountain. Yet truth is
set into the work. What is the truth that happens in the work? Can truth
happen at all and be, thercfore, historical? Yet truth, it is said, is something
timeless and supratemporal.

We seek the reality of the artwork in order really to find, there, the
art prevailing within it. The thingly substructure is what proved to be the
most evident reality in the work. To grasp this thingly element the tra-
ditonal concepts of the thing are inadequate; for these themselves fail to
grasp the essence of the thingly. The dominant concept, thing as formed
matter, is taken not from the essence of the thing but from the essence of
equipment. What has also become clear is that for a long time the being
of equipment has commanded a peculiar preeminence in the interpretation
of beings. This — the not explicitly thought out preeminence of the being
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of equipment - indicated the need to pose the question of equipmentality
anew while avoiding the familiar interpretations.

We allow a work to tell us what equipment is. By this means, it came to
light what is at work in the work: the opening up of beings in their being,
the happening of truth. If, however, the reality of the work is determined
by nothing other than what is at work in the work, how do things stand
with regard to our project of searching out the real artwork in its reality?
As long as we supposed the reality of the work to lie primarily in its thingly
substructure, we went astray. We now confront a remarkable result of our
consideratons - if “result” is what it can be called. Two points become clear.

First, the prevailing concepts of the thing represent an inadequate means
of grasping the thingly clement in the work.

Second, the thingly substructure, which we wanted to treat as the most
evident reality of the work does not, in that way, belong to the work at all.

As soon as we become fixated on finding such an element in the work we
have unwittingly taken the work as equipment to which we then ascribe a
superstructure supposed to contain what is artistic about it. But the work is
not a piece of equipment that is fitted out in addidon with aesthetic worth
adhering to it. The work is no more that than the mere thing is a piece of
equipment minus the marks of authentic equipmentality — usefulness and
being made.

Our posing the question of the work has been disturbed by the fact
that we asked, not about the work but, rather, half about a thing and half
about equipment. That, however, was not a way of raising the question
first developed by us. This way of raising the queston belongs, rather, to
aesthetics. The way in which aesthetics is disposed, in advance, to view
the artwork stands within the dominion of the traditional interpretation of
beings in general. But to disturb this familiar mode of questioning is not
what is essential. What really matters is that we open our eyes to the fact
that the workliness of the work, the equipmentality of equipment, and the
thingliness of the thing come nearer to us only when we think the being of
beings. A condition of this is that the limits imposed by self-evidence first
fall away and that current pseudo-concepts be set aside. This is why we had
to take a roundabout route. But it brings us directly onto the path that may
lead to a determination of the thingly aspect of the work. The thingly in
the work should not be denied out of existence; rather, given that it belongs
already to the work-being of the work, it must be thought out of that work-
being. If this is so, then the path to the determination of the thingly reality
of the work runs not from thing to work but from work to thing.
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Theartwork opens up, in its own way, the being of beings. This opening
up, i.e., unconcealing, i.e., the truth of beings, happens in the work. In the
artwork, the truth of beings has set itself to the work. Art is the setting-
itself-to-work of truth. What is truth itself, that it happens,® at dmes, as
art? What is this setdng-itself-to-work?

THE WORK AND TRUTH

The origin of the artwork is art. But what is art? Art is real in the artwork.
That is the reason we look, first of all, for the reality of the work. In what
does it consist? Thingliness is exhibited by artworks universally, albeit in
very different ways. The attempt to comprehend the thingly-character of
the work via the usual concepts of the thing failed. It failed not only because
these concepts of the thing failed to grasp the thingly, but also because, by
asking about the work’s thingly substructure, we forced it into a precon-
ceived framework which obstructs access to the work-being of the work.
Nothing can be discovered ahout the thingly aspect of the work until the
pure standing-in-itself of the work has clearly shown itself.

But is the work in itself ever accessible? In order for this to happen it
would be necessary to remove the work from all relation to anything other
than itself in order to let it stand on its own and for itself alone. But that is
already the innermost intention of the artist. Through him, the work is to be
released into its purest standing-in-itself. Precisely in great art (which is all
weare concerned with here) the ardst remains something inconsequential in
comparison with the work — almost like a passageway which, in the creative
process, destroys itself for the sake of the coming forth of the work.

Well, then, the works themselves are located and hang in collections and
exhibidons. But are they themselves, in this context, are they the works
they are, or are they, rather, objects of the art business? The works are
made available for the public and private enjoyment of art. Official agencies
assume responsibility for the care and maintenance of the works. Art con-
noisseurs and critics busy themselves with them. The art dealer looks after
the market. The art-historical researcher tums the works into the objects
of a science. But in all this many-sided activity do we ever encounter the
work itself?

The “Aegina” sculptures in the Munich collection and Sophocles’
Antigone in the best critical editdon are, as the works they are, torn out of

* Reclam edition, 1960. Truth from out of the Event.
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their own essential space. However high their status and power to impress,
however well-preserved and however certain their interpretadon, their re-
location in a collection has withdrawn them from their world. Yet even when
we try to cancel or avoid such displacement of the work - by, for example,
visiting the temple at its site in Paestum or Bamberg cathedral in its square —
the world of the work that stands there has disintegrated.

World-withdrawal and world-decay can never be reversed. The works
are no longer what they were. The works themselves, it is true, are what we
encounter; yet they themselves are what has been. As what has becn they
confront us within the realm of tradidon and conservaton. Henceforth,
they remain nothing but objects of this kind. That they stand there before
us is indeed sdll a consequence of their former standing-in-themselves. But
it is no longer the same as that. Their former self-sufficiency has deserted
them. The whole of the art industry, even if taken to extremes and with
everything carried out for the sake of the works themselves, reaches only
as far as the object-being of the works. This, however, does not constitute
their work-being.

But does the work remain a work when it stands outside all reladons?
Does it not belong to the work to stand in relations? Of course — except
that it remains to be asked in which relations it stands.

Where does a work belong? As a work, it belongs uniquely within the
region it itself opens up. For the work-being of the work presences in and
only in such opening up. We said that in the work, the happening of truth
is at work. The reference to van Gogh’s picture tried to point to such a
happening. The question arose, in this connection, as to what truth might
be and how truth could happen.

We pose now the question about truth with the work in view. In order,
however, to become more aware of what the quesdon involves, it will be
necessary to make the happening of truth in the work visible anew. For
this attempt, let us choose a work that cannot be regarded as a work of
representational art.

A building, a Greck temple, portrays nothing. It simply stands there in
the middle of the rocky, fissured valley. The building encloses the figure
of a god and within this concealment, allows it to stand forth through the
columned hall within the holy precinct. Through the temple, the god is
present in the temple. This presence of the god is, in itself, the extension
and delimitaton of the precinct as something holy. The temple and its
precinct do not, however, float off into the indefinite. It is the temple work
that first structures and simultaneously gathers around itself the unity of
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those paths and relations in which birth and death, disaster and blessing,
victory and disgrace, endurance and decline acquire for the hurnan being
the shape of its destiny. The all-governing expanse of these open relations is
the world of this historical people. From and within this expanse the people
first returns to itself for the completion of its vocation.

Standing there, the building rests on the rocky ground. This resting of
the work draws out of the rock the darkness of its unstructured yet unforced
support. Standing there, the building holds its place against the stormraging
above it and so first makes the storm visible in its violence. The gleam and
luster of the stone, though apparently there only by the grace of the sun, in
fact first brings forth the light of day, the breadth of the sky, the darkness
of night. The temple’s firm towering makes visible the invisible space of
the air. The steadfastness of the work stands out against the surge of the
tide and, in its own repose, brings out the raging of the surf. Tree, grass,
eagle and bull, snake and cricket first enter their distinctive shapes and
thus come to appearance as what they are. Early on, the Grecks called this
coming forth and rising up in itself and in all things ®Uo1s. At the same time
¢Uots lights up that on which man bases his dwelling. We call this the earth.
What this word means here is far removed from the idea of a mass of matter
and from the merely astronomical idea of a planet. Earth is that in which
the arising of everything that arises is brought back - as, indeed, the very
thing that it is — and sheltered. In the things that arise the earth presences
as the protecting one.

Standing there, the temple work opens up a world while, at the same
time, setting this world back onto the earth which itself first comes forth as
homeland [beimatliche Grund). But men and animals, plants and things, are
never present and familiar as unalterable things fortuitously constituting
a suitable environment for the temple that, one day, is added to what is
already present. We will get closer to what is if we think everything in
reverse’— assuning, of course, that we have, in advance, an eye for how
differently everything then faces us. A mere reversal, made for its own sake,
reveals nothing.

Standing there, the temple first gives to things their look, and to men
their outlook on themselves. This view remains open as long as the work
is a work, as long as the god has not fled from it. So it is, too, with the
sculpture of the god which the victor of the athletic games dedicates to
him. The work is not a portrait intended to make it easier to recognize

2 Reclam edition, 1960. Reversing — where to?
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what the god looks like. It is, rather, a work which allows the god himself to
presence and /s, therefore, the god himself. The same is true of the linguistic
work. In the tragedy, nothing is staged or displayed theatrically. Rather, the
battle of the new gods against the old is being fought. In that the linguistic
work arises from the speech of the people, it does not talk about this battle.
Rather, it transforms that speech so that now every essental word fights
the battle and puts up for decision what is holy and what unholy, what is
great and what small, what is brave and what cowardly, what is noble and
what fugitive, what is master and what slave (cf. Heraclitus, Fragment 53 in
Diels, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker3).

In what, then, does the work-being of the work consist? Keeping in steady
view what has just been - roughly cnough - outlined, two essental features
of the work may have become immediately clearer. With these we depart
from the long-familiar foreground of the work’s work-being, its thingliness,
which underpins our usual relatonship to the work.

When a work is brought into a collection or placed in an exhibition,
we also say that it is “set up,” but this settng up is essentially different
from the construction of a building, the raising of a statue, the presen-
tation of a tragedy in the holy festival. The setting up we refer to is an
erecting in the sense of dedication and praise. Here, “setting up” no longer
means merely putting in place. To dedicate means to consecrate [beiligen),
in the sense that, in the workly construction, the holy [Heilige] is opened
up as the holy and the god is called forth into the openness of its presence.
Praise belongs to dedication as doing honor to the dignity and splendor of
the god. Dignity and splendor are not propertes beside and behind which
there stands, additionally, the god. Rather, it is in the dignity, in the splen-
dor, that the god comes to presence. In the reflected glory of this splen-
dor there glows, i.e., illuminates itself, what we called “world.” To erect
[Er-richten] means: to open up the right in the sense of the mcasure which
guides us along, in which form that which is essendal gives its guidance.
Why, however, is the setting up of the work an erecting that consecrates
and praises? Because, in its work-being, the work demands it. [{ow does
the work come to demand such a settng up? Because it itself, in its own
work-bcing, is something that sets up. What is it that the work, as work, sets
up? Rising-up-within-itself the work opens up a wor/d and keeps it abidingly
in force.

To be a work means: to set up a world. But what is this item, a world?
We gave some intimation of an answer in talking about the temple. OOn the
path we must here follow, the nature of world can only be indicated. Even
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this indication is confined to warding off that which might initially distort
our vicw into the essence of things.

World is not a mere collection of the things — countable and uncountable,
known and unknown - that are present at hand. Neither is world a merely
imaginary framework added by our representation to the sum of things that
are present. World worlds, and is more fully in being than all those tangible
and perceptible things in the midst of which we take oursclves to be at home.
World is never an object that stands before us and can be looked at. World is
that always-nonobjectual to which we are subject aslong as the paths of birth
and death, blessing and curse, keep us transported into being.* Wherever
the essental decisions of our history are made, wherever we take them over
or abandon them, wherever they go unrecognized or are brought once more
into question, there the world worlds. The stone is world-less. Similarly,
plants and animals have no world; they belong, rather, to the hidden throng
of an environment into which they have been put. The peasant woman,
by contrast, possesses a world, since she stays in the openness of beings.
In its reliability, equipment imparts to this world a necessity and proximity
of its own. By the opening of a world, all things gain their lingering and
hastening, their distance and proximity, their breadth and their limits. In
worlding there gathers that spaciousncss from out of which the protective
grace of the gods is gifted or is refused. Even the doom of the absence of
the god is a way in which world worlds.

A work, by being a work, allows a space for that spaciousness. “To allow
a space” here means, in particular: to make free the free of the open and to
install this frec place in its structure. This in-stalling [Ein-richten] presences
as the erection [Er-richten] mentioned earlier. As a work, the work holds
open the open of a world. Yet the setting up of a world is only the first of
the essential traits of the work-being of the work that we need to discuss
here. The second essental trait which belongs to it we shall attempt to make
visible by starting, in the same manner as before, from the foreground of
the work.

When a work is brought forth out of this or that work-material - stone,
wood, metal, color, language, tone — we say that it is made, set forth
[bergestellt] out of it. But just as the work required a setdng up, in the
sense of consccrating-praising erection (since the work-being of the work
consisted in a sctting up of world), so a setting forth [Herstellung] is also
necessary, since the work-being of the work has itself the character of a

2 Reclam cdition, 1960. Being-there [Da-sein]. Third impression 1957: the Event.
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setting forth. It belongs to the essence of a work, as a work, that it makes,
sets forth. But what is it that the work sets forth? We will only discover this
by investgating what, in a superficial and everyday sense, is referred to as
the making or production of works.

To the work-being belongs the setting up of a world. Thinking of it
from within this perspective, what is the nature of that which one usually
calls the “work-material”? Because it is determined through usefulness and
serviceability, equipment takes that of which it consists into its service. In
the manufacture of equipment — for example, an ax — the stone is used and
used up. It disappears into usefulness. The less resistance the material puts
up to being submerged in the equipmental being of the equipment the more
suitable and the better itis. On the other hand, the temple work, in settng
up a world, does not let the material disappear; rather, it allows it to come
forth for the very first time, to come forth, that is, into the open of the world
of the work. The rock comes to bear and to rest and so first becomes rock;
the metal comes to glitter and shimmer, the colors to shine, the sounds to
ring, the word to speak.? All this comes forth as the work sets itself back into
the massiveness and heaviness of the stone, into the firmness and flexibility
of the wood, into the hardness and gleam of the ore, into the lightening and
darkening of color, into the ringing of sound, and the naming power of the
word.

T'hat into which the work sets itself back, and thereby allows to come
forth, is what we called “the earth.” Earth is the coming-forth-concealing
[Hervorkommend-Bergende). Earth is that which cannot be forced, that which
is effortless and untring. On and in the earth, historical man founds his
dwelling in the world. In seting up a world, the work sets forth the earth.
“Setting forth [Herstellen]” is to be thought, here, in the strict sense of the
word.” The work moves the earth into the open of a world and holds it
there. The work letsthe earth be an earth.d

Why, however, must this setting forth of earth happen in such a way
that the work sets itself back into it? What is the earth, that it reaches the
unconcealed in just this manner? The stone presses downwards and mani-
fests its heaviness. But while this heaviness weighs down on us, at the same
time, it denies us any penetration into it. If we attempt such penetration by

* Reclam edition, 1960. Saying something [ver/auten], speaking.

b Reclam edition, 1960. Inadequate.

¢ Reclam edition, 1960. This means? Compare “The Thing™: the fourfold [Ge-vierr].
4 Reclam edition, 1960. The Event.
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smashing the rock, then it shows us its pieces but never anything inward,
anything that has been opened up. The stone has instantly withdrawn again
into the same dull weight and mass of its fragments. If we try to grasp the
stone’s heaviness in another way, by placing it on a pair of scales, then we
bring its heaviness into the calculable form of weight. This perhaps very
precisc determination of the stone is a number, but the heaviness of the
weight has escaped us. Color shines and wants only to shine. If we try to
make it comprehensible by analyzing it into numbers of oscillations it is
gone. It shows itself only when it remains undisclosed and unexplained.
Earth shatters every attempt to penetrate it. It turns every merely calcula-
tional intrusion into an act of destructon. Though such destructon may
be accompanied by the appearance of mastery and progress in the form of
the technological-scientific objectification of nature, this mastery remains,
nonetheless, an impotence of the will. The earth is openly illuminated as
itself only where it is apprehended and preserved as the essentially undis-
closable, as that which withdraws from cvery disclosure, in other words,
keeps itself constantly closed up. All the things of the earth, the earth itself
in its endrety, flow together in reciprocal harmony. But this confluence is
no blurring of outlines. What flows here is the self-sustaining strcam of
boundary-setting, a stream which bounds everything that presences into its
presence. So in every self-secluding thing there is the same not-knowing-
one-another. The earth is the cssentally self-secluding. To set forth the
earth means: to bring it into the open as the self-secluding.

This setting forth of the earth is what the work achieves by setting itsclf
back into the carth. The self-seclusion of the earth is, however, no uni-
form, inflexible staying-in-the-dark [Verbangenbleiben], but unfolds, rather,
into an inexhaustible richness of simple modes and shapes. To be sure,
the sculptor uses stone just as, in his own way, the mason uses it. But
he does not use it up. That can be, in a certain sense, said of the work
only when it fails. To be sure, the painter, too, makes use of pigment; he
uses it, however, in such a way that the colors are not used up but begin,
rather, for the first time, to shine. To be sure, the poet, too, uses words,
not, however, like ordinary speakers and writers who must use them up, but
rather in such a way that only now does the word become and remain truly
a word.

Nowhere in a work is there any trace of work-material. It is even doubt-
ful whether, in the essential determination’ of equipment, that in which it
consists is encountered in its equipmental essence when it is described as
matter.
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The setting up of a world and the setung forth of earth are two essential
traits belonging to the work-being of the work. Within the unity of that
work-being, however, they belong together.? This unity is what we seek
when we reflect on the self-sufficiency of the work and try to express in
words the closed, unitary repose of this resting-in-itself.

But, in the essental traits just mentoned, if our accountis anywhere near
the mark, what we have made visible in the work is by no means a repose but
rather a happening: for what is rest if not the opposite of movement? It is,
at any rate, not an opposite which excludes, but rather one which includes
movement. Only what moves can rest. The mode of restis determined by the
mode of movement. In motion that is the mere change of place of a body,
rest is, admittedly, only the limidng case of modon. When rest includes
motion, there can be a rest which is an inner collection of motion. Such rest
is, thercfore, a state of cxtreme agitation — presupposing that the kind of
motion in question requires such rest. The repose of the work that rests in
itself is, however, of this sort. We will come, therefore, into the proximity
of this repose if we can manage to grasp the movement of the happening
in the work-being of the work as a unity. We ask: what relatonship do the
setting up of a world and the setting forth of the earth exhibit in the work
itself?

The world is the self-opening openness of the broad paths of simple
and essental decisions in the destiny of a historical pcople. The earth is
the unforced coming forth of the contnually self-closing, and in that way,
sclf-sheltering. World and carth are essendally different and yet never sep-
arated from one another. World is grounded on carth, and earth rises up
through world. But the relation between world and earth never atrophies
into the empty unity of opposites unconcerned with oneanother. In its rest-
ing upon earth the world strives to surmount it. As the self-opening it will
tolerate nothing closed. As the sheltering and concealing, however, earth
tends always to draw the world into itself and to keep it there.

The opposition of world and earth is strife. We would, to be sure, all
too easily falsify the essence of the strife were we to conflate that essence
with discord and dispute, and to know it, therefore, only as disrupton and
destructon. In essential strife, however, the opponents raise each other into
the self-assertion [Selbstbe bauptung) of their essences. This self-asserton of
essence is, however, never a rigid fixaton on some condition that happens
to be the case, but rather a surrendering into the hidden originality of the

2 Fifth edition, 1957. Only here? Or here, rather, only in the mode of construction?
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source of one’s own being. In the struggle, each opponent carries the other
beyond itsclf. As a consequence, the strife becomes ever more intense as
striving, and ever more authendcally what it is. The more intransigently
the strife outdocs itself on its own part, the more uncompromisingly do the
opponents admit themselves into the intimacy of their simple belonging to
one another. The earth cannot do without the openness of world if it is
to appear in the liberatng surge of its self-closedness. World, on the other
hand, cannot float away from the earth if, as the prevailing breadth and path
of all essental destny, it is to ground itself on something decisive.

In sctting up world and setting forth carth the work instigates this
strife. But this does not happen so that the work can simultancously ter-
minate and settle the conflict in an insipid agreement, but rather so that
the strife remains a strife. By setting up a world and setting forth the
earth, the work accomplishes this strife. The work-being of the work con-
sists in fighting the fight between world and earth. It is because the strife
reaches its peak in the simplicity of intimacy that the unity of the work
happens in the fighting of the fight. The fighting of the fight is the con-
tinually self-surpassing gathering of the agitation of the work. The repose
of the work that rests in itsclf thus has its essence in the indmacy of the
struggle.

It is from out of this repose of the work that we are first able to sce what
is at work in the work. Until now the assertion that truth is sct to work
in the artwork has remained a merely provisional one. In what way does
truth happen in the artwork, i.e., now, in what way docs truth happen in the
fighting of the fight between world and earth? What is truth?

How meager and truncated is our knowledge of the essence of truth is
shown by the thoughtlessness with which we use this fundamental word.
Mostly, we use “truth” to mean this or that particular truth. It means, in
other words, something that is true. A piece of knowledge, articulated in a
statement is an example of this kind of thing. It is not merely statements,
however, but also things that we call “true” - true as opposed to fake gold.
“Irue,” here, is equivalent to “genuine” or “real” gold. What does this talk
of “reality” mean? To us it means that which, in truth, is. That which is true
is what corresponds to reality, and reality is that which, in truth, is. Once
again the circle has closed.

What does “in truth” mean? ‘Truth is the essence of what is true. Whatis it
we are thinking of in speaking of “essence”? Usually, it is that common thing
in which everything that is true agrees. An essence is discovered in generic
and universal concepts which represent the one that holds indifferently for
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the many. This in-different essence (essentiality in the sense of essentia) is,
however, only the inessental essence. In what does the essential essence of
something consist? Presumably it lies in that which a being, in truth, is. The
true essence of something is deterinined by its true being, by the truth of
each being. At the moment, however, what we are looking for is not the
truth of essence but rather the essence of truth. A curious entanglement
reveals itself here. Is it a mere curiosity, is it the vacuous hair-splitting of a
playing with concepts, or is it — an abyss?

‘Truth means the essence of what is true. We will think it from out of the
memory of the word used by the Greeks. ’AAf0eia means the unconcealment
of beings. But is that really a definition of the essence of truth? Are we not
passing off a mere change of words — “unconcealment” instead of “truth” —as
a characterization of the fact of the matter? Certainly we do not get beyond
a change of names so long as we fail to experience what must happen for us
to be compelled to speak the essence of truth in the word “unconcealment.”

Does this require a revival of Greek philosophy? Not at all. A revival,
even were such an impossibility possible, would not help us. For the hidden
history of Greek philosophy consists from its beginning in this: that it does
not measure up to the essence of truth that lit up in the word &A@eia, and
so, of necessity, has misdirected its knowing and saying about the essence
of truth more and more into the discussion of the derivative essence of
truth. In the thought of the Greeks and all the more completely so in
the philosophy that followed, the essence of truth as &An@eia remained
unthought. Unconcealmentis, for thought, what is mostconcealedin Greek
existence. At the same time, however, it is that which, from early times, has
determined the presence of everything present.

But why can we not be satisfied with the essence of truth that has, by
now, been familiar to us for centuries? Truth means, today, as it has done for
a long time, agreement of knowledge with the facts. In order, however, for
knowledge, and for the sentence that forms and expresses it, to correspond
to the facts it is necessary, first of all, that the fact which is to be binding
on the sentence show itself to be such. And how is it to show itself if it is
unable to stand out of concealment, unable to stand in the unconcealed? A
statement is true by conforming to the unconcealed, i.e., to that which is
true. The truth of statements is always, and is nothing but, such correctness.
The critical concepts of truth which, since Descartes start out from truth as
certainty, are mere variatons on the definition of truth as correctness. This
familiar essence of truth, truth as the correctness of representation, stands
and falls with truth as the unconcealment of beings.
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When, here and elsewhere, we conceive of truth as unconcealment, we
are not merely taking refuge in a more literal formulaton of the Greck
word. We are reflecting upon that which, unexpcrienced and unthought,
underlies our familiar and therefore worn out essence of truth in the sense
of correctness. From time to time we bring oursclves to concede that, of
course, in order to verify and grasp the correctness (truth) of an assertion
we must return to something that is already manifest. This presupposi-
don, we concede, is unavoidable. But as long as we talk and think in this
way, we understand truth merely as correctness. This requires, of course,
a sall further presuppositon, one that we just make, heaven knows how
or why.

But it is not we who presuppose the unconcealment of beings. Rather, the
unconcealment of beings (being®) puts us into such an essence that all our
representing remains sct into, and in accordance with, unconcealment. It is
not only the case that that in conformity with which a cogniton orders itself
must alrcady be somehow unconcealed. Rather, the whole region in which
this “conformity with something” occurs must already have happened as
a whole within the undisclosed; and this holds equally of that for which
a particular correspondence of a statement to the facts becomes manifest.
With all our correct representations we would be nothing — we could never
make the presupposition of there being something manifest to which we
conform oursclves — if the unconcealment of beings had not alrcady set us
forth into that illuminated realm® in which every being stands for us and
from which it withdraws.

But how does this happen? How does truth happen as this unconceal-
ment? First, however, we must make it clearer what this unconcealment
itself is.

Thingsare, and human beings, gifts, and sacrifices are, animals and plants
are, equipment and work are. The being stands in being. Through being
passes a covert fate ordained between the godly and what goes against the
godly. There is much in beings man cannot master. But little comes to be
known. The known remains an approximation, what is mastered insecure.
Never is a being — as it might, all too casily, appear — something of our
making or mercly our representation. When we contemplate this whole
in its unity we grasp, it seems, all that is - though we grasp it crudely
enough.

2 Reclam edition, 1960: i.e., the Fvent.
b Reclam edition, 196o0. If the clearing were not to happen, i.e., the appropriating [Er-cignen).
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And yet: beyond beings — though before rather than apart from them —
there is still something other that happens.? In the midst of beings as a whole
an open place comes to presence. There is a clearing. Thought from out of
beings, it is more in being than is the being. This open center is, therefore,
not surrounded by beings. Rather, this illuminating center itself encircles
all beings - like the nothing that we scarcely know.

The being can only be, as a being, if it stands within, and stands out
within, what is illuminated in this clearing. Only this clearing grants us hu-
man beings access to those beings that we ourselves are not and admittance
to the being that we ourselves are. Thanks to this clearing, beings are uncon-
ccaled in certain and changing degrees. But even to be concealed is something
the being can only do within the scope of the illuminated. Each being which
we encounter and which encounters us maintains this strange opposition of
presence in that at the same time it always holds itself back in a conceal-
ment. Concealment, however, reigns in the midst of beings, in a twofold
manner.

Beings refuse themselves to us down to that one and seemingly most
trivial feature which we meet most immediately when all we can say of
a being is that it is. Concealment as refusal is not primarily or only the
limit of knowledge in each particular case; it is, rather, the beginning of
the clearing of what is illuminated. But concealment, though of course of
another sort, also occurs within the illuminated. Beings push themselves in
front of others, the one hides the other, this casts that into shadow, a few
obstruct many, on occasion one denies all. Concealment, here, is not simple
refusal. Rather, a being indeed appears but presents itself as other than
it is.

This concealment is an obstructing [Verstellen]. If beings did not obstruct
one another we could not err in seeing and doing, we could not go astray
and transgress, and, in particular, could not overreach ourselves. That, as
appearance, the being can deceive us is the condition of the possibility of
our deceiving ourselves rather than the other way round.

Concealment can be either a refusal or merely an obstructing. We are
never really certain whether it is the one or the other. Concealment conceals
and obstructs itself. This means: the open place in the midst of beings, the
clearing, is never a fixed stage with a permanently raised curtain on which
the play of beings enacts itself. Rather, the clearing happens only as this
twofold concealment. The unconcealment of beings - this is never a state

2 Third edition, 1957. The Event.
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that is merely present but rather a happening®. Unconcealment (truth) is a
property neither of the facts, in the sense of beings, nor of statements.

In the immediate circle of beings we believe ourselves to be at home. The
being is familiar, reliable, ordinary. Nonetheless, the clearing is pervaded
by a constant concealment in the twofold form of refusal and obstructing.
Fundamentally, the ordinary is not ordinary; it is extra-ordinary, uncanny
[un-gebeuer). The essence of truth, i.e., unconcealment, is ruled throughout
by a denial. ‘This denial is, however, neither a defect nor a fault - as if truth
were a pure unconccalment that has rid itself of everything concealed. If
truth could accomplish this it would no longer be itself. Denial, by way of
the twofold concealing, belongs to the essence of truth as unconcealment. Truth, in
its essence, is un-truth. We put it this way emphatically to indicate, with
a perhaps off-putting directness, that refusal in the mode of concealing is
intrinsic to unconcealment as clearing. On the other hand, the sentence
“the essence of truth is un-truth” should not be taken to claim that truth,
fundamentally, is falsehood. Equally little does it mean that truth is never
itself but, dialectically represented, is always its opposite as well.

Truth presences as itself only because the concealing denial, as refusal,
is the contnuing origin of all clearing but yet, as obstructing, metes out to
all clearing the rigorous severity of error. “Concealing denial” is intended
to denote that opposition which exists within the essence of truth between
clearing and concealment. It is the conflict of the primal strife. The essence
of truth is in itself the ur-strife [Urstreit]® in which is won that open cen-
ter within which beings stand, and from out of which they withdraw into
themselves.

This open happens in the midst of beings. It displays an essental trait
we have already mentioned. To the open belongs a world and the carth. But
world is not simply the open which corresponds to the clearing, earth is not
simply the closed that corresponds to concealment. World, rather, is the
clearing of the paths of the essential directives with which every decision
complies. Every decision, however, is grounded in something that cannot
be mastered, something concealed, something disconcertng. Otherwise it
would never he a decision. Earth is not simply the closed but that which
rises up as self-closing. World and earth are essentially in conflict, intrin-
sically belligerent. Only as such do they enter the strife of clearing and
concealing.

2 First edition, 1950. The Event.
b Reclam edition, 1960. The Event.
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Earth rises up through world and world grounds itself on the earth only
insofar as truth happens as the ur-strife between clearing and concealment.
But how does truth happen? We answer: it happens in a few essential ways.?
One of these ways in which truth happens is the work-being of the work.
Setting up a world and setting forth the earth, the work is the fighting of
that fight in which the disclosure of beings as a whole — truth - is won.

Truth happens in the temple’s standing there. ‘This does not mean that
something is correctly portrayed and reproduced here but rather that that
which is as a whole is brought into unconcealmentand held there. “To hold”
originally means “towatchover [biiten].” Truth happensin van Gogh’s paint-
ing. That does not mean that something present is correctly portrayed; it
means, rather, that in the manifestation of the equipmental being of the
shoe-equipment, that which is as a whole — world and earth in their coun-
terplay — achieves unconcealment.

In the work truth is at work — not, that is to say, merely something that
is true. The picture which shows the peasant shoes, the poem that says the
Roman fountain, does not merely show what these isolated beings as such
are—if, indeed, they show anything at all. Rather, they allow unconcealment
with regard to beings as a whole to happen.” The more simply and essentially
the shoe-equipment is absorbed in its essence, the more plainly and purely
the fountain is absorbed in essence, the more immediately and engagingly
do all beings become, along with them, more in being. In this way self-
concealing being becomes illuminated. Light of this kind sets its shining
into the work. The shining that is set into the work is the beautiful. Beauty
is one way in which truth as unconcealment comes to presence.

In certain respects, we have, now, certainly grasped the essence of truth
more clearly. What is at work in the work may, therefore, have become
clearer. Yet the work-being of the work that has now become visible still
tells us nothing at all about the most immediate and salient reality of the
work, its thingliness. It even seems as if, in pursuing the all-consuming
aim of comprehending the self-subsistence of the work itself as purely as
possible, we have completely overlooked one crucial point: a work is always
a work, which is to say, something worked or produced [ein Gewirktes]. If
anything distinguishes the work as a work it is the fact that it has been
created. Since the work is created, and since creation requires a medium

? Reclam editon, 1960. Not an answersince the question remains: what is it which happens
in thesc ways?
b Reclam edition, 1960. The Event.
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out of and in which the work is created, thingliness, too, must be part of the
work. So much is indisputable. The queston remains, however: how does
being created belong to the work? This issue can only be clucidated when
two points have been clarified:

(1) What is meant, here, by being-created and by creation as distinct
from making and being-made?

(2) What is the innermost essence of the work itsclf, from which it can
be gauged to what extent being created belongs to it, and to what
degree being-created determines the work-being of the work?

Creadon, herc, is always thought with reference to the work. To the
essencc of the work there belongs the happening of truth. The nature of
creadon we definc in advance in terms of its relation to the essence of truth
as the unconcealment of beings. The belonging of being-created to the
work can only come to light through a still more primordial clarification of
the essence of truth. The question of truth and its essence returns.

If the statement that truth is at work in the work is to be something more
than a mere assertion, we must raise this question once again.

First of all, we must now ask, in a more essential way: to what extent
is an impulse to something like a work contained in the essence of truth?
What is the essence of truth, that it can be set into the work — even, under
certain conditions, must be sct into the work — in order to have its being as
truth? The setdng-of -truth-into-the-work is, however, how we defincd the
essence of art. Hence, the question just posed becomes:

What is truth, that it can happen as art, or even must so happen? To what
cxtent is there [gibt es] such a thing as art?

TRUTH AND ART

Art is the origin of both the artwork and the artist. An origin is the source
of the essence in which the being of a being presences. What is art? We
seek to discover its essental nature in the actual work. The reality of the
work was defined in terms of what is at work in the work, in terms, that is,
of the happening of truth. This happening we think of as the contesting of
the strifc between world and earth. In the intense agitation of this conflict
presences rcpose [Rube]. Itis herc that the self-subsistence, the resting-in-
itself [insichruben] of the work finds its ground.

In the work, the happening of truth is at work. But what is thus at work is
at work in the work. This means that the actual work is already presupposed,
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here, as the bearer of this happening. Straight away we confront again the
question concerning the thingliness of the work before us. One thing thus
finally becomes clear: however diligently we inquire into the self-subsistence
of the work, we will fail to discover its actual reality as long as we fail to
understand that the work is to be taken as something worked. ‘lo take it
thus rests on what is closest at hand; for in the word “work [Werk]” we
hear “worked [Gewirkte].” T'he workly character of the work consists in its
being created by the artist. It may appear strange that this most obvious and
all-clarifying deterinination of the work is mentioned for the first time only
now.

The work’s createdness, however, can obviously be grasped only in terins
of the process of creation. Hence, we are constrained by the facts to agree
to investigate the activity of the artist in order to discover the origin of the
artwork. The project of deternining the work-being® of the work purely
from the work itself proves to be incapable of completion.

‘lurning away now from the work to investigate instead the nature of the
creative process, it will be as well, nonctheless, to keep in mind what was
said initially about the peasant shoes and the Greek temple.

We think of creation as a bringing forth. But the making of equipment,
too, is a bringing forth. Admittedly, handicraft [Handwerk] — a significant
turn of phrase - creates no work [Werk], even when we contrast the hand-
made with the factory product. But what is it that distinguishes bringing
forth as creation from bringing forth in the mode of making? It is as easy
to make a verbal distinction between the creation of works and the making
of equipment as it is difficult to track down the essential traits of the two
modes of bringing forth. Going by first appearances, we find the same kind
of behaviour in the actvity of the potter, the sculptor, the carpenter, and
the painter. The creation of works requires the activity of handicraft. Great
artists prize craftsmanly ability above all else. Before everything elsc they
demand its careful cultivatdon based on complete command. More than any-
one else they are at pains constantly to renew their grounding in a thorough
craftsmanship. It has often enough been pointed out that the Greeks (who
understood a thing or two about works of art) used the same word, Téxvn,
for both handicraft and art, and used the same term, Texvitns, to refer to
both the craftsman and the artist.

It seemns advisable, therefore, to determine the nature of creation in terms
of its aspect as craft. The reference, however, to the linguistic usage of the

? Reclam edition, 1960. What does “work-being” mean? Ambiguous.
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Greeks — which indicates their cxperience of the facts — must give pausc
for thought. Thus, however usual and plausible the reference to the Greek
practice of using the same word,téxvn, to designate both craft and art may
be, it remains, nonetheless, off-target and superficial; for Téxvn means nei-
ther craft nor art, and absolutely not the technical in the modern sense. It
never means any kind of practical accomplishment.

Rather, Téxvm designates a way of knowing. “Knowing” means: having
seen, in the broad sense of seeing which means the apprehension of some-
thing present as something present. For Greek thought, the essence of
knowing is based on &\f@eia, on, that is, the unconcealment of beings.
Unconcealment supports and guides all comportment toward beings. As
knowledge experienced in the Greek manner, Téxvn is a bringing forth of
beings in that it brings forth what is present, as such, out of concealment,
specifically into the unconcealment of their appearance. Téxvn never desig-
nates the activity of making.

The ardst is not a Texvitns because he is also a craftsman but rather
becausc both the setting-forth [Her-stellen) of works and the setdng-forth of
equipment happen in that bringing forth which allows beings, by assuming
an appcarance, to come forth into their presence. All this happens, however,
in the midst of beings which arise of their own accord, in the midst of ¢pUats.
The designadon of art as Téxvn does not at all mean that the actvity of the
artist can be discovered via handicraft. What looks like craft in the creadon
of the work is a different kind of thing. Such activity is determined and
pervaded by the essental nature of creation, and remains, as well, contained
within it.

If not handicraft, what is to guide our thinking about the essential nature
of creadon? Ilow could it be anything other than having in view the to-be-
created, the work? Though the work first becomes an actual thing through
the completon of creatve activity and is, therefore, dependent on such
activity for its reality, the essence of creaton is determined by the essence
of the work. And now it can no longer seem strange that, first of all and
for a long time, we spoke only about the work and brought its createdness
into view only at the end. If its being-created is as essential to the work
as the word “work” makes it sound, then we must try to understand still
more essentially what up to now has been identfied as the work-being of
the work.

In the light of the delincation of the essence of the work we have reached,
according to which the happening of truth is at work in the work, we can
characterize creadon as the allowing of something to come forth in what has
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been brought forth. The work’s becoming a work isa mode of the becoming
and happening of truth. Everything depends on the essence of truth. What,
however, is truth for it to be the case that it has to happen in something
like a creation? To what extent does truth, on the basis of its essence, have
an impulse towards the work? Can we understand this from the essence of
truth as it has been clarified to date?

Truth is un-truth in that there belongs to it the originating region
[Herkunftsbereich] of the not-yet- (the un-)disclosed in the sense of con-
cealment. In un-concealment as truth is present, too, the other “un-" of the
twofold refusal. Truth as such is present in the opposition between clearing
and the twofold concealment. Truth is the ur-strife in which, always in some
particular way, the open is won; that open within which everything stands
and out of which everything withholds itself — everything which, as a being,
both shows and withdraws itself. Whenever and however the strife breaks
out and happens, it is through it that the contestng parties, clearing and
concealing, separate from one another. In this way the open of the field of
combat is won. The openness of this open, i.e., truth, can only be what it
is, namely this open, when and as long as it essablishes itself in its open. In
this open, therefore, there must be a being in which the openness takes its
stand and achieves constancy. In saking possession of the open, the open-
ness holds it open and supports it. Setting and taking possession [Setzen
und Besetzen] are here always thought in the sense of the Greek 6éo1s, which
means a setting up in the unconcealed.

With reference to the self-cssablishment of openness in the open,” our
thinking touches on an area which cannot here be clucidated. Only this
should be noted; that if, in some manner, the essence of unconcealment
belongs to being itself (compare Being and Time, secton 44), then it is being
which, in virtue of its essence, allows the freeplay of openness (the clearing
of the “there”) to happen, and introduces it as 2 place of the sort in which, in
its own manner, each being arises.

Truth happens only by establishing itself in the strife and space it isclf
opens up. Since truth is the opposition of clearing and concealment, there
belongs to it what may here be called “establishment.” But truth is not
present in itself beforehand, somewhere among the stars, so as then, later
on, to find accommodation among beings. This is impossible since it is the
openness of beings which first affords the possibility of a somewhere and

? Reclam cdition, 1960. In this connection, the “ontological difference”; sce Identity and Dif-
ference, trans. . Stambaugh (New York: Harper and Row, 1969), pp. 47f.
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a place filled by the things that presence. Clearing of the openness and
establishment in the open belong together. They are the same thing, an
cssence of the happening of truth. This happening is, in many different
ways, historical.

One essendal way in which truth establishes itself in the beings it has
opened up is its setting-itself-into-the-work. Another way in which truth
comes to presence is through the act which founds a state. Again, another
way in which truth comes to shine is the proximity of that which is not
simply a being but rather the being which is most in being. Yet another
way in which truth grounds itself is the essential sacrifice. A stll further
way in which truth comes to be is in the thinker’s questioning, which, as the
thinking of being, names being in its question-worthiness [Frag-wiirdigkeit).
Science, by contrast, is not an original happening of truth but always the
culdvation of a domain of truth that has already been opened. It does this
through the apprehension and confirmation of that which shows itself to
be possible and necessarily correct within this sphere. If, and to the extent
that, a science transcends correctness and arrives at a truth - i.e., an essental
disclosure of beings as such - it is philosophy.

Since it belongs to the essence of truth to establish itself within beings
in order first to become truth, an impulse to the work belongs to the essence
of truth as onc of truth’s distinctive possibilities for achieving being in the
midst of beings.

The establishment of truth in the work is the bringing forth of a being
of a kind which never was before and never will be again. The bringing
forth places this being in the open in such a way that what is to be brought
forth first clears the openness of the open into which it comes forth. When
this bringing forth brings with it specifically the openness of beings, that
is, truth, that which is brought forth, is a work. Bringing forth of this kind
is creaton. As such a bringing it is, better expressed, a receiving and taking
over that occurs within the pull [Bezxg] toward unconcealment. In what,
then, does createdness consist? It may be elucidated through two essential
determinations.

Truth establishes itself in the work. Truth is present only as the strife
between clearing and concealing in the opposition between world and earth.
As this strife of world and earth, truth wills its establishment in the work.
The strife is not resolved in something brought forth specifically for that
purpose, but neither is it merely housed there. The strife is, rather, opened
up by the work. This being must, therefore, contain within itself the essental
traits of the strife. In the strife the unity of world and earth is won. As a

37



OFF THE BEATEN TRACK

world opens itself up, it puts up for decision, by a historical humanity, the
question of victory or defeat, blessing and curse, lordship and slavery. T'he
dawning world brings to the fore that which is still undecided and without
measure and decisiveness.

As a world opens itsclf up, however, the earth rises up. It shows itself as
that which bears all, as that which is secure in its law and which constantly
closes itself up. World demands its decisiveness and measure and allows
beings to attain to the openness of its paths. Earth, bearing and rising up,
strives to preserve its closedness and to entrust everything to its law. The
strifc is not rift [Riéss], in the sensc of a tearing open of a mere cleft; rather, it
is the intimacy of the mutual dependence of the contestants. The rift carries
the contestants into the source of their unity, their common ground. It is
the fundamental design [Grundriss]. It is the outline sketch [Auf-riss] that
marks out the fundamental features of the rising up of the clearing of beings.
This design [Riss] does not allow the contestants to break apart. It brings
the contest between measure and limit into a shared outline [Umeriss].

Truth establishes itsclf as strife in a being that is to be brought forth
only in such a way that the strife opens up in this being; the being itself,
in other words, is brought into the rift-design [Réss]. The rift-design is the
drawing together into a unity of sketch and fundamental design rupturc and
outline. Truth establishes itself in a being in such a way, indeed, that this
being itself occupies the open of truth. This occupying, however, can only
happen in such a way that what is to be brought forth, the rift, entrusts itself
to the self-closing that rises up in the open. The rift must set itself back into
the pull of the weight of the stone, into the dumb hardness of the wood,
into the dark glow of the colors. As the earth takes the rift back into itself,
the rift is for the first time set forth into the open and therefore placed,
i.e., set, into that which rises up in the open as the self-closing and as the
protecting.

This strife which is brought into the rift-design, and so set back into the
carth and fixed in place, is the figure [Gestalt]. The createdness of the work
means: the fixing in place of truth in the figure. Figure is the structure of
the riftin its sclf-establishment. The structured rift is the jointure [Fuge] of
the shining of truth. What we here call “figure” is always to be thought out
of that particular placing [stellen] and placement [Ge-stell] as which the work
comes to presence when it scts itself up and sets itself forth.

In the creation of the work, the strife, as rift, must be set back into the
earth; the earth itself must be set forth and made use of as the self-closing.
This making use of , however, does not use up and misuse the earth as mere
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matter; rather, it frees it to be, for the first time, itself. Such using of the
earth is a working with it that indeed looks like the employment of matter in
handicraft. This is what created the appearance that the creation of a work
is also craft activity. It never is. But it remains always a using of earth in the
fixing in place of truth in the figure. By contrast, the making of equipment
is never, in the first instance, an effecting of the happening of truth. The
production of equipment is finished when the material has been so formed
as to be ready for use. 'T'he equipment’s readiness for usc means that it is
relcased beyond itself to disappear into usefulness.

Not so the createdness of the work. This will become clear through a
consideration of the second characteristic, which may be introduced at this
point.

The readiness of equipment and the createdness of the work have in
common that cach issomething that has been brought forth. But what makes
the createdness of the work different from every other bringing forth is that
itis also created into the created work. But is this not true of everything that
has been brought forth or in any other way has come into being? Everything
that is brought forth, if endowed with anything at all, is endowed, surely,
with its having-been-brought-forth. Certainly. But in the work createdness
is expressly created into what is created, with the result that it expressly
rises up out of the work. If this is how things are, then it must be possible
to expericnce createdness in the work itself.

That createdness stands forth out of the work does not mean that it
should be a salient feature of the work that it is made by a great artist. The
point is not that the created work be certified as a product of ability so as
thereby to raise the public profile of the producer. What is announced is
not “N.N. fecit.” Rather, “factum est” is what is to be held forth into the
open by the work: in other words this, that an unconcealment of beings
has happened here and, as this happening, happens here for the first time;
or this, that this work /s rather than is not. The thrust that the work, as
this work, is and the unceasingness of this inconspicuous thrust consttute
the constancy of the self-subsistence of the work. Precisely where the artist
and the process and circumstances of the work’s coming into being remain
unknown, this thrust, this “that [dass]” of createdness, steps into vicw at its
purest from out of the work.

To be sure, “that” it is made also belongs to cvery piece of equipment
that is available for, and in, use. This “that,” however, is not salient in the
equipment; it disappears into uscfulness. The handicr a picce of equipment,
the more inconspicuous is the fact that, for example, a hammer of a certain

39



OFF TIHIF. BEATEN TRACK

kind is, that is, exists; thehandier a piece of equipment, the more complctely
it preserves itself in its equipmentality. We arc capable, in general, of notic-
ing of anything present that such a thing is; but as soon as this is noted it
falls, just as quickly, into the oblivion of the commonplace. What, however,
is more commonplace than that a being is? In the work, on the other hand,
the fact that it is as such a thing, is what is unusual. The happening of its
createdness does not simply reverberate through the work; rather, the work
casts before itself the eventful fact that, as a work, this work is, and exhibits
this fact constantly. The more essentally the work opens itsclf, the more
luminous becomes the uniqueness of the fact that it is rather than is not.
The more essentially this thrust comes into the open, the stranger and more
solitary the work becomes. In the bringing forth of the work there lies the
offering forth of the “that it is.”

The question of the createdness of the work should have broughtus closer
to the work-character of the work and thereby to its reality. Createdness
has revealed itself to be the strife’s being fixed in place through the rift in
the figure. By this means, createdness itself is specifically created into the
work and stands as the silent thrust into the open of the “that.” But even
createdness fails to exhaust the reality of the work. However, this view of
the essencc of the createdness of the work puts us into a position to take the
step to which everything that has been said up to now leads.

The more solitary the work, fixed in the figure, stands within itself, the
more purely itseems to sever all des to human beings, then the more simply
doesthe thrust thatsuchaworkisstep into the open,and the more essentially
the extraordinary is thrust to the surface and the long-familiar thrust down.
Yet there is nothing violent about this multidirectional thrust, for the more
purelyis the workitself transported into the opennessof beings it itself opens
up, then the more simply does it carry us into this opcnness and, at the same
time, out of the realm of the usual. To submit to this displacement means:
to transform all familiar rclations to world and to earth, and henceforth
to restrain all usual doing and prizing, knowing and looking, in order to
dwell within the truth that is happening in the work. The restraint of this
dwelling allows what is created to become, for the first time, the work that
it is. This allowing the work to be a work is what we call its preservation. It
is in such preservation that, in its createdness, the work first gives itself as
the real which now means, is present in its work-character.

Just as a work cannot be without being created, just as it stands in es-
sental need of creators, so what is created cannot come into being without
preservers.
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If, however, a work does not - or does notimmediately - find preservers
who respond to the truth happening in the work, that does not mean that
awork can be a work without preservers. If it is in other respects a work, it
always reinains tied to preservers even, and precisely, when it only waits for
preservers and only solicits and awaits their entry into its truth. Even the
oblivion into which the work can fall is not nothing: it is still a preserving. It
lives off the work. Preservation of the work means: standing within the open-
ness of beings that happens in the work. This urgent standing-withinness
[Instindigkeit] of preservation is, however, a knowing. Yet knowing does not
consist in mere acquaintance with and ideas about something. Whoever
truly knows what is knows what he wills in the midst of what is.

The willing referred to here, which neither merely applies knowledge
nor decides in advance of it, is thought out of the foundational experience
of the thinking of Being and ‘Iime. 'The knowing that is a willing, and the
willing that is a knowing, is the existing [existierenden] human being’s allow-
ing himself ecstatic [ekstatische] entrance into the unconcealment of beings.
The resolutenesst which is thought in Being and Time is not the decisive
action of a subject, but rather the human being’s [Daseins] opening up from
out of its captvity by beings into the openness of being. In his existence,
however, man does not move from something inward to something outer.
Rather, the essence of existence is the out-standing standing-within the es-
scntial separation belonging to the clearing of beings. Neither the creating
discussed carlier nor the willing that is our current topic is thought of as the
achievement or action of a subject who sets himself a goal that he strives to
achieve.

Willing is the sober resoluteness [Ent-schlossenbeit] of that existental [ex-
istierenden) self-transcendence which exposes itself to the openness of beings
as it is set into the work. In this way, the urgent standing-within is brought
into law. As knowing, prescrvation of the work is the sober standing-within
the awesomeness of the truth that happens in the work.

This knowing which, as willing, makes its home in the truth of the work -
and only thus remains a knowing — does not take the work out of its self-
subsistence, does not drag it into the sphere of mere experience [Er/ebens)
and does notdegrade it to the role of a mere stimulant to experience. Preser-
vation of the work does not individualize human beings down to their expe-
riences but rather, brings them into a belonging to the truth that happens in
the work. By so doing it founds their being-with-one-another [Miteinander-
sein] as the historical standing out of human existence [Da-seins] from out of
the reladon to unconcealment. Most partcularly, knowing in the mode of
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preservation is far removed from that merely culdvated connoisseurship of
the formal features of the work, its qualities and intrinsic charms. Knowing
as having scen is a being-decided; it is a standing-within the strife that the
work has fixed into the design [Riss].

The manner of the proper preservation of the work is created and prefig-
ured for us only and exclusively by the work itself. Preservation happens at
different levels of knowledge, always with differing degrees of scope, con-
stancy, and lucidity. If works are presented to be enjoyed merely as art, it is
not yet cstablished that they stand in preservation as works.

As soon as the thrust into the extra-ordinary [Un-gebeure] is captured by
familiarity and connoisseurship, the art business has already begun to take
over the works. Fven the careful handing down of works to posterity and
the scicntific attempt to recover them no longer reach to their work-being
itself, but only to a memory of it. But even this can still offer a place to the
work from out of which it can contribute to the shaping of history. The
ownmost reality of the work, however, comes to bear only where the work
is preserved in the truth that happens through it itself.

The reality of the work is determined, in its fundamental features, from
out of the essence of its work-being. We are now in a position to return
to our opening queston: how do matters stand with that thingliness of the
work which guarantees the work’s immediate reality? 'They stand in such a
way that we no longer ask the question about the work’s thingliness. For as
long as we pose that question we take it as a foregone conclusion that the
work is present to us as an object. In this way, our questioning proceeds not
from the work, but from ourselves. From ourselves — we who do not allow
the work to be a work but represent it, rather, as an object that is supposed
to bring about certain conditions within us.

T'hat element within the work, however, which looks like its thingliness
when the work is taken as an object (according to the usual concepts of the
thing), experienced from out of the work, is its character as earth. Farth rises
up within the work because the work is present as something in which truth
is at work, and because truth only presences where it establishes itself in a
being. In the earth, however, as the cssendally self-closing, the openness of
the open encounters the highest form of resistance and through this finds
the site of its steady stand in which the figurc must be fixed in place.

Was it, then, superfluous to go into the question of the thingliness of the
thing? By no means. It is true that the work’s thingliness cannot be defined
in terms of its work-character, but, on the other hand, knowing the work-
character of the work can point the question of the thingliness of the thing
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in theright directon. This is no mean achievement, when we recollect that
those modes of thinking familiar from ancient times arc an attack upon the
thingliness of the thing, and all the more when we recollect that they submit
beings as a whole to an interpretadon which is incapable of grasping the
essence of equipment and of work, and makes us blind to the primordial
essence of truth.

To determine the thingliness of the thing, neither reference to the bearer
of properties nor to the unity of the manifold of the sensorily given is
adequate. Least adequate of all is the matter-form structure, taken by itself,
which is taken from the realm of equipment. ‘lo provide an authoritative
and decp interpretation of the thingliness of the thing we must turn to
the belonging of the thing to earth. The essendal nature of carth, of the
unmasterable and sclf-closing bearer, reveals itself, however, only in its
rising up into a world, in the opposition between world and carth. This strife
is fixed in place within the work’s figure and becomes manifest through this
figure. What is true of equipment, that we expericnce its equipmentality
proper only through the work is true, also, of the thingliness of the thing.
That we never know of the thingliness of the thing directly, and if we know
it at all do so only in an indefinite kind of way — in other words, that we need
the work — this fact shows indirectly that in the work-being of thc work the
happening of truth, the disclosure of beings, is at work.

But, we might finally object, if the work is indeed to bring thingliness
into the open in a striking way, must not the work, for its part — before, and
for the sake ofits creatcdness — have been brought into relation to the things
of the earth, to nature? Someone who must have known about it, Albrecht
Diirer, made, after all, the well-known remark: “For in truth, art is found
in nature; whoever can wrest it from her has it.” “Wrest [reiffen]” mcans
here, to bring forth the rift [Riss] and to seize [reiffen] it with drawing pen
and drawing board. Immediatcly, however, we raisc the counter-question:
how can the rift be wrested forth except as the rift, and that means if it has
not first been brought into the open, through the creative sketch, as the
strife between measure and unmeasure? Certainly, there is found in nature
a rift, mcasure, and limit, and bound to them the potendality for a bringing
forth, art. But it is just as certain that this art which is in nature is made
manifest only by the work, made manifest because it is found in the work
in a primordial way.

Our efforts concerning the reality of ‘the work should have prepared
the ground for discovering, in the reality of the work, art and its essential
nature. The question of the nature of art, and of the path to knowing it,

43



OFF THE BFATEN TRACK

needs first to be placed on firm ground again. The answer to the question is
only the final result of the last step of a long sequence of questioning steps.
Each answer remains in force as an answer only as long as it is rooted in
questioning.

In the light of its work-being, the reality of the work has become not
only clearer but, at the same time, essentally richer. 1o the createdness of
the work the preservers belong just as essendally as the creators. But it is
the work which makes the creators possible in their essence and which, in
virtue of its essence, needs the preservers. If art is the origin of the work this
mcans that it lets originate, in its essence, the essential belonging together
at work of creator and preserver. What, however, is art itself that justifies
us in calling it an “origin”?

In the work, the happening of truth is at work; at work, indeed, in the
manner of a work. Accordingly, the essental nature of art was specified, in
advance, as the settng-itself-to-work of truth. But this definition is inten-
tonally ambiguous. On the one hand, it says: art is the fixing in place of
self-establishing truth in the figure. This happens in creation, understood
as the bringing forth of the unconcealment of beings. At the same tme,
however, setting-to-work also means: bringing the work-character of the
work into motion and happening. This happens as preservadon. Thus art is:
the creative preservation of the truth in the work. At is, then, a becoming and
happening of truth. Does truth, then, arise out of nothing? It does indeed, if
by nothing is meant the mere not of beings, and if we represent the being
as that which is present in the ordinary way — that which later comes to
light through the standing there of the work as what is merely presumed
to be a true being, that which is brought into question. ‘Truth will never
be gathered from what is present and ordinary. The disclosure of the open
and the clearing of beings happen, rather, only insofar as the approaching
openness is projected within thrownness.

‘Iruth, as the clearing and concealing of that which is, happens through
being poeticized." A/l art, as the letting happen of the advent of the truth of
beings, is, in essence, poetry. The essence of art, on which both the artwork
and the artist depend, is truth’s setung-itself-into-work. From out of the
poetcizing essence of truth it happens that an open place is thrown open,
a place in which everything is other than it was. In virtue of the projecton

2 Reclam edition, 1960. Questionability of “poctry™ - as the use of the saying |als Brauch der
Sage]. The relationship between clearing and concealing inadequatcely portrayed.
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of the unconcealedness of beings which is set into the work and casts itself
toward us, everything ordinary and hitherto existing becomes an unbe-
ing. This unbeing has lost the capacity to give and to preserve being as
mcasure. What is curious here is that the work in no way affects hitherto
existing beings through causal connection. The effecting [Wirkung] of the
work does not consist in a taking cffect [wirken]. It lies in a transformation
of the unconcealment of beings which happens from out of the work, a
transformation, that is to say, of being.

Poetry, however, is no aimless imagining of whimsicalities, and no flight
of mere representations and fancies into the unreal. What poetry, as clearing
projection, unfolds of unconcealment and projects into the rift within the
figure is the open; poetry allows this open to happen in such a way, indeed,
that now, for the first time, in the midst of beings, it brings them to shine
and sound. If we fix our gaze on the essence of the work and its relaton to
the happening of the truth of beings, it becomes questionable whether the
essence of poetry, of that is to say, projection, can be adequately thought in
terms of imagination and the power of imagining.

It may here be emphasized that the essence of poetry, of which we have
now learned in its full breadth (but not, on that account, in a vague kind of
way) is something worthy of questioning, is something that remains to be
thought through."

If the essence of all art is poetry, then architecture, the visual arts, and
music must all be referred back to poesy. That is completely arbitrary. Cer-
tainly it is, if we mean that these arts are branches of the art of language - if
wemay be allowed to designate poesy with a title easily capable of misunder-
standing. But poesy is only a mode of the illuimninating projection of truth,
of, that is to say, poetcizing in this broader sense. Nonetheless, the linguis-
tic work, poetry in the narrower sense, has a privileged position among the
ars as a whole.

To see this all we need is the right concept of language. According to the
usual account, language is a kind of communication. It serves as a means
of discussion and agreement, in gencral for achieving understanding. But
language is neither merely nor primarily the aural and written expression
of what needs to be communicated. 'The conveying of overt and covert

* Reclam edition, 1960. Inadequate - relationship between unconcealment and “Being™;
Being = presence, compare Time and Being.
b Reclam edition, 1960. Also worthy of questioning is that which is unique to art.
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meanings is not what language, in the first instance, does. Rather, it brings
beings as beings, for the first tme, into the open. Where language is not
present, as in the being of stones, plants, or animals, there is also no openness
of beings, and consequently no openness either of that which is not a being
[des Nichtseienden] or of ecmptiness.

Language, by naming beings for the first time, first brings beings to
word and to appearance. This naming nominates beings to their being and
from out of that being. Such saying is a projection of the clearing in which
announcement is made as to what beings will come into the open as. Project-
ing [Enrwerfen] is the releasing of a throw [Waurf] as which unconcealment
sends itself into beings as such. This projective announcement immediately
becomes a renunciation of all dim confusion within which beings veil and
withdraw themselves.”

Projective saying is poetry: the saying of world and earth, the saying of
the arena of their strife and, thereby, of all nearness and distance of the
gods. Poetry is the saying of the unconcealment of beings. The prevailing
language is the happening of that saying in which its world rises up histor-
ically for a people and the earth is preserved as that which remains closed.
Projectve saying is that in which the preparation of the sayable at the same
time brings the unsayable as such to the world. In such saying, the concepts
of its essence — its belonging to world-history, in other words — are formed,
in advance, for a historical people.

Poetry is here thought in such a broad sense, and at the same time in
such an intimate and essential unity with language and the word, that it
must remain open whether art, in all its modes from architecture to poesy,
exhausts the nature of poetry.

Language itself is poetry in the essential sense. But since language is that
happening in which, each dme, beings are first disclosed as beings, poesy,
poetry in the narrower sensc, is the most primordial form of poetry in the
essental sense. Language is not poetry because it is ur-poesy; rather, poesy
happens in language because the latter preserves the primordial essence of
poetry. Building and plastic creaton, on the other hand, happen, always
and only, in the open of saying and naming. It is this open which perme-
ates and guides them. For this reason, they remain their own partcular
ways and manners in which truth orders itself into the work. They are an

? Reclam edition, 1960. Projecting — not the clearing as such, for it is only in this that the
projection is located. Rather, projecting of rift-designs [Risse).
b Reclam editon, 1960. Only thus? Or as destiny? Compare the set-up [das Ge-stell).
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always unique poctcizing within the clearing of beings which has already
happened, unnoticed, in the language.?

As the setting-into-work of truth, art is poetry. It is not only the creadon
of the work that is poetic; equally poctic, though in its own way, is the preser-
vation of the work. For a work only actually is as a work when we transport
ourselves out of the habitual and into what is opened up by the work so as
to bring our essence itself to take a stand within the truth of beings.

The essence of art is poetry. The essence of poetry, however, is the found-
ing [Stiftung] of truth. “Founding” is understood, here, in a threefold sense:
as bestowing, as grounding, and as beginning. But it only becomes actual
in preserving. Thus to each mode of founding there corresponds a mode
of preserving. All we can do at present is to make this essental structure
visible in a few strokes, and even that only to the extent that the carlier
characterization of the essential nature of the work provides an inital clue.

The setting-into-work of truth thrusts up the extra-ordinary [Un-
gebeure] while thrusting down the ordinary, and what one takes to be such.
‘The truth that opens itself in the work can never be verificd or derived
from what went before. In its exclusive reality, what went before is refuted
by the work. What art founds, therefore, can never be compensated and
made good in terms of what is present and available for use. The founding
is an overflowing, a bestowal.

The poeticizing projection of truth, which sets itself into the work as
figure, is never carried out in the direction of emptiness and indeterminacy.
In the work, rather, truth is cast toward the coming preservers, that is to
say, a historical humanity. What is cast forth, however, is never an arbitrary
demand. The truly poeticizing projection is the opening up of thatin which
human cxistence [Dasein], as historical, is already thrown [geworfen]. This is
the earth (and, for a historical pcople, its earth), the self-closing ground on
which it rests, along with everything which - though hidden from itself - it
already is. It is, however, its world which prevails from out of the relationship
of existence to the unconcealment of being. For this reason, everything with
which man is endowed must, in the projection, be fetched forth from out
of the closed ground and cxplicitly set upon this ground. In this way, the
ground is first founded as a ground that bears.

* Reclam edition, 1960. What does this mean? Does clearing happen through language or is
it the Event of clearing |das ervignende Lichtung) which first grants saying and renouncing
| intsagen), and therefore language. Language and body (sound and script).

I Reclam edition, 1960. In the sense of an urgent standing-within our practice [Branch).
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Because it is such a fetching-forth, all creation is a fetching, as in fetching
water from a spring. Modern subjectivism, of course, misinterprets creation
as the product of the genius of the sclf-sovereign subject. The founding of
truth is a founding, not merely in the sense of a free bestowal, but in the
sense, too, of this ground-laying grounding. The poeticizing projection
comes out of nothing in the sense that it never derives its gift from what is
familiar and already here. In another sense, however, it does not come out
of nothing; for what it projects is but the withheld determination of man’s
historical existence itself.

Bestowal and grounding have in themselves the abruptness of what we
call a beginning. But this suddenness of the beginning, the uniqueness of
what is unique to the leap? from out of this suddenness, docs not exclude -
rather itincludes - the fact that the beginning has inconspicuously preparcd
itself over the longest time. As a leap, the genuinc beginning is always a
leaping-ahead, a leaping-ahead in which everything to come is already leapt
over, even if as something veiled. Concealed within itself, the beginning"
contains already the end. A genuine beginning, of course, is not a beginning
in the sensc of being primitive. The primitive, because it lacks the bestowing,
grounding lcap and the leap-ahead, has no futurc. Itcannot release anything
morc from itself since it contains nothing save that in which it is caught.

A beginning, by contrast, always contains the undisclosed fullness of the
extraordinary, and that means the strife with the ordinary. Art as poetry
is founding in the third sense of the instigatdon of the strife of truth; it
is founding as beginning. Whenever what is as a whole, as what is, itself
demands a grounding in openness, then art, as founding, accedes to its
historical essence. In the West, this first happened in Greece. What would,
in the future, be called being was sct into the work in a standard-setting way.
The thus-opened totality of beings was then transformed into beings in the
sense of GGod’s creaton. This happened in the Middle Ages. This kind of
beingwas again transformed at the beginning, and during the course, of the
modemn age. Beings became transparent objects capable of being mastered
by calculation. Each time, the openness of beings had to be established in
beings themselves, through the fixing in place of truth in the figure. Each
time, the unconcealment of beings happened. It sct itself into the work, a
setdng which is accomplished by art.

3 Reclam edition, 1960. Concerning “the leap” sce Identity and Difference, the lecture about
identity.
b Reclam edition, 1960. ‘To think the beginning as the beginning in tenns of the Fvent.
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Whenever art happens, whenever, that is, there is a beginning, a thrust
enters history and history either begins or resumes. History, here, does not
mean a sequence of events in time, no matter how important. History is the
transporting of a people into its appointed task [Aufgegebenes] as the entry
into its cndowment [Mitgegebenes).

Art is the setting-itsclf-to-work of truth. An essential ambiguity is con-
cealed in this sentence, present because “truth” functions as both subject
and object. Yet “subject” and “object” are inappropriate terms, here. They
prevent our thinking this ambiguous essence - a task that no longer belongs
to our reflections. Art is historical and, as historical, is the creative preser-
vation of truth in the work. Art happens as poetry. This is founding in the
threefold sense of bestowing, grounding, and beginning. As founding, art is
essentially historical. This does not just mean that art has a history, a history
in the external sense that, in the passage of time, art appears together with
many other things, and in the process changes and passes away, and offers
changing aspects to the study of history. Art is history in the essential sense:
it is the ground of history.

Art allows truth to arise [entspringen). Art arises as the founding preser-
vation of the truth of beings in the work. To allow something to arise, to
bring something into being from out of the essential source in the founding
leap [Sprung] is what is meant by the word “origin [Ursprung].”

The origin of the artwork - of, that is, creators and preservers, which is
to say, the historical existence of a people - is art. This is so because, in its
essence, art is an origin: a distinctive way in which truth comes into being,
becomes, that is, historical.

We arc inquiring into the essential nature of art. Why do we thusinquire?
We do so in order to be able to ask properly whether or not, in our historical
existence, art is an origin, whether, and under what conditons, it can and
must become one.

Such reflectionscannot compel art and its coming-to-be. But this reflec-
tive knowledge is the preliminary and therefore indispensable preparation
for the coming-to-be of art. Only such knowledge prepares, for art, the
space,? for creators, the path, and for preservers the location.

In such knowledge, which can only grow slowly, it is decided whether
art can be an origin - and therefore must be a leap ahead — or whether it
should remain a mere postscript, in which case it can only be carried along
as a cultural phenomenon that has become routine.

2 Reclam edition, 1960. The place of its staying.
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Are we, in our existence, historically at the origin? Or do we, rather, in
our relationship with art, appeal, merely, to a cultured knowledge of the
past?

For this either-or and its decision there is a certain sign. Hélderlin, the
poet whose work still stands before the Germans as a test, put it into words
when he said:

Reluctant to leave the place
Is that which dwells near the origin.

Schwer verlisst
Was nahe dem Ursprung wohnet, den Ort.
(“The Journcy,” ed. Hellingrath, vol. IV, p. 167)

AFTERWORD

The foregoing considerations are concerned with the enigma [Ritse/] of art,
the enigma that artitself is. They are far from claiming tosolve the enigma.
The task is to see the enigma.

Almost assoon as specialized thinking aboutartand the artst began, such
reflections were referred to as “aesthetic.” Aesthetics treated the artwork
as an object, as indeed an object of aiofnos, of sensory apprehension in
a broad scnse. These days, such apprehension is called an “experience.”
"The way in which man experiences art is supposed to inform us about its
essential nature. Fxperience is the standard-giving source not only for the
appreciation and enjoyment of art but also for its creation.? Everything is
experience. But perhaps cxperience is the element in which art dies.” This
dying proceeds so slowly that it takes several centuries.

One speaks, of course, of the immortal works of art and of art as an eternal
value. Onec speaks this language which, in all essential matters, deals with
nothing precisely because one fears that dcaling with things precisely calls, in
the end, for - thinking. What fear is today greater than the fear of thinking?

Reclam edition, 1960. Has medern art moved out of the realm of experience? Or is it only
what is experienced that has changed, so that, of course, what is experienced has become
even more subjective than before: the object of experience is now “the technology of the
creative drive” itself - the how of making and invention. “Art without form [ formel]” and
the corresponding indefiniteness and emptiness of the “symbolic,” that itself sdll remains
metaphysics. The experience of the self as “society.”

Reclam edition, 1960, This statement does not, however, say that art is absolutely at an end.
"That would only be the case if experience remained the absolute element for art. Everything
depends on getting out of experience and into being-there [Da-sein], which meansachieving
an clement for the “becoming™ of art quite other than experience.
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Does this talk of the immortal works and eternal values of art have any
content or substance? Or arc these merely the half-thought clichés of an age
in which greatart, together with its essence, has departed from among men?

The most comprchensive reflections on the nature of art possessed by
the West — comprchensive because thought out of metaphysics—are Hegel’s
Lectures on Aesthetics. Here one finds the following statements:

Art no longer counts as the highest way in which truth finds existence for itsclf.?
(Werke, vol. X, 1, p. 134)

Onc may well hope that art will continue to advance and perfect itself, but its form
has ceased to be the highest need of spirit.

(ébid., p. 135)
In all these connections art is, and remains, with regard to its highest vocation, a

thing of the past.
(ibid., p. 16)

The judgment made in these sentences cannot be evaded by pointing
out that since the last ime Hegel lectured on his aesthetcs, the winter of
1828—9, we haveseen the advent of many new artworks and art movements.
This possibility was onc llegel never wanted to deny. Yet the question
remains: is art still an essential and necessary way in which that truth happens
which is decisive for our historical existence, or is this something that art
no longer is? But if art is that no longer, the question remains as to why
this is so. A decision concerning Hegel’s judgment has not yct becn made;
for behind the judgment there stands Western thinking since the Greeks, a
thinking which corresponds to a truth of beings that has alrcady happened.
The decision about the judgment will be made, when it is made, from
and about this truth of beings. Untl then, the judgment remains in force
[in Geltung]. But for this very rcason we need to ask whether the truth it
expresses is final and conclusive, and what then follows if it is.

Questions such as these which touch us, sometimes quite clearly, some-
dmes only in a vague kind of way, can only be asked if we give thought to
the essence of art. We attempt to take a few steps in this direction by posing
the question of the origin of the work of art. What is needed is to bring into
view the work-character of thc work. What we mean, here, by the word
“origin” is thought out of the cssence of truth.

The truth of which we have spoken does not coincide with what is gen-
erally recognized under this name — that which is assigned to knowledge

2 Reclam edition, 196o. Art as mode of truth here, the certainty of the absolute).
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and science as a quality to be distinguished from the beautiful and the good,
terms which function as the values of non-theoretical activities. ‘Truth is the
unconcealment of beings as beings.? ‘Truth is the truth of beings. Beauty
does not occur alongside this truth. It appears when truth sets itself into the
work. This appearing (as this being of truth in the work and as the work) is
beauty. Thus beauty belongs to the advent of truth. It does not exist merely
relative to pleasure, and purely as its object. Beauty does, however, consist
in form, but only because the for?7a once took its light from being and the
being of beings. At that time, being made its advent as elSos. The i5éx fits
itself into the pop¢ni. The oivodov, the unitary whole of pop¢ and UAn, in
other words, the épyov, i in the manner of évépyeia. This mode of presence
became the actualitas of the ens actu. This actualitas became actuality, reality.
Reality becomes objectivity. Objectivity becomes experience. In the manner
in which, for the world determined in the Western way, beings exist as the
real, there lies concealed a particular convergence of beauty and truth. ‘To
the transformadon of the essence of truth there corresponds the essential
history of Western art. This can no more be grasped by taking beauty by
itself than it can in terms of experience — supposing that the metaphysical
concept of art is adequate to the essence of art.

APPENDIX

On pages 38 and 44, the attentive reader will be forced to take note of a real
difficulty: it looks as though the remarks about the “fixing in place of truth”
and about the “letting happen of the advent of truth” can never be made
consistent with each other. For in “fixing in place [Feststellen]” there is im-
plied a willing which blocks and prevents truth’s advent. In “/etting happen,”
on the other hand, what is presented is a submitting — and, therefore, so to
speak, a not-willing — as that which clears a space for the advent of truth.

The difficulty is resolved if we think “fixing in place” in the sense in
which it is intended throughout the entire text of the essay, above all, in the
key specification “setting-to-work.”® Together with “to place [stellen]” and
“to set” belongs “to lay”; all three meanings are contained as a unity within
the Latin “ponere.”

* Third edition, 1957. ‘Truth is the self-illuminating being of beings. Truth is the clearing of
the difference [Unter-schied) (settlement) through which clearing determines itself out of
the difference.

b Reclam edition, 1960. Better “bringing into work™; bringing forth; bringing as allowing;
Tolnais.
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“To place” must be thought in the sense of 8éa1s. So one reads on p. 36:
“Setting and taking possession [Setzen und Besetzen] are here always (%)
thought in the sense of the Greek 6éois, which means a setting up in the
unconcealed.” The Greek “setting” means: placing as allowing to arise, for
example, a statue. It means: laying, laying down a sacred offering. “Placing”
and “laying” have the sense of bringing hither® into unconcealment, bring-
ing forth among what is present, that is, allowing to lie forth. “Setting” and
“placing” here never mean the summoning of things to be placed over and
against the self (the “I” as subject) as conceived in the modern fashion. The
standing of the statue (i.e., the presence of the radiance that faces us) is dif-
ferent from the standing of what stands over and against us [Gegenstand] in
the sense of an object [Objekt]. “Standing” (cf. p. 16 above) is the constancy
of the radiance. In the dialectic of Kantian and German idealism, on the
other hand, thesis, antithesis, and synthesis refer to a placing within the
sphere of the subjectivity of consciousness. Accordingly, Hegel - correctly
in terms of his own position - interpreted the Greek 8éois as the immediate
positing [Setzen] of the object. This positing is for him, therefore, untrue
since it is not yet mediated by antithesis and thesis (compare “Hegel and
the Greeks” in Patbmarkss).

But if, in the context of the artwork-essay, we keep in mind the Greek
sense of 8éo1s — to let lie forth in its radiance and presence — then the “fixed”
corresponding to “fix in place” can never mean the stff, motionless, and
secure.

“Fixed” means: outlined, admitted into the boundary (wépas), brought
into the outline (compare pp. 38ff. above). The boundary, in the Greek
sense, does not block off but, rather, as itself something brought forth, first
brings what is present to radiance. The boundary sets free into unconceal-
ment: by means of its outline, the mountain stands in the Greek light in its
towering and repose. The boundary which fixes and consolidates is what
reposes, reposes in the fullness of movement. All this is true of the work in
the sense of the Greek épyov. 'T'he work’s “being” is tvépyeia, a term which
gathers into itself infinitely more movement than the modern “energies.”

It follows, then, that, properly thought, the “fixing in place” of truth can
never run counter to “allowing to happen.” In the first place, this “allowing”
is nothing passive; rather, it is the highest form of action (see Vortrige und
Aufsitze, 1954, p. 49) in the sense of 6éois, an “effecting” and “willing”
which, in the present essay, is characterized-as “the exising human being’s

% Reclam edition, 1960. “Hither™: from out of the clearing.
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allowing himsclf ecstatic entrance into the unconcealment of beings” (p. 41
above). In the second place, the “happen” in the “lettdng happen of truth”
is the prevailing movement in clearing and concealment or, more precisely,
in their union; in other words, it is the movement of the clearing of self-
concealment as such, from which, in turn, all self-illuminaton arises. This
“movement” even rcquires a fixing in place in the sense of a bringing forth,
where this “bringing” is to be understood in the sensc indicated on p. 37, in
that the creating (creative) bringing forth “(is) a recciving and taking over
that occurs within the pull [Bezug] toward unconcealment.”

The meaning of the word “Ge-stell [placement]” used on p. 38, is to
be understood in accordance with the above elucidation: the gathering to-
gether of the bringing forth, the allowing to come forth into the rift as
bounding design (wrépas). The Greek meaning of uop¢n as figure is clari-
fied by “Ge-stell” understood in this way. Now, in fact, the use of “Ge-stell”
in later writings specifically as the key word for designating the essence
of modern technology? is thought out of this use of the word - not from
bookcase [Biichergestell] or installation. This derivation is the more essen-
tal one since it corresponds to the destiny of being. Ge-stell, as the cssence
of modern technology, comes from leting-lic-before experienced in the
Greek manner, Adyos, from the Greek woinois and 6éots. In the putting
in place of Ge-stel/ — which now means the summoning of ceverything into
assured availability — there speaks the claim of rutio reddenda, i.c., of Aéyov
Bi86vau. It speaks, of course, in such a way that, today, this claim that is made
by Ge-stell assumes dominion over the absolute. And placing-before, rep-
resentation [Vor-stellen), gathered out of the Greek noton of apprehension,
becomes making fast and fixing in place.

When we hear the words “fix in place” and “Ge-ste/l” in “The Origin
of the Artwork” we must, on the one hand, forget the modern meaning
of placing and enframing. Yet on the other, we must not overlook the fact
that, and extent to which, being as Ge-stell, definitive of modernity, comes
forth from out of the Western destiny of being and is nothing thought up
by philosophers; rather, it is something which is thought to the thoughtful
(compare Vortrige und Aufsitze, p. 28 and p. 49).

There remains the difficult task of discussing the definitions given on
pp- 36ff. for the “establishing” and “self-establishing of truth in beings.”
Here again, we must avoid understanding “establishing” in the modern
sense, avoid understanding it as “organizing” and “making ready” in the
manner of a lecture on technology. Rather, “establishing” thinks toward
the “impulsc of truth toward the work” referred to on p. 37, the impulse

54



THE ORIGIN OF THE WORK OF AR'T

that, in the midst of beings, truth itsclf should be as a work, should come
to be in being (p. 37 above).

If we recollect how truth as the unconcealment of beings means nothing
other than the presence of beings as such - that is, of being (see p. 45) -
then the talk of the self-establishinent of truth (i.e., of being) in beings
touches on the questionableness [das Fragwiirdige] of the ontological dif-
ference (compare Identity and Difference, pp. 47ff.). For this reason p. 36 of
“The Origin of the Work of Art” sounds a note of caution: “With reference
to the self-establishment of openness in the open our thinking touches on
an area which cannot here be elucidated.” The cntire essay moves know-
ingly yet implicitly, along the path of the question of the essence of being.
Reflection on what a7t may be is completely and decisively directed solely
toward the question of being. Art is accorded neither an area of cultural
achicvement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs, rather, to the Event out
of which the “meaning of being” (compare Being and Time) is first deter-
mined. What art may be is one of the questions to which the essay offers
no answer. What may give the impression of such an answer are directions
for questioning (compare the first sentences of the Afterword).

Among these directions are two important hints (on p. 44 and p. 49). At
both places there is talk of “ambiguity.” On p. 49 an “essental ambiguity”
is mentoned with respect to the definition of art as the “setting-to-work
of truth.” On the one hand, “truth” is the “subject,” on the other the “ob-
ject.” Both characterizations remain “inappropriate.” If truth is subject, then
the definition “setting-to-work of truth” means the setting-itself-to-work of
truth (compare p. 44 and p. 16). In this manner art is thought out of the
Event. Being, however, is a call to man and cannot be without him. Accord-
ingly, art is at the same time defined as the setting-to-work of truth, where
truth now is “object” and art is human creating and preserving.

Within the buman relation lies the other ambiguity in the setting-to-
work which, on p. 44, is identificd as that between creation and preservation.
According to pages 44 and 33, itis the artwork and artssz that have a “special”
relationship to the coming into being of art. In the label “setting-to-work
of truth,” in which it remains undetermined (though determinal/e) who or
what does the “setting,” and in what manner, lies concealed the relationship
of being to buman being. This relationship is inadecquately thought even in
this presentation - a distressing difficulty that has been clear to me since
Being and ' ime, and has since come under dis¢ussion in many presentations
(sce, finally, “On the Question of Being” and the present essay p. 36 “Only
this should be noted; that...”).
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The problematic issue that prevails here, then, comes to a head at the
very place in the discussion where the essence of language and of poetry is
touched upon, all this, again, only in reference to the belonging togcther
of being and saying.

It remains an unavoidable necessity that the reader, who naturally comes
to the essay from without, at first and for a long time thereafter, represent
and intcrpret the facts of the case from out of the silent domain that is
the source of what has been thought. But for the author himsclf therc
remains the necessity to speak each time in the language that is, in each
case, appropriatc to the various stations on his way.



The Age of the World Picture

In metaphysics, reflection on the essence of beings and a decision concern-
ing the essence of truth is accomplished. Metaphysics grounds an age in
that, through a particular interpretation of beings and through a particular
comprehension of truth, it provides that age with the ground of its essen-
tal shape. This ground comprehensively governs all decisions distinctive
of the age. Conversely, in order for there to be adequate reflection on these
phenomena [Erscheinungen), their metaphysical ground must allow itself to
be recognized in them. Reflection is the courage to put up for question:
the truth of one’s own presuppositions and the space of one’s own goals
(Appendix 1).'

One of the essential phenomena of modemnity is its science. Of equal im-
portance is machine technology. One should not, however, misconstrue this
as the mere application of modern mathematical science to praxis. Machine
technology is itself an autonomous transformation of praxis, a transforma-
ton which first demands the employment of mathematical science. Machine
technology still remains the most visible outgrowth of the essence of mod-
ern technology, an essence which is identical with the essence of modern
metaphysics.

A third, equally essential phenomenon of modernity lies in the process of:
art’s moving into the purview of aesthetics. This means theartwork becomes
an object of experience (Erlebens] and consequently is considered to be an
expression of human life.

A fourth modern phenomenon announces itself in the fact that human-
action is understood and practiced as culture. Culture then becomes the
realization of the highest values through the care and cultivation of man’
highest goods. It belongs to the essence of culture, as such care, that it, in
turn, takes itself into care and then becomes the politics of culture.
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A fifth phenomenon of modernity is the loss of the gods |Entgirterung].
This expression does not mean the mere eliminaton of the gods, crude
atheism. The loss of the gods is a twofold process. On the one hand, the
world picture Christianizes itself inasmuch as the ground of the world is
posited as infinite and unconditioned, as the absolute. On the other hand,
Christendom reinterprets its Christianity as a world view (the Christian
world view) and thus makes itsclf modern and up to date. The loss of the
gods is the condition of indecision about God and the gods. Christianity
is chiefly responsible for bringing it about. But loss of the gods is far from
excluding religiosity. Rather, it is on its account that the relation to the gods
is transformed into religious experience [Erleben]. When this happens, the
gods have fled. The resulting void is filled by the historical and psychological
investigation of myth.

What conception of beings and what interpretation of truth lics at the
basis of these phenomena?

We contfine the question to the first of the phenomena mentioned above,
natural science.

In what is the essence of modern science to be found?

What conception of beings and of truth grounds this essence? If we
can manage to come upon the metaphysical ground which provides the
foundation of science as a modern phenomenon, then it must be possible
to recognize from out of that ground the essence of modernity in general.

As we use the word science these days, it means something essendally
different from the doctrina and scientia of the Middle Ages, different, too,
from the Greek émomun. Greek science was never exact preciscly because,
according to its essence, it neither could be, nor needed to be, exact. I1ence,
it makes no scnse at all to assert that contemporary science is more cxact
than the science of antiquity. Neither can one say that Galileo’s doctrine of
free-falling bodies is true while Aristotle’s teaching that light bodies strive
upwards is false. For the Greek understanding of the nature of body and
place and of the relation between them rests on a different interpretation of
beings. It deternines, therefore, a correspondingly different way of seeing
and questioning natural occurrences. No one would presume to say that
Shakespeare’s poctry is more advanced than that of Aeschylus. It is even
more impossible to say that the contemporary understanding of beings is
more correct than that of the Greeks. If, then, we wish to grasp the essence of
contemporary science we must first frce ourselves of the habit of comparing
modern with older science — from the perspective of progress — merely in
terms of degree.
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The essence of what is today called science is research. In what does the
cssence of research consist?

It consists in the fact that knowing establishes itself as a procedure within:
some realm of beings in nature or history. Procedure, here, does not just
mean methodology, how things are done. For cvery procedure requires, in
advance, an open region within which it operates. But precisely the opening
up of such a region constitutes the fundamental occurrence in rescarch. This
is accomplished through the projection, within some region of (for example,
natural) beings, of a ground-plan [Grundriss] of natural processes. Such a
projection maps out in advance the way in which the procedure of knowing
is to bind itself to the region that is opened up. This commitment [Bindung]
is the rigor of research. Through the projection of the ground-plan and
the prescribing of rigor, procedure secures for itself, within the realm of
being, its sphere of objects. A glance at mathematical physics - the earliest
of modern sciences which is, at the same time, normative for the rest — will
make clear what we mean. Insofar as modern atomic physics stll remains
physics, what is essential — which is all that concerns us here - will be true
of it as well.

Modem physics is called “mathematical” because it makes use, in a re-
markablc way, of a quite specific kind of mathematics. But it is only able
to procced mathematically because, in a deeper sense, it is alrcady math-
ematical. T& padfuaTa means, in Greek, that which, in his observation of
beings and interacton with things, man knows in advance: the corporeality
of bodies, the vegetable character of plants, the animality of animals, the
humanness of human beings. Along with these, belonging to the already-
known, i.e., “mathematcal,” are the numbers. When we discover three ap-
ples on the table we recognize that there are three of them. But the number
three, threencss, we know already. That is to say: the number is some-
thing “mathematical.” Only because numbers represent, so to speak, the
most striking of the always-already-known, and therefore the best-known
instances of the mathematical, is “the mathematical” directly rescrved as a
name for the numerical. The essence of the mathematcal, however, is in
no way defined in terms of the numerical. Physics is, in general, knowledge
of nature. In particular, it is knowledge of material corporeality in mo-
tion; for corporeality manifests itself immediately and universally - albeit
in different ways - in all natural things. When, therefore, physics assumes
an explicitly “mathematical” form, what this means is the following: that
through and for it, in an emphatic way, something is specified in advance as
that which is alrcady known. This specification concerns nothing less than
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what, for the sought-after knowledge of nature, is henceforth to count as
“naturc”: the closed system of spatio-temporally related units of mass. Per-
taining to this ground-plan, in accordance with its prior specification, arc
to be found, among others, the following definitions. Motion is change of
place. No moton or direction of motion takes precedence over any other.
Every place is equal to every other. No point in time has precedence over
any other. Fvery force is defined as — is, that is, nothing but - its conse-
quences as motion within the unity of time; and that means, again, change
of place. Every natural event must be viewed in such a way that it fits into
this ground-plan of nature. Only within the perspective of this ground-plan
docs a natural event become visible as such. The ground-plan of nature is
secured in place in that physical research, in each step of investigation, is
obligated to it in advance. This obligation [Bindung], the rigor of research,
has, at a given time, its own character in keeping with the ground-plan.
The rigor of mathematical science is exactitude. Every cvent, if it enters
at all into representation as a natural cvent, is determined, in advance, as a
magnitude of spatio-temporal motion. Such determination is achieved by
means of numbers and calculation. Mathematical research into nature is
not, however, exact because it calculates precisely; rather, it must calculate
precisely because the way it is bound to iw domain of objects has the char-
acter of exactness. The human sciences, by contrast, indeed all the sciences
that deal with living things, precisely in order to remain disciplined and
rigorous, are nccessarily inexact. One can, indeed, view living things, too,
as magnitudes of spatio-temporal motion, but what one apprehends is then
no longer living. The inexactness of the historical human sciences is not
a deficiency but rather the fulfillment of an essential requirement of this
type of research. It is true, also, that the projecting and the securing of the
domain of objects is, in the historical sciences, not only different, but far
more difficult to achieve than is the rigor of the exact sciences.

Science becomes research through the projected plan and through the
securing of the plan in the rigor of procedure. Projection and rigor, however,
first develop into what they are in method. Method constitutes the second
essential characteristic of rescarch. If the projected region is to become ob-
jectfied, then it must be brought to encounter us in the full multplicity
of its levels and interweavings. Procedure must therefore be free to view
the changeableness in what it encounters. Only from within the perspective
of the ever-otherness of change does the plenitude of the particular, of the
facts, reveal itself. The facts, however, are to become objective. Procedure
must, therefore, represent the changeable in its changing; it must bring it
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to stand and yet allow the motion to remain a moton. The fixedness of
the facts and the constancy of their change as such is the rule. The con-
stancy of change in the necessity of its course is the law. Only from the
perspective of rule and law do facts become clear as what they are. Research
into the facts in the realm of nature is the setting up and confirnation of
rule and law. The method by means of which a domain of objects is repre-
sented has the character of a clarification [Klirung] from out of the clear,
of explanadon [Erklirung). Explanation always has two sides to it. It ac-
counts for something unknown through something known, and at the same
time confirms the known through that unknown. FExplanation takes place
in investigation. In the natural sciences this happens in the experiment, al-
ways according to the nature of the ficld of investigation and the kind of
explanation aimed at. However, natural science does not first become re-
search through experiment. It is rather thc other way round: experiment
is only possible where knowledge of nature has already transformed itself
into research. It is only because contemporary physics is a physics that is
essentially mathematical that it is capable of being experimental. Since nei-
ther the medieval doctrina nor the Greek EmoTrun were science in the sense
of research, there was, for them, no question of experiment. To be sure,
Aristotle was the first to grasp the meaning of éumepia (experientia): the
observatdon of the things themselves, their characteristics and alterations
under changing conditions, resultng in knowledge of the way in which
they behave as a rule. But observation directed toward knowledge of this
kind, the experimentum, is essentially different from that which belongs to
science as research, the research-experiment. It remains cssentally differ-
ent even where ancient and medieval observaton also works with number
and measure, and even where it makes use of specific apparatus and in-
struments. For what is completely absent here is what is decisive about the
experiment. This begins with the fundamental postulation of a law. To set
up an experiment is to represent a condition according to which a specific
nexus of motions can become capable of being followed in its necessary
course, which is to say that it can be mastered, in advance, by calculation.
The setting up of the law, however, is accomplished with reference to the
ground-plan of the sphere of objects. This provides the standard and con-
strains the anticipatory representation of the condition. Such representing
with and within which the experiment begins is no arbitrary invention. This
is why Newton says hypotheses non fingo; the fundamental postulations are
not arbitrarily thought up. They arc, rather, developed out of the ground-
plan of nature and are sketched into it. Experiment is that method which,
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in its planning and execution, is supported and guided by what is postulated
as a fundamental law, in order to bring forth the facts which either confirm
the law or deny it such confirmation. The more exact the projection of the
ground-plan of nature the more exact is the possibility of experiment. The
often mentoned medieval scholastic, Roger Bacon, can, therefore, never
be the forerunner of the contemporary experimental researcher but re-
mains, rather, merely the successor of Aristotle. For in the meantme, gen-
uine possession of the truth has, through Christianity, been transferred to
faith — to the truth preserved in the written word and in church doctrine.
The highest knowledge and teaching is theology considered as interpreta-
tion of the divine word of revelaton that is recorded in scripture and pro-
claimed by the Church. Here, knowledge is not research but rather right
understanding of the normative word and of the authorities who proclaimiit.
For this reason, discussion of the words and doctrinal opinions of the various
authorites takes precedence in the process of knowledge-acquisition in the
Middle Ages. The componere scripta et sermones, the argumentum ex verbo, is
decisive and, at the same tme, the reason why the Platonic and Aristotelian
philosophy that had been adopted, had to become scholastic dialectc. If,
then, Roger Bacon demands the experimentum — as he did — what he means
is not the experiment of science as research. Rather he demands, in place of
the argumentum ex verbo, the argumentum ex re;* instead of the discussion of
doctrinal opinions, observations of the things themselves, in other words,
Aristotelian éprepia.

The modem research-experiment is, however, not merely an observation
that is more precise in degree and scope. It is, rather, an essentally differ-
ent kind of methodology for the verificaton of law within the framework
and in the service of an exact projection of nature. In the historical human
sciences “source criticism” corresponds to the experiment of physical re-
search. This name covers, here, the whole range of discovery, examination,
verification, evaluation, preservation, and interpretation. It is indecd true
that the historical explanation based on source-criticism does not subsume
the facts under laws and rules. Yet it is not reduced to a mere reporting
of the facts. As in the natural sciences, method in the historical sciences is
aimed at presenting the constant and at making history an object. History
can only be objectified when it is something past. The constancy of the
past, that on the basis of which historical explanation takes into account the
unique and diverse in history, is the having-always-already-been-there, that
which can be compared. Through the constant comparisons of everything
with everything else the intelligible is worked out and, as the ground-plan
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of history, certified and secured. The sphere of historical research extends
only as far as the reach of historical explanation. The unique, the rare, the
simple - in short, greamess in history — is never self-cvident and hence
remains incapable of explanaton. It is not that historical research denies
greatness in history; rather, it explains it as the exception. In such expla-
nation the great is measured against the ordinary and average. There is no
other kind of historical explanation as long as explanation means subsuming
under the intelligible, and as long as historical science remains research, i.c.,
cxplanation. Because, as research, history projects and objectifies the past,
as an explicable and surveyable nexus of cff ects, it demands source-criticism
as the instrument of objectification. The standards of such criticism alter to
the degree that historical science approaches journalism.

As research, every science is based on the projection of a bounded object
domain and necessarily possesses, therefore, an individualized character. In
developing its projection through its methodology, moreover, every indi-
vidual science must focus on a partcular field of investigation. This focusing
(specialization) is, however, by no means merely the dire side effect of the
increasing unsurveyability of the results of research. It is not a necessary
evil, but rather the essential necessity of science as rescarch. Specialization
is not the consequence but rather the ground of the progress of all research.
Research does not, through its methodology, become dispersed into ran-
dom investigations so as to lose itself in them. For the character of modern
science is determined by a third fundamental occurrence: constant activity
[Betrieb] (Appendix 2).

By this term is to be understood, first of all, that phenomenon whereby
a science, whether natural or humanistic, in order to achieve proper recog-
nition today as a science is required to be capable of being institutionalized.
Research is not, however, constant activity because its work is carried out
in insttutons; rather, institutdons are necessary because science, as, intrin-
sically, research, has the character of constant activity. The methodology
through which individual object domains are conquered does not simply
amass results. Rather, it uses its results to direct itself toward a new proce-
dure. In the mechanical installation that enables physics to smash the atom
we have the whole of physics up to now. Similarly, in historical research,:
the stock of sources only becomes usable when the sources themsclves are
verified by historical explanation. In these processes the methodology of a
science is circumnscribed by its own results. More and more, methodology
adapts itself to the possibilities of procedure it itself opens up. This having-
to-be-based on its own results as the ways and means of a progressing
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methodology, is the essence of the character of research as constant activ-
ity. That character, however, is the inner ground for the necessity of i
insttutional character.

It is in constant activity that the projection of the object domain is, for
the first tine, built into beings. All arrangemenss that facilitate the planned
amalgamation of different types of methodology, promote the reciprocal
checking and communication of resulss, and regulate the exchange of labor
are measures which are by no means merely the external consequence of the
fact that research work is expanding and diversifying. Rather, they are the
diseant and still by no means comprehended sign that modern science begins
to enter the decisive phase of is history. Only now does it take possession
of its own complete essence.

What is going on in the spread and entrenchment of the institutional
<haracter of the sciecnces? Nothing less than the establishment of the pre-
cedence of methodology over the beings (of nature and history) which, at a
particular time, are objectified in research. On the basis of their character
as constant activity, the sciences create for themselves the appropriate co-
herence and unity. For this reason, historical or archeological research that
has become institutionally active is essentially nearer to research in physics
that is organized in a similar way than it is to a discipline in its own faculty
of humanities which has remained within mere scholarship. The decisive
unfolding of the character of modern science as constant activity produces,
therefore, a human being of another stamp. The scholar disappears and is
replaced by the researcher engaged in research programs. These, and not
the culdvation of scholarship, are what places his work at the cutting edge
(geben seiner Arbeit die scharfe Luft). The researcher no longer needs a li-
brary at home. ke is, morcover, constantly on the move. He negotiates at
conferences and collects inforration at congresses. He commits himself to
publishers’ commissions. It is publishers who now determine which books
need to be written (Appendix 3).

Fromaninner compulsion, the researcher presses forward into the sphere
occupied by the figure of, in the essendal sense, the technologist. Only
in this way can he remain capable of being effective, and only then, in
the eyes of his age, is he real. Alongside him, an increasingly thinner and
empter romanticism of scholarship and the university will sdll be able to
survive for some time at certain places. The cffective unity and therefore the
reality of the university, however, does not lie in the spiritual-intellectual
[geistige] power of the primordial unity of the sciences, a power emanating
from the university because nourished and preserved by it. The reality of

64



THE AGE OF THE WORLD PICTURE

the university is that it is an establishment which still, in a unique way,
on account of its administratively self-contained form, makes possible and
visible both the fragmentation of the sciences into the specialities and the
peculiar unity of constant activity. Because it is in constant activity that the
essential forces of modern science become immediately and unambiguously
effective, it is only self-directed research activities which, proceeding from
themselves, can prefigure and establish an inner unity with other appropriate
research actvities.

The real system of science consists in the coherence of procedure and
stance with respect to the objectification of beings, in conformity, at any
given tme, with planning. The advantage this system is required to pro-
mote is no contrived and rigid unification of the contents of the object do-
mains. Rather, it is the greatest possible free, though regulated, flexibility in
the changing around and initiation of research with respect to whatever are
the principle tasks of the moment. The more exclusively a science becomes
focused on the complete carrying out and mastery of its process of work-
ing, the more these activitics are - without illusion - shifted into research
institutes and professional schools for research, then the more irresistibly
do the sciences achieve the completion of their modern essence. The more
unconditonally, however, science and research take seriously the modern
shape of their essence, the more unequivocally and immediately are they
themsclves able to stand ready to serve the common good; and the more
unreservedly, too, will they have to withdraw into the public anonymity of
all socially useful work.

Modem science simultaneously founds and differentates itself in the
projection of particular object domains. These projections are developed by
the appropriate methodologics which are made secure by means of rigor.
Method establishes itsclf at any given tme in constant activity. Projection
and rigor, method and constant activity, each demanding the other, make
up the essence of modern science, make it into research.

We are reflecting on the essence of modern science in order to discover
its metaphysical ground. What understanding of beings and what concept
of truth is it that underlies the transformation of scicnce into research?

Knowledge as research calls beings to account with regard to the way
in which, and the extent to which, they can be placed at the disposal of
representation. Research has beings at its disposal when it can, through cal-
culadon, either predict their future or retrodict their past. In the predictdon
of nature and retrodiction of history, nature and history are set in place in
the same way. They become objects of explanatory representation. Such-
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representation counts on naturc and takes account of history. Only what
becomes, in this way, an object # — counts as in being. We first arrive at
science as research when the being of beings is sought in such objectness.

This objectification of beings is accomplished in a setting-before, a rep-
resenting [Vor-stellen), aimed at bringing each being before it in such a way
that the man who calculates can be sure — and that means certain - of the
'being. Science as rescarch first arrives when, and only when, truth has trans-
formed itself into the certainty of representation. It is in the metaphysics
of Descartes that, for the first time, the being is defined as the objectness
of represcntation, and truth as the certainty of representation. The ttle of
his main work reads Meditationes de prima philosopbia, Meditations on First
Philosaphy. Tlpi>tn @idocopia is the term coined by Aristotle for that
which was later called “metaphysics.” The whole of modern metaphysics,
Nictzsche included, maintains itself within the interpretation of the heing
and of truth opencd up by Descartes (Appendix 4).

If, now, science as research is an essental phenomenon of modermnity,
it must follow that what constitutes the metaphysical ground of research
determines, first, and long in advance, the essence of modernity in general.
The essence of modernity can be seen in humanity’s frecing itself from the
bonds of the Middle Ages in that it frees itself to itself. But this characteri-
zation, though correct, is merely the foreground. And it leads to those mis-
takes which prevent one from grasping the essentdal ground of modemnity
and, proceeding from there, judging the breadth of that essence. Certainly
the modern age has, as a consequence of the liberation of humanity, intro-
duced subjectivism and individualism. But it remains just as certain that no
age before this one has produced a comparable objectivism, and that in no
age before this has the non-individual, in the shape of the collective, becn
accorded prestige. Of the essence here is the necessary interplay between
subjectvism and objectivism. But precisely this reciprocal conditioning of
the one by the other refers us back to deeper processes.

What is decisive is not that humanity frces itself from previous bonds
but, rather, that the esscnce of humanity altogether transforms itself in
that man becomes the subject. To be sure, this word “subject” must be
understood as the translation of the Greek Umoxefpevov. The word names
that-which-lies-before, that which, as ground, gathers everything onto it-
self. This metaphysical mecaning of the concept of the subject has, in the
first instance, no special reladonship to man, and none at all to the L.

When, however, man becomes the primary and genuine subiectum, this
means that he becomes that being upon which every being, in its way of
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being and its truth, is founded. Man becomes the referental center of be-
ings as such. But this is only possible when there is a transformation in
the understanding of beings as a whole. In what does this transformation
manifest itself> What, in accordance with it, is the essence of modernity?

When we reflect on the modern age, we inquire after the modern world
picture. We characterize this by contrasting it with the world picture of the
Middle Ages and of antiquity. But why is it that, in interpreting a historical
age, we inquire into its world picture? Does every historical epoch have its
world picture — have it in such a way, indeed, so as, from time to time, to
concernitself about that picture? Or is it only a modern kind of representing
that inquires into a world picture?

What is it — a “world picture”? Obviously, a picture of the world. But
what is a world? What does “picture” mean here? “World” serves, here,
as a name for beings in their entirety. The term is not confined to the
cosmos, to nature. History, too, belongs to world. But even nature and
history — interpenetrating in their suffusion and exceeding of each other -
do not exhaust world. Under this terin we also include the world-ground,
no matter how its relation to world is thought (Appendix §).

Initially, the word “picture” makes one think of a copy of something.
This would make the world picture, as it were, a painting of beings as a
whole. But “world picture” means more than this. We mean by it the world
itself; the totality of beings taken, as it is for us, as standard-giving and obli-
gadng. “Picture” means, here, not a mere imitation, but rather that which
sounds in the colloquial expression to be “in the picture” about something.
This means: the matter itself stands in the way it stands to us, before us.
To “put oneself in the picture” about something means: to place the being
itself before one just as things are with it, and, as so placed, to keep it per-
manently before one. But a decisive condition in the essence of the picture
is still missing. That we are “in the picture” about something means not
just that the being is placed before, represented by, us. It means, rather, that
it stands before us together with what belongs to and stands together with
it as a system. To be “in the picture” resonates with: being well informed,
being equipped and prepared. Where the world becomes picture, beings as
a whole areset in place as that for which man is prepared; that which, there-
fore, he correspondingly intends to bring before him, have before him, and,
thereby, in a decisive sense, place before him (Appendix 6). Understood in
an essential way, “world picture” does notmean “picture of the world” but,
rather, the world grasped as picture. Beings as a whole are now taken in
such a way that a being is first and only in being insofar as it is set in place
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by representing-producing [vorstellend-berstellenden] humanity. Whenever
we have a world picture, an essential decision occurs concerning beings as a
'whole. The being of beings is sought and found in the representedness of be-
ings. Where, however, beings are not interpreted in this way, the world, too,
cannot come into the picture — there can be no world picture. That beings
acquire being in and through representedness makes the age in which this
occurs a new age, distinct from its predecessors. The familiar phrases “world
picture of modernity” and “modern world picture” say the same thing
twice. And they presuppose something that could never before have ex-
isted, namely, a medicval and ancient world picture. The world picture
does not change from an earlier medieval to a modern one; rather, that the
world becomes picture at all is what distinguishes the essence of modemnity.
For the Middle Agcs, by contrast, the being is the ens creatum, that which
is crcated by the personal creator-God who is considered to be the highest
cause. l1ere, to be a being means: to belong to a particular rank in the order
of created things, and, as thus created, to correspond to the cause of creation
(analogia entis) (Appendix 7). But never does the being’s being consist in its
being brought before man as the objective. Never does it consist in being
placed in the rcalm of man’s information and disposal so that, in this way
alone, is it in being.

The modemn interpretatdon of beings is still further removed from that
of the Greeks. One of the oldest expressions of Greek thinking about the
being of beings reads: Té y&p abrd voeiv Eoiv Te kal elvar. 3 This statement
of Parmenides means: the apprehension of beings belongs to being since it
is from being that it is demanded and determined. The being is that which
rises up and opens iself; that which, as what is present, comes upon man, i.e.,
upon him who opens himself towhat is present in that he apprehends it. The
being does not acquire being in that man first looks upon itin the sense of
representation that has the character of subjective perception. Rather, man
is the one who is looked upon by beings, the one who is gathered by sclf-
opening beings into presencing with them. To be looked at by beings,? to be
included and maintained and so supported by their openness, to be driven
about by their conflict and marked by their dividedness, that is the essence
of humanity in the great age of Grecce. In order to fulfill his essence, there-
fore, man has to gather (Aéyew) and save (gdZew), catch up and preserve,
the self-opening in i openness; and he must remain exposed to all of its
divisive confusion. Greek humanity is the receiver [Vermebmer] of beings,

3 First edition, 1950: by being as presencing taken as el6os.
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which is the reason that, in the age of the Greeks, the world can never be-
come picture. On the other hand, however, is the fact that the beingness of
beings is defined, for Plato, as elSos (appearance, view). This is the presup-
position which - long prevailing only mediately, in concealment and long in
advance - predestined the world’s having to become picture (Appendix 8).

In distncdon from the Greek apprehension, modern representing,
whose signification is first expressed by the word repraesentatio, means some-
thing quite different. Representation [Vor-stellen] here means: to bring the
present-at-hand before one as something standing over-and-against, to re-
late it to oneself, the representer, and, in this relation, to force it back to
oneself as the norm-giving domain. Where this happens man “puts himself
in the picture” concerning beings. When, however, in this way, he docs this,
he places himself in the scene; in, that is, the sphere of what is generally and
publicly represented. And what goes along with this is that man sets himself
forth as the scene in which, henceforth, beings must set-themselves-before,
present themselves — be, that is to say, in the picture. Man becomes the
representative [Représentant] of beings in the sense of the objective.

What is new, however, in this occurrence does not at all consist in the
fact, merely, that the position of man in the midst of beings is other than it
was for ancient of medieval man. What is decisive is that man specifically
takes up this position as one constituted by himself, intentonally maintains
it as that taken up by himself, and secures it in place as the basis for a possible
development of humanity. Now for the first time there exists such a thing
as the “position” of man. Man makes depend on himself the way he is to
seand to beings as the objective. What begins is that mode of human being
which occupies the realm of human capacity as the domain of measuring
and execution for the purpose of the mastery of beings as a whole. The age
that is determined by this event is not only new in retrospective comparison
with what had preceded it. It is new, rather, in that it explicitly sets iself up
as the new. To be “new” belongs to a world that has become picture.

If, then, we wish to clarify the pictorial character of the world as the
representedness of beings, then in order fully to grasp the modern essence of
representedness we must scent out the original naming power of that worn-
out word and concept “to represent”: to put forth and relate to oneself. It is
through this that the being comes to stand as an object and so first receives
the seal of being. That the world becomes picture is one and the same process
whereby, in the midst of beings, man becomes subject (Appendix ).

Only because and insofar as man, altogether and essentally, has become-
subject is it necessary for him to confront, as a consequence, this explicit
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question: is it as an “I” that is reduced to iw random desires and abandoned
to an arbitrary free-will or as the “we” of society; is it as individual or as
community; is it as a personal being within the community or as a mere
member of the body corporate; is it as a state, nation, or people or as the
indifferent humanity of modern man, that man wills and must be that subject
which, as the essence of modernity, he already is? Only where, in essence,
man has become subject does there exist the possibility of sliding into the
unbeing of subjectvism in the sense of individualism. But it is also the
case that only where man remains subject does it make any sense to struggle
explicitly against individualism and for the community as the goal and arena
of all achievement and utility.

» The interweaving of these two processes — that the world becomes pic-
ture and man the subject - which is decisive for the essence of modernity
illuminates the founding process of modern history, a process that, at first
sight, seems almost nonsensical. The process, namely, whereby the more
completely and comprehensively the world, as conquered, stands at man’s
disposal, and the more objectively the object appears, all the more sub-
jectively (i.e., peremptorily) does the subiectem rise up, and all the more
inexorably, too, do observations and teachings about the world transform
themselves into a doctrine of man, into an anthropology. No wonder that
humanism first arises where the world becomes picture. In the great age
of the Greeks, however, it was as impossible for a humanism to gain cur-
rency as it was for there to be anything like a world picture. Flumanism,
therefore, in the narrower, historical sense, is nothing but a moral-aesthetic
anthropology. The name “anthropology,” here, does not refer to an inves-
tigadon of humanity by natural science. Neither does it mean the doctrine
established within Christian theology concerning created, fallen, and re-
deemed humanity. It designates, rather, that philosophical interpretadon of
man which explains and evaluates beings as a whole from the standpoint of,
and in relation to, man (Appendix 10).

The ever more exclusive rooting of the interpretation of the world in
anthropology which has set in since the end of the eighteenth century finds
expression in the fact that man’s fundamental relation to beings as a whole is
defined as a world view [Weltanschauung]. It is since then that this term has
entered common usage. As soon as the world becomes picture the position
of man is conceived as world view. It is, to be sure, easy to misunderstand the
term “world view,” to suppose it to have to do merely with a disengaged con-
templation of the world. For this reason, already in the nineteenth century,
it was rightly emphasized that “world view” also means, and even means
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primarily, “view of life.” The fact that, nonetheless, “world view” has as-
serted itsclf as the name for the position of man in the midst of beings proves
how decisively the world becomes picture as soon as man makes his life as
subject the primary center of reference. This means: the being counts as in
being only to the degree and extent that it is taken into, and referred back
to, this life, i.e., is lived out [er-/ebt], and becomes life-experience [Er-lebnis].
As every humanism had to remain something unsuited to Greece, so a “me-
dieval world view” was an impossibility; and a “Catholic world view” is an
absurdity. Just as, for modern man, the more unbounded the way in which:
he takes charge of the shaping of his essence, everything must, by both ne-
cessity and right, become “experience,” just as certainly, the Greceks at the
Olympic festivals could never have had “experiences.”

The fundamental event of modernity is the conquest of the world as
picturc. From now on the word “picture” means: the collective image of
representing production [das Gebild des vorstellenden Herstellens]. Within this,
man fights for the position in which he can be that being who gives to
every being the measure and draws up the guidelines. Because this po-
sition secures, organizes, and articulates itself as world view, the decisive
unfolding of the modern relationship to beings becomes a confrontation
of world views; not, indced, any old set of world views, but only those
which have alrcady taken hold of man’s most fundamental stance with the
utmost decisiveness. For the sake of this battle of world views, and accord-
ing to its meaning, humanity scts in motion, with respect to everything,
the unlimited process of calculation, planning, and breeding. Science as
research is the indispensable form taken by this self-establishment in the
world; it is one of the pathways along which, with a speed unrecognized
by those who are involved, modernity races towards the fulfillment of its
essence. With this battle of world views modernity first enters the deci-
sive period of its history, and probably the one most capable of enduring
(Appendix 11).

A'sign of this event is the appearance everywhere, and in the most varied
forns and disguiscs, of the gigantic. At the same time, the huge announces
itself in the direction of the ever smaller. We have only to think of the num-
bers of atomic physics. The gigantic presses forward in a form which seems
to make it disappear: in destruction of great distances by the airplane, in
the representations of foreign and remote worlds in their everydayness pro-
duced at will by the flick of a switch. One thinks too superficially, however,
if one takes the gigantic to be merely an endlessly extended emptiness of
the purely quantitative. One thinks too briefly if one finds the gigantic,
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in the form of the contnual never-having-been-here-before, to spring
merely from a blind impulse to exaggerate and excel. One thinks not at
all if one takes oneself to have explained this appearance of the gigantic
with the slogan “Americanism” (Appendix 12).

The gigandc is, rather, that through which the quanttative acquires its
own kind of quality, becoming thereby, a remarkable form of the great. A
historical age is not only great in a different way from others; it also has,
in every case, its own concept of greatness. As soon, however, as the gigan-
tic, in planning, calculatdng, establishing, and securing, changes from the
quantitative and becomes its own special quality, then the gigantc and the
seemingly completely calculable become, through this shift, incalculable.
This incalculability becomes the invisible shadow cast over all things when
man has become the subiecturn and world has become picture (Appendix 13).

Through this shadow the modern world withdraws into a space beyond
representatdon and so lends to the incalculable its own determinateness
and historical uniqueness. This shadow, however, points to something else,
knowledge of which, to us modermns, is refused (Appendix 14). Yet man will
never be able to experience and think this refusal as long as he goes around
merely negating the age. The flight into tradition, out of a combination of
humility and presumption, achieves, in itsclf, nothing, is merely a closing
the eyes and blindness towards the historical moment [Augenblick].

Man will know the incalculable — that is, safeguard itin its truth — only
in creative questioning and forming from out of the power of genuine re-
flection. Reflectdon transports the man of the future into that “in-between”
in which he belongs to being and yet, amidst beings, remains a stranger
(Appendix 15). Holderlin knew about this. FHis poem, above which is writ-
ten “To the Germans,” closes:*

True, narrowly bounded is our lifetime,
We see and count the number of our years
But the years of the peoples,

Have they becn seen by mortal eye?

Even if your soul soars in longing
beyond its own time, mourning

You linger on the cold shore

Among your own, and know them not.

Wohl ist enge begrinzt unsere Lebenszeit,
Unserer Jahre Zahl sehen und zihlen wir,
Doch die Jahre der Volker

sah ein sterbliches Auge sie?
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Wenn die Scele dir auch iiber die eigne Zeit

Sich die sehnende schwingt, trauernd verweilest du
Dann am kalten Gestade

Bei den Deincn und kennst sic nie.

APPENDICES

(1) Such reflecton is neither necessary for all nor is it to be accomplished,
or even found bearable, by everyone. On the contrary, absence of reflection
belongs, to a very great extent, to the partcular stages of accomplishing
and being constantly active. The questioning that belongs to reflection,
however, does not fall into that which is groundless and beyond queston-
ing because, in advance, it asks after being. This remains that which is
most worthy of queston [Frageuwrirdigste]. Reflecton finds in being the ut-
most resistance, which constrains it to deal seriously with beings as they
are drawn into the light of their being. Reflection on the essence of moder-
nity places thought and decision within the sphere of effectiveness belong-
ing to the authendcally essential forces of the age. These forces work, as
they work, beyond the reach of everyday evaluaton. With respect to such
forces there is only preparedness for the resolution or else the evasive turn-
ing to the ahistorical. In this connection, however, it is not sufficient, for
example, to affirm technology or, out of a stance incomparably more es-
sental, to set up “total mobilizatdon” as an absolute, once it is recognized
as being at hand.5 It is a matter of, in advance and continually, grasping
the essence of the age from out of the truth of being that prevails in it;
for only thus is that which is most-worthy-of-questioning simultaneously
expericnced — that which bears and constrains a creating into the future
which takes us beyond what is at hand, and lets the transformation of hu-
manity become one that springs from the nccessity of being itself.* No
age lets itself be done away with by a ncgating decree. Negation merely
throws the negator off the track. Modernity requires, however, in order,
in the future, for it to be resisted in its essence and on the strength of
that essence, an originality and breadth of reflection for which, perhaps, we
moderns can prepare somewhat, but over which we can certainly never gain
mastery.

(2) The phrase “constant activity” [Betrieb] is not intended here in a pejo-
rative sense. Yet because the essence of research is constant activity, the

3 First editon, 1950: usage |Brawuch].
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industrious activity of mere busyness [Betriebsamkeit des blofien Betriebs)
which is always a possibility, creates the appearance of a higher reality be-
hind which the excavations of research-work are accomplished. Constant
activity becomes mere busyness when its methodology no longer holds itself
open on the basis of an ever new completion of its projection, but rather
leaves this behind as something simply given and no longer ever requir-
ing confirmadon,; instead, all it does is to chase after results piling on top
of each other and their calculaton. Mere busyness must, at all times, be
resisted — precisely because, in its essence, research is constant actvity. If
one seeks to discover the scientific in science merely in serene erudition,
then it indeed seems as though the repudiation of constant activity would
also be the denial of the essential character of research as constant activity.
What, however, & certainly true is that the more completely research be-
comes constant activity and in this way becomes fruitful, the more steadily
there grows within it the danger of becoming mere busyness. In the end we
reach a situation where the difference between constant activity and busy-
ness [Betrieb und Betrieb] is not only unrecognizable, but has become unreal.
Precisely the leveling out of its essence and non-essence in the averageness
of the taken-for-granted, makes research — as the shape of science and so
of modernity in general — capable of enduring. But where, within constant
activity, is research to discover a counter-balance to mere busyness?

(3) The growing importance of the publishing business is not merely based
on the fact that the publishers (through, for example, the book trade) have
a better eye for the needs of the public, or that they understand business
better than do authors. Rather, their distinctive work takes the form of a
process of planning and organizing aimed, through the planned and lim-
ited publication of books and periodicals, at bringing the world into the
picture the public has of it and securing it there. The predominance of
collected works, sets of books, journal series, and pocket editions is al-
ready the result of this work on the part of the publishers. This work co-
incides, in turn, with the aims of researchers, since these not only become
more easily and rapidly known and respected through series and collec-
tions, but also, along a wider front, immediately achieve their intended
cffect.

(4) The metaphysical foundaton of Descartes’ position is taken over histor-
ically from Platonic-Aristotclian metaphysics. Despite its new beginning,
it attends to the very same question: what is the being? That this question
is not explicitly posed in Descartes’ Meditations only goes to prove how
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essentially the fundamental positon determines a transformation in the an-
swer to it. It is Descartes’ interpretation of beings and of truth which first
creates the preconditions for the possibility of a theory or metaphysics of
knowledge. Through Descartes, realism is for the first time put in the posi-
tion of having to prove the reality of the external world, of having to rescue
the being as such.

The essental modificadons of Descartes’ fundamental position which
have been achieved by (German thinking since Leibniz in no way overcome
this fundamental position. They only expand its metaphysical scope and
establish the preconditions of the nineteenth century ~ still the most ob-
scure of all the centuries up to now. They indirectly reinforce Descartes’
fundamental position in a form that is scarcely recognizable, yet not,
on that account, any the less real. By contrast, mere Cartesian scholas-
tcistn, together with its radonalism, has lost all power for the further
shaping of the character of modemnity. With Descartes, there begins the
completion of Western metaphysics. Since, however, such a completion
is only possible as metaphysics, modern thinking has its own kind of
greatness.

With the interpretaton of man as subiectum, Descartes created the meta-
physical presupposition for future anthropology of every kind and tendency.
In the risc of anthropologies he cclebrates his greatest triumph. Through
anthropology, the transidon of metaphysics into the event of the simple
cessation and suspension of all philosophy is inaugurated. That Dilthey dis-
avowed metaphysics — that, at bottom, he no longer understood its question
and stood helpless before metaphysical logic - is the inner conscquence of
the anthropological character of his fundamental position. Iis “philosophy
of philosophy” is a leading example of anthropology’s doing away with — as
opposed to overcoming — philosophy. This is why every anthropology that
makes usc of philosophy as the occasion arises, yct simultaneously declares
it to be, as philosophy, superfluous, has the advantage of seeing clearly what
is demanded by the affirmadon of anthropology. Through this, the intel-
lectual situation is somewhat clarified. The laborious fabrication of such
absurd entities as “Natonal Socialist philosophies,” on the other hand,
merely creates confusion. The world view indeed needs and makes use of
philosophical eruditon, but it needs no philosophy since, as world view,
it has already adopted its own interpretation and structuring of what is.
But one thing, surcly, even anthropology’ cannot do. It cannot overcome
Descartes, nor cven resist him. For how could the consequence ever attack
the ground on which it stands?
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Descartes can only be overcome through the overcoming of that which
he himself founded, through the overcoming, namely, of modern (and that
means, at the same time, Western) metaphysics. “Overcoming” means here,
however, the primal asking of the question of the meaning of being; of, that
is, the sphere of projection and with it the truth of being. This question
unveils itsclf as, at the same time, the question of the being of truth.

(5) The conception of the world as developed in Being and Time is to
be understood only within the perspective of the question about “being-
there [Da-sein).” This question remains, for its part, closcly connected
with the fundamental question concerning the meaning of being (not of
beings).

(6) 'lo the essence of the picture belongs standing-together, system. By this,
however, we do not mean the artificial, external simplification and collecting
together of the given but, rather, the unfolding, developing unity of struc-
ture within that which is set-before, represented as such, which arises from
the projection of the objectness of beings. In the Middle Ages a system is
impossible. For there, all that is essendial is the order of correspondences or,
more precisely, the order of beings in the sense of what is created and, as his
creation, watched over by GGod. System is still more foreign to Greece - even
though, these days, one speaks, in a quite unjustified way, of the Platonic
and Aristotelian “systems.” The constant activity of rescarch is a particular
embodiment and ordering of the systematic, in which, at the same time,
the latter reciprocally determines the ordering. When the world becomes
picture, system achieves dominion — and not only in thought. Where system
wkes the lead, however, there always exists the possibility of its degeneration
into the externality of a system that is merely fabricated and pieced together.
This is what happens when the original power of the projection remains
absent. The uniqueness of the systematc of Leibniz, Kant, Fichte, Hegel,
and Schelling — a systematic that is inherently diverse — has still not been
understood. The greatness of the systematic of these thinkers consists in the
fact that it does not unfold, as with Descartes, out of the subiectum as ego and
substantia finita. Rather, it unfolds cither, as with Leibniz, out of the monad
or, as with Kant, out of the transcendental essence of finite reason rooted
in the imagination, or, as with Fichte, out of the infinite “I,” or, as with
Ilegel, out of the spirit of absolute knowledge, or, finally, as with Schelling,
from out of freedom as the necessity of every particular being which, as
such a being, remains determined through the distinction between ground
and existence.
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No less essential to the modern interpretation of beings is the represen-
tation of value. Where beings have become objects of representation, there,
for the first time, in a certain sense, a loss of being occurs. This loss - vagucly
and uncertainly enough perceived — is correspondingly quickly made up for
through the fact that we attribute to the object and the thus-interpreted
being a value; in general, we assess beings according to values and make
them the goal of all action and activity. Since this latter conccives itself as
culture, values become “cultural values” and these become the general ex-
pression of the highest goals of creation devoted to the self-establishment
of man as subiectum. From here it is only a short step to making values
into objects in themselves. Values become the objectification of needs as
goals brought about by a represcnting self-establishment within the world
as picture. Values appear to be the expression of the fact that, in relation
to them, man strives to promote precisely what is most valuable. In fact,
however, it is precisely “values” that are the powerless and threadbare mask
of the objectification of beings, an objectification that has become flat and
devoid of background. No one dies for mere values. For the sake of il-
luminating the ninctcenth century, we should note, here, the internedi-
ate position of Hermann Lotze. At the same time as he was interpreting
Plato’s ideas as values, L.otze undertook, under the title Microcosmos, that
Artempt at an Anthropology (1856) which, while still drawing on the spirit
of German idealism for the nobility and simplicity of its mode of thinking,
at the same time also opened that thinking to positivism. Because Niet-
zsche’s thought remains imprisoned in value-representation, he has to ex-
press what is cssential to him in a retrospective form as the revaluation of
all values. Only when we succeed in grasping Nietzsche’s thought indepen-
dently of value-representation, do we achieve a standpoint from which the
work of the last thinker of metaphysics can be comprehended as an exer-
cise in questioning, and his antagonism to Wagner as a necessity of our
history.

(7) Correspondence, thought as the fundamental feature of the being of
beings, provides the pattern for the very definite possibilides and ways in
which the truth of this being of beings, within beings, scts itself into the
work. The artwork of the Middle Ages and the absence of a world picture
during this age belong together.

(8) But did not a Sophist at about the time of Socrates venture to say that
“Man is the measure of all things, of what are, that they are, of what are
not, that they are not™ Does not this statement of Protagoras sound as
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though it were Descartes speaking? Is it not through Plato that the be-
ing of beings is fully grasped as the visible, the i8éa? Is not the relation
to beings as such, for Aristotle, pure looking? And yet it is no more the
casc that Protagoras’ Sophistic statement is subjectivism than it is the case
that Descartes had the capacity to bring about the overtuming of Greek
thought. Through Plato’s thinking and Aristotle’s questioning there oc-
curred, to be sure, a decisive transformation of the interpretation of beings
and of man. But this transformation always remained within the Greeks’
fundamental experience of beings. Precisely as a struggle against the So-
phistc, and so as dependent on it, this transformed interpretation proves
so decisive as to become the ending of the Greek world, an ending which
indirectly helps to prepare the possibility of the modern age. This is the
reason that, later on, not just in the Middle Ages but right through the
modern age and up to the present, Platonic and Aristotelian thought was
able to be taken as Greek thought per se, and why all pre-Platonic thought
could be considered to be merely a preparation for Plato. Because we have
long becn accustomed to understand Greece in terms of a modern hu-
manistic interpretation, it remains denied to us to think being as it opened
itself to Greek antquity, to think it in a way that allows it its ownness and
strangeness.
Protagoras’ statement reads:

TAUTWY XpNudTwy pétpov Eotiv &vlpwtros, Tév ptv dvtwv 65 EoT, TV BE uf) dvTtwy
@5 oUK EoTIv.
(cf. Plato’s Theaetetus 152a)

Of all things (those, namely, that man has around him in use and usage, xp1-
uata xpficbar) man is (in cach casc) the measure, of what presences, that it
so presences, of that, however, to which presencing is denied, that it does not
presence.

The being whose being is up for decision isunderstood, here, as that which is
presentin the sphere of man, arriving in this region, of itself. Who, however,
is “man™? Plato tclls us in the same passage by having Socrates say:

Does he (Protagoras) not understand this somewhat as follows? Whatever, at a
given dme, something shows itself to me as, of such an aspect is it (also) for me; but
whatever it shows itself to you as, is it not such in turn for you? But you are a man
just as much as .

Man is here, accordingly, the man in each particular case (I and you,
he and she). And should not this tyc coincide with Descartes’ ego cogito?
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Never. For in every essential respect, what determines the two fundamental
metaphysical positions with equal necessity is different. What is essential
to a fundamental metaphysical position embraces:

(1) The manner and way in which man is man, that is, himself: the es-
sential nature of selfhood which by no means coincides with I-ncss,
but is rather determined by the relationship to being as such.

(2) The essendal interpretation of the being of beings.

(3) The essential projection of truth.

(4) The sense in which, in any given instance, “man is the measure.”

None of the essential moments of the fundamental metaphysical position
can be understood apart from the others. Each, by itself, indicates the totality
of a fundamental metaphysical posidon. For what reason, and to what extent,
just these four moments bear and structure a fundamental metaphysical
position in advance is a question which can no longer be asked or answered
out of or through metaphysics. To ask it is already to speak out of the
overcoming of metaphysics.

For Protagoras, to be sure, beings remain related to man as ¢y, Of
what kind is this reladon to the I? The ¢y stays, in the sphere of that
which is apportioned to it as this partcular unconcealment. Accordingly, it
apprehends everything that presences within this sphere as in being. The ap-
prehending of what presences is grounded in this staying within the sphere
of unconcealment. The belonging of the I to what presences is through
this staying alongside what presences. This belonging to what presences
in the open draws the boundary between what is present and what absent.
From out of this boundary man receives and preserves the measure of that
which presences and that which absences. In his restriction to that which
is unconcealed at a particular time, man gives himself the measure which
confines a self in each case to this and that. Man does not set the measure to
which all beings in their being here have to accommodate theinselves, out
of a detached I-ness. One who stands in the Greeks’ fundamental reladon-
ship to beings and their unconcealment is uétpov (measure) insofar as he
accepts restriction to the sphere of unconcealment limited after the manner
of the I; and, as a consequence, acknowledges the concealment of beings
and that their presence or absence, together with the visible appearance of
what is present, lies beyond his power of decision. This is why Protagoras
says (Fragment 4 in Diels, Frngmente der Vorsokratiker) tepi uév fecov ok
Exw €eldéval, oUB’ ds elolv, 0Ub’ ds olk elaiv, 006’ dmoioi Tives idéav. “Con-
cerning the gods, I am, admittedly, not in the position to know (i.e., for the

79



OFF TIIF. BEATEN TRACK

Greeks, to have something in “sight”) either that they are, or that they are
not, nor how they are in their visible aspect (i5éa).”

TOAAG Y&p T& kwAUovTa eibévan, fi T’ &BnASTNS kai Ppay s cv & Blos Tob
&vBpcdtrou. “Many, that is, are the things that prevent the apprchending of
the being as what it is: both the un-openness (concealment) of beings and
the brevity of man’s course in history.

In view of this thoughtful circumspection on Protagoras’ part, it is no
wonder that Socrates says of him (Plato, Theaetetus 152 b) elkds pévror
gopdv GvBpa pf Anpeiv. “We may suppose that he (Protagoras), as a sen-
sible person, was not (in his statement about man as the pérpov) simply
babbling.”

The fundamental metaphysical position of Protagoras is merely a nar-
rowing down — which means, nonetheless, a preserving — of the fundamental
position of Heraclitus and Parmenides. Sophism is only possible on the basis
of oogiaq, i.e., on the basis of the Greek interpretation of being as presence
and truth as unconcealment - an unconcealment which remains itself an
essential determination of being, which is why that which presences is de-
termined out of unconcealment, and presencing out of the unconcealed
as such. But how far removed is Descartes from this beginning of Greek
thought, how different is the interpretation of man which represents him as
subject? In the concept of the subiectum, there sdll lingers on the sound of
the Greek essence of being (the Urokeiofan of the Utrokelpevov) in the form
of a presencing that has become unrecognizable and unquestioned (namely,
that which lies permanently at hand). Precisely because of this, we can rec-
ognize in this concept of presencing the transformation of the fundamental
metaphysical position.

It is one thing to preserve the always limited sphere of unconcealment
through the apprehension of what presences (man as pétpov). It is something
different to procecd into the unlimited region of possible objectification
through the calculatng of the representable of which everyone is capable
and which is binding on all.

Every subjectivism is impossible within Greek Sophism since man can
never, here, become subiectum. This cannot happen because, in Sophism,
being is presencing and truth is unconcealment.

In unconcealment, pavracia happens: the coming to appcarance, as a
particular something, of that which presences - for man, who himself pres-
ences to what appears. Man as the represcntng subject fantasizes, however:
he moves in imaginatio in that his representation imagines the being as object
into the world as picture.
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(9) [How doesithappen atall that that which issets itself forth, in an emphatc
way, as subiectum, with the result that the subjective achieves dominance? For
up to Descartes, and stll within his metaphysics, the being, insofar as itisa
being, is a sub-iectum (Utro-keipevov); something which lies before us from out
of itself and which, as such, lies at the foundation of both its own permanent
characteristics and its changing circumstances. The preference given to a
sub-iectum (that which lies at the basis as ground) which is preeminent in
that it is, in an essendal respect, unconditioned, stems from man’s demand
for a fundamentum absolutum inconcussum veritatis; for an unshakable ground
of truth, in the sense of certainty, which rests in itself. Why and how does
this demand come to have decisive validity? The demand springs from the
liberadon of humanity from the bonds of the truth of Christian revelation
and the doctrines of the Church, a liberadon which frees itself for a self-
legislation that is grounded in itself. Through this liberadon the essence of
freedom — being bound to something that binds - is posited anew. Because,
however, in accordance with this freecdom, self-liberating man himself posits
what is obligatory, this can henceforth be defined in different ways. The
obligatory may be human reason and its law; it may be beings, set up and
ordered as objects by such a reason; or it may be that chaos — not yet ordered
and only to be mastered through objectification - which, in a certain age,
comes to demand mastery.

This liberatdon, however, without knowing it, is stll freeing itself from
the bonds of the truth of revelation in which the salvatdon of man’s soul is
made certain and guaranteed. Hence this liberation from the certainty of
salvation disclosed by revelation has to be, in itself, a liberadon o a certainty
in which man secures for himself the true as that which is known through
his own knowing. That was only possible in that self-liberating man him-
self guaranteed the certainty of the knowable. This, however, could only
happen through man’s deciding, from and for himself, what was knowable
for him, and what the knowing and securing of the known, i.e., certainty,
should mean. Descartes’ metaphysical task became the following: to create
the metaphysical ground for the freeing of man to freedom considered as
self-detentninadon that is certain of itself. This ground, however, not only
had to be one that was certain. Since every measure taken from other do-
mains was forbidden, it had, at the same dme, also to be of such a nature
that, through it, the essence of the freedom demanded was posited as a
self-certainty. Everything that is certain from itself must, at the same time,
however, certify as certain that being from which such knowledge is certain
and through which everything knowable is made secure. The fundamentum,
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the foundation at the basis of this freedom, the subrectum, must be some-
thing certain which sadsfies the aforcmentioned essendal requircments. A
subiectum distinguished in all these respects becomes necessary. What is this
certainty which forms and provides the ground? It is the ego cogito (ergo)
sum. This certainty is a principle which says that, simultaneously with man’s
thinking (at the same tme and lasting an equal length of time), he himself
is indubitably co-present; is, that is, given to himself. Thinking is represen-
tation, setting-before, a representative relation to the represented (idea as
perceptio).

To represent means here: of oneself, to set something before one and to
make what has been sct in place [das Gestellte] sccure as thus set in place. This
placing-in-securedness must be a calculatng, since only calculadon guar-
antees being certain, in advance and always, of that which is to be presented.
Representing is no longer the apprchending of what presences within whose
unconcealment the apprehending itsclf belongs, belongs, indeed, as its own
kind of presence to the things that are unconcealedly present. Representa-
don is no longer the self-disclosure for...but rather the laying hold and
grasping of . ... That which presences does not hold sway; rather, scttng-
upon rules. According to the new freedom, representaton is now some-
thing that procceds from itself into the region of the sccured, a region
which has first to be made secure. The being is no longer that which pres-
ences. Rather, it is that which, in represcntation, is first set over and against
[entgegen Gestellte], with the character of an object [ Gegen-stindige]. Repre-
scntation, setting-before, is a making cverything stand over and against as
object [Ver-gegen-stindlichung] which masters and procecds against. In this
way, representation drives everything into the unity of the thus-objectfied.
Representation is coagitatio.

Every reladonship to something — will, point of view, sensibility — is
already representing. It is cogitans, which onc translates as “thinking.” This
is why Descartes is able to label all forms of the voluntas and affectus, all
actiones and passiones with the at first strange-sounding name “cogitatio.” In
the ergo cogito sum, the cogitare is understood in this essential and new sense.
The subiectum, the fundamental certainty, is that always secured entity which
representing man always co-represents along with human or non-human
beings, along, that is, with the objectified. The fundamental certainty is the
me-cogitare =me esse which is, at all times, indubitably representable and
represented. This is the fundamental equation of all calculating belonging
to sclf-securing representing. In this fundamental certainty, man becomes
certain that, as the representer of all representation, the sctter-before of all

82



THE AGE OF THE WORLD PICTURE

setting-before, and therewith the realm of all representedness and hence of
all certainty and truth, heis securely established - which means, now, that he
is. Only because, in the fundamental certainty (in the fundamentum absolutum
inconcussum of the me cogitare =me esse), man is necessarily co-represcnted;
only because man who has been liberated to himself belongs, of necessity,
within the subiectum of this freedom — only for this reason can and must this
man himself become the preeminent being, a subiecruzn which, in respect of
the primary [erste] true (i.e., certain) beings, takes precedence over all other
subiecta. That is the fundamental cquation of certainty. The fact, therefore,
that in the authentic subiecrunz, the ego is named, does not mean that man
now becomes an I-ness and is egoistically defined. It means only this: to be
the subject now becomes the distinctiveness of man, of man as the being
that thinks and represents. The human “I” is placed in the service of this
subiectum. The certainty lying at the foundation of this subiectum is, as such,
indeed subjective i.e., holding sway in the essence of the swbiectum, but is
not egoistic. In the same way, everything that is to be secured by means of
representing objectification, and is established thereby asin being, is binding
for everyone. From this objectification, however, which is at the same time
the decision as to what may count as an object, nothing can escape. To the
essence of the subjectivity of the subiectum, and of man as subject, belongs
the unconditional delimiting forth [Entschrinkung] of the sphere of possible
objectification and the right to determine this objectificaton.

We have now explained the sense in which man is, and must be, the
subject, measure, and center of beings: of, that is, objects [Objekte], things
which stand over and against [Gegenstinde]. Man is no longer the pétpov in
the sense of restraining his apprehension to the sphere of the unconceal-
ment of what presences at his time — the sphere toward which man then
presences. As subiecturm man is the co-agitatio of the ego. Man establishes
himself as the measure of all measures with which whatever can count as
certain, i.e., true, i.e., in being, is measured off and measured out. Free-
dom is new as the freedom of the subiectum. In the Meditationes de prima
philosophia the liberation of man to his new freedom is brought to that
which grounds it. The liberation of modern humanity does not first begin
with the ego cogito ergo sum, and neither is the metaphysics of Descartes
merely supplied later on as something built on externally, a metaphysics in
the sense of anideology. In the co-agitatio representation gathers everything
that is an object in the gatheredness of representedness. The ego of the
cogitare now discovers, in the self-securing togetherness of representedness,
in the con-scientia, its essence. Conscientia is the representing gathering of
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the objectual together with the representing man within the sphere of rep-
resentedness which he preserves. Everything that presences receives from
out of this representedness the meaning and mode of its presence [Anwesen-
beit]; the meaning and mode, that is, of presence [Praesenz] in repraesentatio.
The con-scientia of the ego as the subiectum of the coagitatio, the subjectiv-
ity of the subiectum marked out in the above way, deterinines the being of
beings.

‘The Meditationes de prima philosophia provide the pattern for the ontology
of the subiectumn constructed from the perspective of a subjectivity defined as
conscientia. Man has become the subiectum. He can, therefore, determine and
realize the essence of subjectivity — always according to how he conceives
and wills himself. Man as the ratonal being of the Enlightenment is no less
subject than man who grasps himself as nation, wills himself as people [Volk],
nurtures himself as race and, finally, empowers himself as lord of the earth.
Now in all these fundamental positions of subjectivism, too, different kinds
of I-ness and egoism are possible; for man is always defined as I and thou,
we and you. Subjective egoism for which - usually without knowing it — the
I is pre-deterinined as subject can be beaten down through the insertdon
of the I into the we. Through this, subjectivity only gains in power. In
the planctary imperialism of technically organized man the subjectivism of
man reaches its highest point from which it will descend to the flatness of
organized uniformity and there establish itself. This uniformity becomes
the surest instrument of the total, i.e., technological, dominion over the
earth. 'The modern freedom of subjectvity is completely absorbed into the
corresponding objectivity. By himself, man cannot abandon this destining of
his modern essence; he cannot abolish it by fiat. But he can, in thoughtful
anticipation, ponder this: that mankind’s being a subject is not the only
possibility of the primal essence of historical humanity there has ever been
or ever will be. The shadow of a passing cloud over a hidden land - that is
the darkening which truth as the certainty of subjectvity (a truth prepared
for by the certainty of salvation of Christianity) lays over an Event [Ereignis]
that it remains denied to subjectivity to experience.

(10) Anthropology is that interpretation of humanity which already knows,
fundamentally, who man is and can, therefore, never ask who he might be.
For with this question it would have to confess itself shaken and overcome.
But how is this to be expected of anthropology when the task is specifically
to achieve nothing but the securing that follows from the self-security of
the subiectum?
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(11) For what is happening now is the melting down of the self-completing
essence of modernity into the obvious. Only when this is secured as a world
view will the possibility arise of a fertile ground for being to become capable
of a primal questoning —a questdon-worthiness which opens the leeway for
the dccision as to whether being will once more be capable of a god, as
to whether the essence of the truth of being will make a more primordial
claim upon the esscnce of man. Only when the completion of the modern
age affirms the ruthlessness of its own greamess is future history being
preparcd.

(12) Americanism is something European. It is that sdll uncomprehended
species of the gigandc — the gigandc that is stll not properly assembled
and sdll fails to arise from the complete and collected essence of modemnity.
The American interpretation of Americanism in terms of pragmatism still
rcmains ousside the realm of metaphysics.

(13) Everyday opinion sees in the shadow merely the absence of light, if not
its complete denial. But, in truth, the shadow is the manifest, though impen-
etrable, testimony of hidden illuminadon. Concciving of the shadow this
way, we experience the incalculable as that which escapes representation,
yet is manifest in beings and poinss to the hidden being [Sein].

(14) But what if the refusal itsclf had to become the highestand hardest dis-
closure of being? Conceived from out of metaphysics (i.e., from the questdon
of being in the form “What is the being?”) the hidden cssence of being, the
refusal, reveals itself first of all as the absolute non-being, as the nothing.
But the nothing, as the nothing of beings is the keenest opponent of mere
negating. The nothing is never nothing, and neither is it a something in
the sense of an object; it is being iself whose truth will be given over to
man when he has overcome himself as subject, when, that is, he no longer
represents beings as objecss.

(15) This open in-between is the being-there [Da-sein], understanding the
word in the sensc of the ecstatic region of the disclosure and concealment
of being.



Hegel’s Concept of Experience®

“Science of the Experience of Consciousness” ~ this is the title which Hegel
put at the head of The Phenomenology of Spirit when it was published in
1807. The word “experience” is printed in boldface midway between the
two other terms. “Experience” identifies what “phenomenology” is. What is
Hegel thinking by stressing the word “experience” in this way? The answer
is provided by the passage which, following after the “Preface” to the System
of Science, inaugurates the work. The text in the original editon runs:*

[1] It is natural to suppose that, before philosophy enters upon the matter
proper to it — namely, the real knowledge of what truly is — it is necessary
to comne first to an understanding concerning knowledge, which is looked
upon as the instrument by which to take possession of the absolute, or as the
means through which to get a sight of it. The precaution seemns legitimate,
partly because there are various kinds of knowledge, among which one
might be better adapted than another for the attainment of our purpose, -
and thus a wrong choice is possible; and partly because knowing is a faculty
of a definite kind and with a determinate range, and so without the more
precise determination of its nature and limits we might take hold on clouds
of error instead of the heaven of truth. This apprehensiveness is sure to pass
even into the conviction that the whole enterprise, which sets out to secure
for consciousness by means of knowledge the in-itself, is in its very nature
absurd; and that between knowledge and the absolute there lies a boundary
which completely cuts off the one from the other. For if knowledge is the
instrument by which to get possession of absolute essence, the suggestion
immediately occurs that the application of an instrument to anything does

* First cdition, 1950: implicitly thought from the Fvent.
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not leave it as it is for itself, but rather entails in the process and has in view
a molding and alteration of it. Or, again, if knowledge is not an instrument
which we actively employ, but a kind of passive medium through which the
light of the truth rcaches us, then here, too, we do not receive it as it is in
itself, but as it is through and in this medium. In either case we employ a
mcans which immediately brings about the very opposite of its own end; or,
rather, the absurdity lies in making use of any means at all. It seems indeed
open to us to find in the knowledge of the way in which the imstrument
operates, a remedy for this parlous state of affairs; for thereby it becomes
possible to remove from the result the part which, in our idea of the absolute
received through that instrument, belongs to the instrument, and thus to
get the truth in its purity. But this improvement would, as a matter of fact,
only bring us back to the point where we were before. If we take away again
from a definitely formed thing that which the instrument has done in the
shaping of it, then the thing (in this case the absolute) stands before us once
more just as it was previous to all this trouble, which, as we now sec, was
superfluous. If the absolute were only to be brought on the whole nearer
to us by this agency, without any change being wrought in it, like a bird
caught by a limestick, it would certainly scorn a trick of that sort, if it were
not, and did not intend to be, in and for itself with us from the start. For
a trick is what knowledge in such a case would be, since by all its busy toil
and trouble it gives itself the air of doing something quite different from
bringing about a relation that is mercly immediate and so a waste of time to
establish. Or, again, if the examination of knowledge, which we represent
as a medium, makes us acquainted with the law of its refraction, it is likewise
useless to eliminate this refraction from the result. For knowledge is not the
divergence of the ray, but the ray itself by which the truth comes in contact
with us; and if this be removed, the bare direction or the empty place would
alone be indicated.

[2] Meanwhile, if the fear of falling into error introduces an element of
distrust into science, which without any scruples of that sort goes to work
and really docs know, it is not easy to understand why, converscly, a distrust
should not be placed in this very distrust, and why we should not take care
lest the fear of error is not just the inital error. As a matter of fact, this
fear presupposes something, indeed a great dcal, as truth, and supports its
scruples and consequences on what should-itself be examined beforehand
to scec whether it is truth. It starts with ideas of knowledge as an instument,
and as a medium; and presupposes a distinction of ourselves from this knowledge.
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More especially it takes for granted that the absolute stands on one side, and
that knowledge on the ot her side, for itsclf and cut off from the absolute, is still
something real; in other words, that knowledge, which, by being outside
the absolute, is certainly also outside truth, is nevertheless true —a position
which, while calling itself fear of crror, makes itself known rather as fear of
the truth.

[3] This conclusion comes from the fact that the absolute alone is true or
that the true is alonc absolute. It may be set aside by making the distinction
that a knowledge which does not indecd know the absolute as science wants
to know it, is none the less true too; and that knowledge in general, though
it may possibly be incapable of grasping the absolute, can still be capable
of truth of another kind. But we shall sec as we proceed that random talk
like this leads in the long run to a confused distinction between the absolute
truth and a truth of some other sort, and that “absolute,” “knowledge,” and
so on, are words which presuppose a meaning that has first to be got at.

[4] With suchlike useless ideas and cxpressions about knowledge, as an
instrument to take hold of the absolute, or as a medium through which
we have a glimpse of truth, and so on (relations to which all these idcas
of a knowledge which is divided from the absolute and an absolute divided
from knowledge in the last resort lead), we need not concern ourselves.
Nor need we trouble about the cvasive pretexts which the incapacity of
“science” creates out of the presuppositon of such relations, in order at
once to be rid of the toil of science, and to assume the air of serious and
zealous cffort about it. Instead of being troubled with giving answers to all
these, they may be straightway rejected as advendtious and arbitrary ideas;
and the use which is here made of words like “absolute,” “knowledge,” as
also “objective” and “subjective,” and innumerable others, whose meaning
is assumed to be familiar to everyone, might well be regarded as so much
dcception. For to pretend that their significance is universally familiar and
that everyone indeed possesses their concept, rather looks like an attempt to
dispense with the only important matter, which is just to give this concept.
With better right, on the contrary, we might spare ourselves the trouble
of taking any notice at all of such ideas and ways of talking which would
have the cffect of warding off science altogether; for they make a mere
empty show of knowledge which at once vanishes when science comes on
the scenc. But science, in the very fact that it comes on the scene, is itself a
phenomenon; its “coming on the scene” is not yet itself carried out in all the
length and breadth of its truth. In this regard, it is a matter of indifference
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whether we consider that it (science) is the phenomenon because it makes
its appearance alongside another kind of knowledge, or call that other untrue
knowledge its process of appearing. Science, however, must liberate itself
from this phenomenality, this seeming, and it can only do so by turning
against it. For science cannot simply reject a form of knowledge which is
not true, and treat this as a common view of things, and then assure us that
itself is an entirely different kind of knowledge, and that it holds the other
to be of no account at all; nor can it appeal to the fact that in this other
there are presages of a better. By giving that “assurance” it would declare its
force and value to lie in its bare existence; but the untrue knowledge appeals
likewise to the fact that it is, and “assures” us that to it science is nothing.
One barren assurance, however, is of just as much value as another. Sdll less
can science appeal to the presages of a better, which are to be found present
in untrue knowledge and are there pointing the way toward science; for,
on the one hand, it would be appealing again in the same way to a merely
existent fact; and, on the other, it would be appealing to itself, to the way in
which it exists in untrue knowledge, i.e., to a bad form of its own existence,
to its appearance, rather than to how it is in and for itself. For this reason
we shall here undertake the presentation of knowledge as a phenomenon.

[s] Now because this presentation has for its object only phenomenal
knowledge, the presentation itself seems not to be science, free, self-moving
in the shape proper toitself, but may, from this point of view, be taken as the
pathway of natural consciousness which is pressing forward to true knowl-
edge. Or it can be regarded as the path of the soul, which is traversing the
scries of its own forms of embodiment, like stages appointed for it by its
own nature, that it may possess the clearness of spirit when, through the
complete experience of its own sclf, it arrives at the knowledge of what it is
in itself.

[6] Natural consciousness will prove itself to be only the concept of knowl-
edge and not real knowledge. Since, however, it immediately takes itself to
be the real and genuinc knowledge, this pathway has a negative significance
for it; what is a realization of the concept of knowledge means for it rather
the ruin and overthrow of itself; for on this road it loses its own truth.
Because of that, the road can be looked on as the path of doubt, or more
properlya highway of despair. For what happens there is not what is usually
understood by doubting, a jostling against this or that supposed truth, the
outcome of which is again a disappearance in due course of the doubt and
a return to the former truth, so that at the end the matter is taken as it
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was before. On the contrary, that pathway is the conscious insight into the
untruth of phenomenal knowledge, for which that is the most real which is
after all only the unrealized concept. On that account, too, this thorough-
going skepticism is not what doubtless earnest zcal for truth and science
fancies it has cquipped itself with in order to be rcady to deal with them —
viz. the resolve, in science, not to deliver itself over to the thoughts of others
on their mere authority, but to examine everything for itself, and only follow
itsown convicdon, or, still better, to produce everythingitself and hold only
its own act for true. The series of shapes, which consciousness traverses on
this road, is rather the detailed history of the fornation of consciousness
itself up to the level of science. That resolve represents this mental devel-
opment in the simple forin of an intended purpose, as immediately finished
and complete, as having taken place; this pathway, on the other hand, is, as
opposed to thisabstract intenton, or untruth, the actual carrying out of that
process of development. To follow one’s own convicton is certainly more
than to hand oneself over to authority; but by the conversion of opinion
held on authority into opinion held out of personal conviction, the content
of what is held is not necessarily altered, and truth has not thereby taken the
place of error. If we stick to a system of opinion and prejudice resting on the
authority of others, or upon personal conviction, the one differs from the
other merely in the conceit which animates the latter. Skepdcism, directed
to the whole compass of phecnomenal consciousness, on the contrary, makes
spirit for the first time qualified to test what truth is; since it brings about
a despair regarding what are called natural views, thoughts, and opinions,
which it is a matter of indifference to call personal or belonging to others,
and with which the consciousness that proceeds imzmediately to critcize and
test is stll filled and hampered, thus being, as a matter of fact, incapable of
what it wants to undertake.

[7] The completeness of the forms of unrcal consciousness will be brought
about precisely through the necessity of the advance and the necessity of
their connection with one another. To make this comprehensible we may
remark, by way of preliminary, that the presentation of untrue consciousness
in its untruth is not a merely negative process. Such a one-sided view of it
is what the natural consciousness generally adopts; and a knowledge, which
makes this one-sidedness its essence, is one of those shapes assumed by
incomplete consciousness which falls into the course of the inquiry itself
and will come before us there. For this view is skepticism, which always
sees in the result only pure nothingness, and it abstracts away the fact that
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this nothing is specifically the nothing of that out of which it contes as a result.
Nothing, however, is only, in fact, the true result, when taken as the nothing
of what it comes from; it is thus itself a determinate nothing, and has a content.
The skepticism which ends with the abstraction “nothing” or “emptiness”
can advance from this not a step farther, but must wait and sec whether
there is possibly anything new offered, and what that is, — in order to cast
it into the same abysmal void. When once, on the other hand, the result is
apprehended, as it truly is, as determinate negation, a new form has thercby
immediately ariscn; and in the negation the transition is made by which the
progress through the complete succession of shapes comes about of itself.

[8] The goal, however, is fixed for knowledge just as nccessarily as the suc-
cession in the process. The terminus is at that point where knowledge is
no longer compelled to go beyond itself, where it finds its own self, and
the concept corresponds to the object and the object to the concept. The
progress toward this goal consequently is without a halt, and at no earlier
stage is satisfaction to be found. T"hat which is confined to a life of nature
is unable of itself to go beyond its immediate existence; but by something
other than itself it is forced beyond that; and to be thus wrenched out of
its setting is its death. Consciousness, howevecr, is for itself its own concept;
thereby it immediately transcends what is limited, and, since this latter be-
longs to it, consciousness transcends its own sclf. Along with the particular
there is at the same time set up the “beyond,” even if this were only, as
in spatial intuition, beside what is limited. Consciousness, therefore, suffers
this violence at its own hands; it destroys its own limited satisfaction. At
the fecling of this violence, anxiety for the truth may well withdraw, and
struggle to preserve for itself that which is in danger of being lost. But it can
find no rest. Should that anxious fearfulness wish to remain always in un-
thinking indolence, thought will agitate the thoughtlessness, its restlessness
will disturb that indolence. Or let it take its stand as a form of sentimen-
tality which assures us it finds everything good in its own kind, and this
assurance likewise will suffer violence at the hands of reason, which finds
something not good just because and in so far as it is a kind. Or, again, fear
of the truth may conceal itself from itself and others behind the pretext that
it is precisely burning zeal for the very truth which makes it so difficult,
nay impossible, to find any other truth except that of which alone vanity is
capable - that of being ever so much cleverer than any ideas, which one gets
from oneself or others, could make possible. This sort of conceit which un-
derstands how to belittle every truth and turn away from it back into itself,
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and gloats over this its own private understanding which always knows how
to dissipate every possible thought, and to find, instead of all the content,
mcrely the barren cgo - this is a satisfaction which must be left to itself; for
it flees the universal and seeks only an isolated existence on its own account
[Fiérsichseyn].

[9] As the foregoing has been stated, provisionally and in general, con-
cerning the manner and the necessity of the process of the inquiry, it may
also be of further service to make some obscrvations regarding the method
of carvying this out. This presentation, viewed as a process of relating science
to phenomenal knowledge, and as an inquiry and critical examination into the
reality of knowing, does not seem able to be effected without some presup-
position which is laid down as an ultimate citerfon. For an examination
consists in applying an accepted criterion, and, on the final agrcement or
disagrecment thercwith of what is tested, deciding whether the latter is right
or wrong; and the criterion in general, and science as well (if science werc
to be the criterion) is thereby accepted as the essence or the in-itself. But,
here, where science first appears on the scenc, neither science nor any sort
of criterion has justified itself as the cssence or the in-itself; and without
this no examination secms able to be instituted.

[10] This contradiction and the removal of it will become more definite if,
to begin with, we call to mind the abstract determinations of knowledge
and of truth as they are found in consciousness. Consciousness, we find,
distinguishes from itsclf something, to which at the same time it relates itself;
or, to use the current expression, there is something for consciousness; and
the dcterminate form of this process of relating, or of therc being something
for a consciousness, is knowledge. But from this being for another we distin-
guish being in-itself; what is related to knowledge is likewise distinguished
from it, and posited as also existing outside this relaton; the aspect of this
in-itself is called truth. What really lies in these determninations does not
further concern us here; for since the object of our inquiry is phenomenal
knowledge, its determinations arc also taken up, in the first instance, as they
present themselves immediately to us. And they present themselves to us
very much in the way we have just stated.

[11] If now our inquiry deals with the truth of knowledge, it appears that
we are inquiring what knowledge is iz itself. But in this inquiry knowledge
is our object, it is for us; and the in-itself of knowledge, were this to come to
light, would be rather its being for- us: what we should assert to be its essence
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would rather be not the truth of knowledge but only our knowledge of it.
The essence or the criterion would lie in us; and what was to be compared
with this criterion, and decided upon as a result of this comparison, would
not necessarily have to recognize that critcrion.

[12] But the nature of the object which we arc examining surmounts this
separation, or semblance of separation, and presupposition. Consciousness
furnishes its own criterion in it itsclf, and the inquiry will thereby be a
comparison of itself with its own sclf; for the distinction, just made, falls
inside itsclf. In consciousness therc is one elementforan other, or, in general,
consciousncss implicates the specific character of the moment of knowledge.
At the samc time this “other” is to consciousness not merely for it, but also
outside this rclation, or has a being in itself, i.e., there is thc moment of
truth. Thus in what consciousness inside itself declares to be the in-itself or
true we have the criterion which it itself sets up, and by which we are to
measure its knowledge. Suppose we call knowledge “the concept,” and the
essence or the true “the being that is” or “the object,” then the examination
consists in seeing whether the concept corresponds with the object. But if
we call the essence, or the in-itself, of the object “the concept,” and, on the
other side, understand by “object” the concept as object, i.c., the way the
concept is for an other, then the examination consists in our seeing whether
the object corresponds to its own concept. It is clear, of course, that both
of these processes are the same. The essential fact, however, to be borne in
mind throughout the whole inquiry is that both these moments, concept and
object, “being for another” and “being in itsclf,” themselves fall within that
knowledge which we are examining. Conscquently we do not require to
bring criteria with us, nor to apply eur fancies and thoughts in the inquiry;
and just by our leaving these aside we are enabled to consider the matter as
it actually is in itself and for itself.

[13] But not only in this respect, that concept and object, the criterion
and what is to be critically examined, are ready to hand in consciousness
itsclf, is any contribution of ours superfluous, but we are also spared the
trouble of comparing thesc two and of making an examination in the strict
sensc of the term; so that in this respect, too, since consciousness critically
examines itself, all we are left to do is purely to watch, to look on. For
consciousness is, on the one hand, consciousness of the object, on the other,
consciousness of itsclf; consciousness of what to it is true, and consciousness
of its knowledge of that truth. Since both are for the same consciousness, it is
itself their comparison; it is for the same consciousness to decide and know
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whether its knowledge of the object corresponds with this object or not.
The object, it is true, appears only to be in such wise for consciousness as
consciousness knows it. Consciousncss does not seem able to get, so to say,
behind it as it is, not for consciousness, but in itself, and conscquently seems
also unable to test knowledge by it. But just because consciousness has, in
general, knowledge of an object, there is already present the distinction that
what the object is i itself, is one thing to consciousness, while knowledge, or
the being of the object for consciousness, is another moment. Upon this
distinction, which is present as a fact, the examination turns. Should both,
when thus compared, not correspond, consciousness secins bound to alter
its knowledge, in order to make it fit the object. But in the alteration of the
knowledge, the objectitself also, in point of fact, isaltcred; for the knowledge
which existed was essendally a knowledge of the object; with change in the
knowledge, the object also becomes different, since it belonged essentially
to this knowledge. Hence consciousness comes to find that what formerly
to it was the in-itself is not in itself, or rather that it was iz itself only for
consciousness. Since, then, in the case of its object consciousness finds its
knowledge not corresponding with this object, the object likewise fails to
hold out; or more precisely, the criterion for examining is altered when the
intended object of the criterion does not hold its ground in the course of the
examnination; and the examination is not only an examination of knowledge,
but also of the criterion used in the process.

[14] This dialectical movement which consciousness executes on itself — on
its knowledge as well as on its object — in the sense that out of it the new and true
object arises, is precisely what is termed experience. In this connection, there
is a moment in the process just mentioned which should be brought into
more decided prominence, and by which a new light is cast on the scientific
aspect of the following presentation. Consciousness knows sornething; this
something, the object, is the essence or the in-itself. This object, however, is
also the in-itself for consciousness. Hence comes the ambiguity of this truth.
Consciousness, as we see, has now two objects: one is the first in-itself, the
second is the being-for-consciousness of this in-itself. The last object appears
at first sight to be mercly the reflection of consciousness into itself, i.e., an
idea not of an object, but solely of its knowledge of that first object. But,
as was already indicated, by that very process the first object is altered; it
ceases to be the in-itself, and becomes something which is i itself only for
consciousness. Consequently, then, this being- for-consciousness of the in-itself is
the true — which, however, means that this true is the essence, or the object
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which consciousness has. This new object contains the nothingness of the
first; the new object is the experience concerning that first object.

[15] In this presentation of the course of experience, there is a moment
in virtue of which it does not scem to be in agreement with what is ordi-
narily understood by experience. The transition from the first object and
the knowledge of it to the other object, in regard to which we say we have
had expcrience, was so stated that the knowledge of the first object (the
for-consciousness of the first in-itsclf) is itself to become the second ob-
ject. But it usually seems that we learn by experience the untruth of our
first concept by appealing to some other object which we may happen to
find casually and externally; so that, in gencral, what we have is merely the
bare and simple apprebension of what is in and for itsclf. On the view above
given, however, the ncw object is seen to have come about by a reversal of
consciousness itself. This way of looking at the matter is our doing, what we
contribute; by its means the series of cxperiences through which conscious-
ness passes is lifted into a scientific route, but this does not exist for the
consciousness we contemplate. We have here, however, the same sort of
circumstance, again, of which we spoke a short time ago when dealing with
the relation of this presentation to skepticism, viz. that the result which at
any time comes about in the case of an untrue mode of knowledge cannot
possibly collapse into an empty nothing, but must necessarily be taken as
the negation of that of which it is a result — a result which contains what truth
the preceding mode of knowledge has in it. What we have here is presented
to us in this forn: since what at first appeared as object is reduced, when
it passes into consciousness, to a knowledge of the object, and since the
in-itself becomes a being-for-consciousness of the in-itself, then as a result this
latter is the new object, whereupon therc appears also a new shape or em-
bodiment of consciousness, the essence of which is something other than
that of the preceding shape. It is this circumstance which carries forward
the whole succession of the shapes of consciousness in their necessity. It is
only this necessity, or this origination of the new object (which offers itself
to consciousness without consciousness knowing how it comes by it), that
takes place for us, so to say, behind its back. In this way there enters into
the movement of consciousness a moment of the being in itself or being for
us, which does not specifically present itself to consciousness which is in
the grip of experience itself. The content, however, of what we see arising
exists for consciousness, and we lay hold of and comprehend merely its formal
character, i.e., its bare origination; for consciousness, what has thus arisen has
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merely the character of object, while, for us, it appears at the same time as
movement and becoming.

Invirtue of that necessity this pathway toscience is itsclf already science,and
is, morcover, as regards its content, science of the experience of consciousness.

[16] The experience which consciousness has concerning itself can, by its
own concept, conceive within itself nothing less than the endre system of
consciousness, the whole realm of the truth of spirit, and in such wise that the
moments of truth present themselves in the specific and peculiar character
they here possess - i.e., not as abstract pure moments, but as they are for
consciousness, or as consciousness itself appears in its relation to them, and
in virtue of which the moments of the whole are shapes or configurations of
consciousness. In pressing forward to its true existence, consciousness will
come to a point at which it lays aside its semblance of being hampered with
what is foreign to it, with what is only for it and exists as an other; it will
reach a position where appearance becomes identified with essence, where,
in consequence, its presentation coincides with just this very point, this very
stage of the genuine scicnce of spirit. And, finally, when it grasps this its
own essence, it will indicate the nature of absolute knowledge itsclf.

The first paragraph gives the subject matter of philosophy. “It contemplates
what is present as that which is present and (contemplates) therefore what is
already predominantin it (in what is present) on its own,” Becopel T dv ) v
kai T& TouTew Utrdpyovta kaf aUtd (Aristotle, Metaphysics I' 1, 1003a21).
Predominance concerns coming-to-light in unconcealedness. Philosophy
contemplates what is present in its presencing. Contemplation observes
[betrachtet] what is present. It strives [trachtet] toward it so that it looks at
what is present only as such. Philosophy looks at [siebt an] what is present
in regard to its looks [Anseben]. No hidden depth is simmering in the vi-
sion [Schau] of this contemplation [Beschauens). Becwpia makes all knowledge
sober. Philosophy, Hegel says in the language of his thought, is “the real
knowledge of what truly is.” In the meantime, the beings that truly are have
proved to be beings that are real, beings whose reality is spirit. The essence
of spirit, however, is based in self-consciousness.

In his lectures on the history of modern philosophy (Werke, vol. XV,
p- 328%), after discussing Bacon and Jakob Bohme, Hegel says:

It is only now that we do in fact arrive at the philosophy of the modern world, and we

begin it with Descartes. With him we actually enter upon an autonomous philosophy,
one that knows that its autonomy comes from reason and that self-consciousness is

96



ITEGEL’S CONCEPT OF FXPERIENCE

the essential moment of truth. Here, we can say, we are at home, and like the mariner
after a long voyage on stormy scas, we can shout, “L.and ho!”...The principle in
this new period is thinking, thinking which proceeds from itsclf.

Thinking secks in the unshakeable cerminty of what it has thought the
[fundamentun absolutum for itself. The land in which philosophy has subse-
quently made itself at home is the unconditonal self-certainty of knowing.
The land has been conquered and fully surveyed only gradually. Full pos-
session is attained only when the fundamentum absolutum is thought as the
absolute itself. For Hegel, the absolute is spirit: that which is present to itself
[bei sich] in the certainty of unconditional sclf-knowing. Real knowledge of
beings as beings now becomes the absolute knowledge of the absolute in its
absolutcness.

However, this philosophy of the modern age, dweller in the land of self-
consciousness, demands of itself (in keeping with the climate of this land)
that it have a prior certainty of its principle. It intends to come to a prior
understanding about the mode of knowing in which it knows absolutely.
Unexpectedly, knowledge thus appears as a means about whose proper em-
ployment knowledge must be apprehensive. It is essential, on the one hand,
to recognize and to select among the diverse modes of representation that
mode which alone is suitable for absolute knowledge. This was Descartes’
task. On the other hand, once the suitable knowledge of the absolute has
been sclected, it must be gauged with respect to its nature and its limits.
This was Kant's task. Yet as soon as knowledge — as a means to take pos-
session of the absolute — is taken to task, the conviction immediately arises
that, in relation to the absolute, every means (which, as a means, is relative)
is unsuited to the absolute and necessarily fails before it. If knowledge is
a means, then every intention to know the absolute is an absurd project,
whether the means assumes in this case the character of an instrument or
a medium. In the one casc we actively busy ourselves with knowledge as
an instrument, in the other we passively suffer knowledge as the medium
through which the light of truth is supposed to reach us.

We could stll try to remedy this unfortunate state of affairs (in which
the means is precisely 7ot mediating) through an examination of the means,
distinguishing what it alters about the absolute and what it leaves unaltered,
when it grasps the absolute or lets it pass. However, when we subtract
the alteradon that was caused by the means, and therefore do not apply
the means, it also does not mediate to us the remainder of the unaltered
absolute. Fundamentally, the examination of the means does not know what
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it is doing. It must judge [mzessen] knowledge, as regards its appropriateness
[/Ingemessenbeit] to the absolute, by means of the absolute. It must have
known the absolute all along, and in fact known it as the absolute, or else all
critical demarcations of limits turn out to be empty. Moreover, something
else comes to light: the fact that discussing the instrument matters more to
the examination than knowing the absolute. However, even if the instrument
mattered to knowledge as the only means to bring the absolute any closer
to us, the project would still be bound to fail risibly in the face of the
absolute. What is the point of all this critical activity regarding knowledge if
right from the start knowledge is going to wriggle free from the immediate
relationship of the absolute to the knower, on the grounds that it must
first clear up the business of criticism? Contrary to its better immediate
knowledge, the critical examination of the instrument does not turn its
attention to the absolute. The absolute, moreover, does not scorn critical
toiling; for to do this it would have to share with criticism the assumption
that knowledge is a means and that it itself, the absolute, is far enough
removed from knowledge to oblige it to exert itself before capturing the
absolute. But in this case the absolute would not be the absolute.

It is only in passing, however, and by relegating it to a subordinate clause,
that Hegel makes this remark: the absolute is from the start in and for itself
with us and intends to be with us. This being-with-us (rapousia) is in itself
already the mode in which the light of truth, the absolute itself, beams
|anstrablt] upon us. To know the absolute is to stand in the ray [Strabl] of
light, to give it back, to radiate [st7#blt] it back, and thus to be itself in its
essence the ray, no mere medium through which the ray must first find its
way. The first step which knowledge of the absolute must take is simply to
accept and to take [bin- und aufsunebmen) the absolute in its absoluteness,
i.e.,in its being-with-us. This presencing-with-us, parousia, is characteristic
of the absolute in and for itself. When philosophy as knowledge of the
absolute takes seriously what it is as such knowledge, then it is by that fact
alone the real knowledge that represents what real beings themselves are
in their truth. In the beginning and in the course of the first paragraph it
appears as though Hegel were trying tomeetthe critical demands by natural
representation for a test of knowledge. In truth, what matters to him is to
indicate the absolute in its parousia among us. All that happens as a result is
that we are directed specifically into that relationship with the absolute in
which we already are. In this way Hegel seems to surrender all the critical
achievements of modern philosophy. So is he not dismissing, in general, all
of critical examination in favor of backsliding into arbitrary assertions and
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assumptions? Notatall. I 1egel is the first to prepare a critical examination.
The first step in its preparation consists in our abandoning the usual idca of
knowledge. However, if knowledge is not a means, then examination also
can no longer consist in appraising knowledge first of all on the basis of
its suitability to mediate. Perhaps it is already a sufficient examinaton for
us to observe what knowledge is when it cannot be a means a priori. Not
only what is to be examined, but the examinaton itself, shows a different
nature.

The second paragraph touches on the core of the criticism to which science
has subjected all previous philosophical critiques of knowledge. In all his
following paragraphs, Hegel no longer uses the word “philosophy.” He
speaks of science. For in the meantime, modern philosophy has attained
to the perfection of its nature; the terra firma on which it set foot for the
first time has now been fully taken into its possession. The land is the self-
certainty of rcpresentation in respect to itsclf and what it represents. To
take this land fully into possession means: to know the self-certainty of self-
consciousness in its unconditional essence and to be in this knowledge as
in knowledge par excellence.? Philosophy is now unconditional knowledge
within the knowledge of self-certainty. In knowledge as such, philosophy
has made itself fully at home. The whole essence of philosophy is const-
tuted by the unconditional self-knowing of knowledge. Philosophy is the
science. T'his term does not imply that philosophy adopted a model from
the other sciences that were available and fully realized it in an idcal. When,
within an absolute metaphysics, the term “science” takes the place of the
terin “philosophy,” it takes its meaning from the essence of the subject’s
self-certainty which knows itself unconditionally. This subject is now that
which truly (which now mecans “certainly”) lies before us, the subiectum,
the Umokeinevov, which philosophy since antiquity has had to recognize as
that which presences. Philosophy has become science because it has re-
mained philosophy. Its responsibility is to contemplate beings as beings.
Since Leibniz, however, beings have appeared for thinking in such a man-
ner that every ens qua ens is a res cogitans and in this sense is a subject. That
this is so is not because of some thinker’s opinion but is due to the being
of beings. The subject, needless to say, is not subjective in the sense of an
egotism intent on itself. The subject has its essence in a representational
relation to the object. However, as this relaton, it is already a relaton of

? First editon, 1950: i.c., to know.
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representation to itself. Representation [Vorstellen] presents (prisentiert] the
object by representing [reprisentiert] it to a subject; in this representation
[Reprisentation], the subject itself presents itsclf (prasentiert] as such. Pre-
sentation [Prdsentation] is the fundamental trait of knowledge in the sense
of the self-consciousness of the subject. Presentaton [Prdsentation] is an
esscntial mode of presence [Prisenz] (Tapovoia). As such a mode, i.e., as
presencing [das Anwesen), it is the being of beings that have the nature of a
subject. As self-knowing that sets its own conditions (i.e., is unconditional),
sclf-certainty is the beingness (oboia) of the subject. The subjectity of the
subject is constituted by the subject being a subject, i.e., by the subject
being in a subject-object relation. Subjectity consists in unconditional self-
knowing. The essence of the subject is composed [beschaffen] in the mode of
self-knowing, so that the subject, in order to be as a subject, has to do [sich zu
schaffen macht] with this single composition [Beschaffenbeit], with knowing.
As absolute self-certainty, the subjectity of the subject is “science.” Beings
(70 &v) are in the way that beings are [a/s das Seiende] (f) v) to the extent
that they are in the mode of the unconditional self-knowing of knowledge.
For this reason, the presentation that represents these beings as beings,
philosophy, is itsclf science.

As the subjectity of the subject, unconditional self-knowing is the abso-
luteness of the absolute. Philosophy is absolute knowledge. Philosophy is
scicnce because it wills the will of the absolute, i.e., the absolute in its ab-
soluteness. Thus willing, it intends to contemplate beings as beings. Thus
willing, philosophy wills its essence. Philosophy is science, the science. In
the last sentence, “is” docs not mean that philosophy bears along with it-
self, as a predicate, some definite quality of being scientfic; rather it means:
philosophy is as absolute knowledge and is only as it is that it may belong
with the absoluteness of the absolute, achieving absoluteness in its own way.
Philosophy as absolute knowledge is science, but this is by no means a con-
sequence of striving to make its procedure exact and its results conclusive
- thereby making itsclf equal to that which, in essence and rank, is bencath
it: scicntific research.

Philosophy is science because, knowing absolutely, it remains at its work.
To it “scruples of that sort” — scruples which critical reductions have brought
to bear on knowledge in the past —are forcign. Hegel carefully (it Bedacht]
says “scruples [Bedenklichkeiten] of that sort.” He is not maintaining that
philosophy may go to work unscrupulously [bedenkenlos] and throw critical
examination to the winds. Absolute knowledge is, on the contrary, more
thoughtful [bedenkender] about knowing the absolute than the apprehensive
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|bedenkliche] kind of cridcism has hitherto ever been able to be. The cur-
rent critical fear about knowing the absolute indeed dreads error. How-
ever, only within a particular relation could it even commit error, a reladon
that had unhesitatingly [bedenkenlos] been presupposed to be true, a rela-
don within which knowledge, taken as a means, becomes error itself. This
fear of error, which looked like critical examination, is itself error. In what
way?

As soon as knowledge is taken as a mecans (instrument or means) — how
long has it been taken in this way, and why? it is considered to be somcthing
that comes forth on its own [fir sich] between the absolute and those who
know it. Knowledge exists cut off from the absolute, but also from us who
handle knowledge. Totally cut off from cach other in this way, the absolute
stands on the onc side and those who know it stand on the other side. Yet
what is an absolute that stands on one side? What kind of absolute stands
on any side at all? Whatever it is it is not the absolute.

At the same tme, reductive criticism takes knowledge to be something
real, or cven what is primarily and normadvely real. Therefore it appeals to
something true, which means something that is certain even for criticism,
something whose certainty, however, is supposed still to exist though cut
off from the unconditional self -certainty of everything that is certain. This
ens creatum in the sense of the ego cogito is supposed to be certain without
the absolute, as the ens certum; however, its certainty is retrospectively se-
cured through the backdoor, by means of a proof of God’s existence; this
was already the case in Descartes. Critical concern, it is true, intends to
arrive at something absolute, but it would like to manage it without the
absolute. It even secms that this concern may be thinking in a way suited
to the absolute when it provisionally banishes the absolute to the realm of
the inaccessible, thereby seemingly putting it as high as possible. Criticism,
however, though supposcdly apprehensive about the high esteem of the
absolute, underestimates the absolute. It drags the absolute down into the
narrowness of its doubts and its means. Criticism tries to drive the abso-
lute out of its parousia, as though the absoluteness of the absolute could
be introduced at some subsequent moment. The apparently critical fear of
making an overhasty error is the uncritical evasion of the truth which has
already begun its stay. When, on the other hand, science carries out and
specifically accepts its own essence, then it has already examined itself. Part
of this examination is to know that scicnce' as absolute knowledge stands in
the parousia of the absolute. But all this is based on the content of the next
paragraph.
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Tlse third paragraph states: the absolute, uniquely, is true. T he true, uniquely,
is absolute. T'he propositions are posited without grounds. ‘T'hey cannot be
grounded because no grounding reaches into their ground. No grounding
ever reaches their ground because grounding, as the will to ground, con-
stantly moves away from their ground. The propositions are ungrounded
but not arbitrary in the sense of a gratuitous assertion. The propositions are
ungroundable. They have posited that which grounds in the first place. In
them, there speaks the will of the absolute, which in and for itself wills to
be already with us.

Since modern philosophy set foot on its terra firna, truth has prevailed
as certainty. ‘The true is that which is known in the unconditonal self-
knowledge of the self. Previously, truth was taken as the correspondence
of representadon with beings. It is one property of representation. As cer-
tainty [Gewissheit], however, truth now becomes representation [Vorstellen)
itself since it hands [zwstellt] itself over to itself and makes itself certain of
itself as representation. Knownness [Gewussheit], which has made itself cer-
tain of its knowledge (and, in fact, has done so before itself and with itself),
has thereby also withdrawn itself from any particularized representation of
objects. It no longer fastens to objects in order to have what is true by means
of this fastening to them. Knowledge becomes uncoupled from the relation
to objects. The representation that knows itself as a handing over detaches
itself (absolvere) from the search to find its sufficient certainty within a one-
sided representation of objects. The detachment pernits this representaton
to condnue to exist in such a way that it no longer clings exclusively to its
object. This self-uncoupling of self-certainty from an objective relation is
its absolvence. It is characteristic of absolvence to affect any relation that
applies only in a direct way to the object. Absolvence is only absolvence
to the extent that it is completed in every respect, i.e., entirely absolved.
In the absolving of its absolvence, the self-cerminty of representation at-
tains to certainty, which, for it, means that it attains to the free space of
its essence. It acquits itself of its one-sided connection to objects and of its
mere representation of them. Unconditional self-certainty is, therefore, its
own self-absolution. The unity of absolvence (uncoupling from relation),
absolving (completeness of uncoupling), and absolution (acquittal on the
basis of that completeness) characterize the absoluteness of the absolute.
All these moments of absoluteness have the character of representation. In
them there essences the parousia of the absolute. The true in the sense of
unconditional self-certainty is, uniquely, the absolute. The absoluteness of
self-representation, as we have characterized it here, is, uniquely, the true.
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And yet, despite any explanation, however extended, these propositions
remain empty. Explanations even promote misunderstanding; for what
those sentences give is the phenomenology of spirit — which # in its presen-
tation. That is why Hegel is content to offer the propositions tout court and
risk every appearance of willfulness. However, the reason he states them is
to make us ready for what science as absolute knowledge wills. In its own
manner, science wills only what the absolute wills. The will of the absolute
is, in and for itself, to be already with us. Now that means: since the abso-
lute is willing in this way, only the absolutely true is with us, when we are
the ones who know the absolute. Therefore, anyone who is still claiming
that besides absolute knowledge (which philosophy arrogates to itself in
its uncritical way) other truths also exist does not know what he is talking
about. As soon as he adduces something true, he has already represented
the absolute. As long as the seemingly cautious and prudent distinction is
maintained between an absolute truth and some other truth, we are loitering
in a confused distinction. In fact, we have already turned this confusion into
the principle of criticism and the decisive norm for science. And yet it is the
responsibility of science alone to get at what these words mean: absolute,
knowledge, true, objective, subjective. This requires, however, that with its
first step science already reaches into the parousia of the absolute, i.e., is
with the absoluteness of the absolute. Otherwise it would not be science. If
this is the case, it is an offense against its nature for science to engage at all
with considerations thatare outside the realm of truth and beneath its own
level. [However, even if science keeps itself clear of critical considerations
unsuited to it, it will still remain under the suspicion that though it indeed
asserts itself absolutely as absolute knowledge, it does not prove itself to
be such. It therefore offends most bitterly against the claim of certainty,
the pure fulfillment of which it claims to be. Science must, therefore, be
brought before the forum which alone is competent to decide how itis to be
examined. This forum can only be the parousia of the absolute. Therefore,
it is of renewed importance to clarify the absoluteness of the absolute.

The fourth paragraph indicates what is required of us, as those who know, by
the will prevailing in the parousia of the absolute, the will to be, in and of
itself, with us. Current criticism of philosophical knowledge unqueston-
ingly takes such knowledge to be a means. It thereby gives proof that it
neither knows absolute knowledge nor is-capable of achieving it. The in-
capacity to perceive and to accept the parousia of the absolute hefore all
else is the incapacity for science. The overzealous efforts related to doubts
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and examinatons cvade the toils which science cxerts to be engaged with
this acceptance. The absolute does not grant us the step into the parousia
of the absolute in our sleep. That this step is strangely difficult is not at all
because we first have toarrive at the parousia from somewhere outside it, as
people think; rather, it is a matter, from within the parousia and therefore
from out of the parousia, of bringing forth our relationship to it before it.
Thatis why the toil of science is not limited to the labor which the knower,
doggedly persisting, expends on that step. The toil of science stems rather
from its reladon to the parousia.

‘T'he absoluteness of the absolute, the absolutdon that absolves itself ab-
solvently, is the labor of self-comprehension by unconditional self-certainty.
It is the painful strain to endure being torn to pieces; this is how the in-
finite relatdon 4 in which the essence of the absolute is fulfilled. Once, early
in his carcer, Hegel made this note: “A mended sock is better than a tomn
one, but not so for self-consciousness.” When Hegel speaks of the labor
of the concept, he does not mean the sweat of cerebral exertions by schol-
ars, but the self-wresting by the absolute itself into the absoluteness of its
sclf-comprchending on the basis of unconditional sclf-certainty. The ef-
fortlessness that characterizes the parousia (as the relation of being present
among us) can nonetheless be reconciled with efforts of this kind by the ab-
solute. The absolute, simply as the absolute, is involved in this relationship.
The toil within the absolute to bring about the presence of the absolute and
to make it appear in this presence corresponds to the toil of science. On the
basis of the straining of the one, the exertions of the other arc determined.
In comparison, the zealous bustle of critical examination neglects the most
difficult aspect of science’s toil: to bear in mind that the knowledge that is to
be critically examined is absolute knowledge, i.c., philosophy. The normal
actvites of the usual criticisms in regard to philosophical knowledge arc
cquivalent to the procedure of someone who intends to represent an oak
but takes no notice that it is a tree.

It might be tempting, thercfore, to consider this critical conduct — which
pretends to examinc something without even having first presented it to
itsclf for examinatdon - to be a deception. It gives the impression of already
having the essential concepts while actually everything depends on giving
the concepts of the absolute, knowledge, the true, the objective and subjec-
tive, in the first place. The concern of criticism is not at all focused on the
subject which it is continually talking about. This kind of examining is an
“cmpty show of knowledge.” What would it be like if science spared itself
the trouble of a confrontaton with such criticism, secing that it needs all
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its cfforts in order to maintain itself in its essence? What would it be like
if science were content simply to come on the scene without any critical
preliminaries? Yet it is here, in the middle of the paragraph, that Hegel
inserts his decisive “But”™:

“But science, in the very fact that it comes on the scenc, is itself a phe-
nomenon.” Science emerges, as other knowledges also do. Of course it can
assure us that it is the absolute knowlcdge before which all other ideas must
vanish. However, by putting on such airs, it makes itself every bit as common
as the empty shows of knowledge. Those empty shows can aver that they
too arc present. Onc assurance is as barren as the other. Mere assurance will
never get the living sap of real knowing to flow. However, science might
possibly be contrasted in other ways with mere shows of knowledge. It
might allude to the fact that it itself is that knowledge which untruc knowl-
edge, without knowing it, is seeking in itself. Science could come on the
scenc as that truth which is presaged in the untrue. Yet in so doing scicnce
would again lapsc into mere assurances. Besides, it would then be appcal-
ing to a mode of arrival that would ill become it as absolute lsnowledge.
The merely presaged truth is far removed from being the truth in and for
itself.

What happens when science comes on the scene? It must make its ap-
pearance when it comes on. However, the question will be raiscd about what
that appcaring is in which science alonc can appear. To appear means in the
first place: to cmerge alongside others in the mode of self-assertion. Fur-
thermore, to appear means: to happen, to come about and in this coming
about to point to something else that docs not yet come forth. To appear
means: to be the light in which something comes to light, something which
itself neither appeared in the past nor will ever appear in the future. These
modes of appearance remain unsuited to how science comes onto the scene;
for within those modes it can never extend itself as itself and therefore can-
not fully set itself up. On the other hand, neither can science arrive all at
once as absolute knowledge. It must bring itself forth into its truth, but it
must also bring its truth forth along with itself. In every phase in which
science comes forth, it is what issues forth as the absolute; and it issues forth
absolutely. The sort of appearing that is suited to science can therefore only
consist in its presenting itself [darstellt] in the way it brings itsclf about and
thus sets itself up [aufstellt] as knowledge that is a phcnomenon. Science may
come on the scenc only by accomplishing the presentation of knowledge as
phenomenon. In this way there must arise — as here only it can arise — what
that appearance is in which science truly comes on the scenc as itself.
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In its appearance science represents itself in the fullness of its essence.
The empty shows of knowledge do not disappear by being rejected or just
ignored. The knowledge that only appears, that is only a phenomenon, is
not supposed to disappear at all, but rather to enter into its appearance. In
this way it appears as untrue knowledge, i.e., the not yet true knowledge
within the truth of absolute knowledge. In the appearance by which science
brings itself forth, the presentation of knowledge as phenomenon must
turn against the semblance [Anschein] of knowledge; but it must do so in a
conciliatory manner, which even in mere sceming [Schein] makes the pure
shining [Scheinen) of the ray of light to gleam. If, however, we dismiss mere
seeming simply as falsehood, then we have not yet perceived it even in its
sceming. At any rate, the unfolding entrance of science is never based on
its merely overcoming seeming. If that were the case, the true would be
acknowledging the suzerainty of the untrue. The phenomenon of science
has its necessity in that shining which even semblance requires in order to
be mere seeming.

IHegel's sentence “But science, in the very fact that it comes on the scene,
is itself a phenomenon” is ambiguously expressed, deliberately and with a
lofty intention. Science is not only a phenomenon in the sense that the
empty shows of untrue knowledge are also a phenomenon - by showing
themselves at all. Science, rather, is in itself already a phenomenon in the
single sense that it, as absolute knowledge, is the ray of light as which the
absolute, the light of truth itself, shines upon us. To appear by means of
this shining ray signifies: presencing in the full gleam of self-presenting
representation. Appearance is genuine presencing itself: the parousia of the
absolute. In keeping with its absoluteness, the absolute is with us on its own.
In its will to be with us, the absolute is presencing, becoming-present. By
thus bringing itself within itself to itself, it is for itself. It is for the sake of
the parousia alone that the presentation of knowledge as phenomenon is
necessary. The presentation is compelled to remain turned toward the will
of the absolute. The presentation is itself a willing, i.e., not a wishing and a
striving, but activity itself as it collects itself into its essence. The moment
that we recognize this necessity, we must reflect on what this presentation
is in order to know in what way it is, that we may be capable of being in the
way that it is, i.e., of carrying it out.

The fifth paragraph launches this reflection. In presenting phenomenal
knowledge, science must itself — through this presentation and through-

out the course of it — come fully to appearance. That is, it does not come
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crashing somewhcre onto the scene. It makes its entry by proving itself at
every step to be what it is. On what stage does this proving take place?
Where elsc but before the eyes of natural representation? At every step
this representation follows the appearance of knowledge across the diver-
sity of its phenomena and so is in pursuit from waystation to waystation as
merely phenomenal knowledge puts aside its seeming and finally presents
itself as true knowledge. ‘T'he presentation of merely phenomenal knowl-
edge escorts natural representation through the outer court of knowledge
up to the door leading to absolute knowledge. The presentation of merely
phenomenal knowledge is the path of natural consciousness to science.
Since the appearances belonging to untruth have increasingly dropped away
en route, the path is the path of the soul toward possessing clearness of spirit.
The presentation of merely phenomenal knowledge is an itinerarium mentis
in Deum.*

What can be more welcome to natural consciousness and more useful
for philosophy than the description of the journey on this path? Because the
path to be described runs along the phenomena, it is a path of experience. All
kinds of knowledge ought to prefer an empiricism that follows data to mere
construction and deduction. T'he presentation of phecnomenal knowledge,
phenomenology, keeps to the phenomena. It goes the way of experience.
Step by step, it escorts natural representation into the realm of the science
of philosophy.

These are indecd the circumstances of the presentation of phenomenal
knowledge if we observe the presentation with the eyes of natural represen-
tation, which always remains occupied with what, in its opinion, it has before
itself at a given dme. But can a relative opinion ever catch sight of absolute
knowledge. No. What represents itself to natural consciousness under the
name of merely phenomenal knowledge and claiming to be the first knowl-
edge that leads to the true is a mere semblance. Ilowever, in the opinion
of philosophy even today, the phenomenology of spirit is an itinerarium, a
description of a journey, which is escorted by everyday consciousness to-
ward the scientific knowledge of philosophy. Yet what the phenomenology
of spirit, conceived of in this way, appears to be is not what it is in its essence.
This appearance, however, is not deceptive by chance. It is a consequence
of the essence of the phenomenology of spirit; it forces itself before that
essence and conceals it. The appearance, taken in itself, leads us astray. Nat-
ural representation, which has here insinuated itself into philosophy, takes
phenomenal knowledge only as phenomenal; behind it a non-phenomenal,
anon-appcaring, knowledge kecps itselfhidden. However, this presentation
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is not at all the presentaton of merely phenomenal knowledge as distinct
from a truc knowledge to which this presentation is supposed to be the
first to lead us. On the contrary, the presentation is only the presentation
of phenomenal knowledge in its appearing. This “only” does not say that
the presentation is not yet science, but it does say that it is not yet science
in cvery respect. The appearing of phenomenal knowledge is the truth of
knowledge. The prescntation of phenomenal knowledge in its appearing
is itself science. The moment the prescntation begins it is alrcady science.
Hegel writes: “Now because this presentation has for its object only phe-
nomenal knowledge, the presentation itself secems not to be science. . . but
may . ..be taken...” Ilegel neither speaks of a knowledge that is merely
phenomenal, nor says that the prescntation is only in the process of evolv-
ing into science, nor claims that the presentaton may only be understood
as an itimerarium if it is to be grasped in its essence.

The presentation, however, is by no means the guide of natural repre-
sentation through the muscum of the shapes of consciousness, so that at
the end of the tour it is to be admitted through a special door into absolute
knowledge. On the contrary, with its first step if not before, the presentation
dismisses natural consciousness as constitutionally incapable of following
the presentation. The presentation of phenomenal knowledge is not a route
which natural consciousness can take. Nor, however, is it a path that at each
step gains distance from natural consciousness in order to meet up with
absolute knowledge somewhere in its subsequent course. Nonetheless, the
presentation is a path. Nonetheless, it moves back and forth constantly in
the interstice that obtains between natural consciousness and science.

The sixth paragraph begins to mark out the path of the presentation and
to clarify the interstice within which the presentaton necessarily moves in
making phenomenal knowledge appear as a phenomenon. Accordingly, the
paragraph begins with a distinction that will resurface from paragraph to
paragraph in diverse aspects, though all the while it will remain hidden to
what extent those aspects belong together and what constitutes the ground
of their unity. We must first of all focus our attention on the distinctdon
between natural consciousness and real knowledge.

Hegel uses the words “consciousness [Bewusstsein]” and “knowledge
[Wissen]” for the same thing. The one explains the other. Consciousness,
being-conscious [Bewusst-sein] means: to be in a state of knowledge. Knowl-
cdge itself delivers, presents, and determines in this way the mode of the
“being” in “being-conscious.” In such a state there are, above all, that which
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is known (i.c., that which the knower represents directly) and the represen-
ter, along with representng as how he behaves. To know, however, means
vidi, | have seen, I have taken a view [Ansicht] of something, a look [Einsicht]
into something. The perfect tense “I have seen” is the present tense “I
know,” in the presence of which that which has been seen is present.S See-
ing is thought of here as having something before oneself in representation.
Representation presents, no matter whether what is present is perceived
by the senses or is something thought, or willed, or felt, apart from the
senses. ‘1o represent is to catch sight of in advance, to hold in sight what
has been scen; it is idea, but in the sense of the perceptio. Perceptio occu-
pies itself [nimmt sich vor] with each thing that is present as such a thing,
deals with [niznmt durch] it, scrutinizes and secures it. Representing prevails
in all the modes of consciousness. It is ncither a mere sensory apprehen-
sion nor yet a thought in the sense of a conceptual judgment. Representing
gathers together (co-agitat) in advance into a have-seen. In the gathering,
what has been caught sight of presences. Conscientia is the gathering into
that presence which is present through representation. As the mode of hav-
ing caught sight of something, representing brings the sight, the image,
into presence. Representing is the in-bringing [Einbringen] of the image
[Bild], an in-bringing that prevails in knowledge as having-secn: imagination
|Einbildung]. Consciousness, to be conscious, means: to come to presence
in bringing-to-pass [Zubringen] out of representedness. Such is the mode
in which what has already been represented and the representer along with
his representing exist and exist together as closcly related.

Consciousness, being-conscious, refers to a kind of being. However, this
“being-" must not remain a mere empty sound for us. It says: presencing in
the mode of the gathering of what has been caught sight of. And yet, in accor-
dance with a usage that has long been customary, the “being-" we have just
used means at the same time the beings themselves that arcin this mode. The
other name for beings that are in the mode of knowledge is “subject™: that
which everywhere is already lying before us, presencing, and hence accom-
panies all consciousness: the representer himself in his represecnting which
delivers [zustellt] what it has represented [sein Vor-gestelltes] to itself and
so puts it back [zuriickstellt]. Representation [Vorstellen] — putting before -
presents [prisentiert] in the mode of representaton |Reprisentation). The
being that belongs to what precedes all that has been represented, the being
of the subject taken as the subject-object relaton reflected in itself, is called
subjectity. It is presence in the mode of representaton. 1o come to pres-
ence in the condition of being represented means: to present itself within
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knowledge as knowledge: to appear in the immediate sense of coming out
into an unconcealedness: to come to presence, to be present, there. Con-
sciousness as such is that which appears in itself. To be immediately present
through consciousness or knowledge is to appear, and to appear in such a way
that the place where something appears is formed as the stage on which it ap-
pears within, and by means of , appearance. It may now be more evident what
the rubric “the presentation of phenomenal knowledge” means. It does not
mean the presentation of that which only emerges at firstin mere semblance.
It has one meaning alone: to represent, in its appecaring, the knowledge that
in its immediacy is nothing other than that which appears. In additon to
representing phenomenal knowledge, the presentation represents the con-
sciousness thatis as it is, i.e., it represents it as the effective, real knowledge.

The reality of this real knowledge, the subjectity of the subject, is appear-
ance itself. The being of this being (i.e., appearance), however, like all the
being of all beings in all metaphysics, enters into representation only when
beings present themselves as beings (v 1) 8v). But now the év is the ens qua
ens perceptum. It presences in presentation through the cogitationes, which
are as the conscientia. It is now the subject as subject that is to be presented,
and the phenomenal as the phenomenal. The presentation of phenomenal
knowledge is the ontology of real consciousness as real.

Prescntation is a path, but it does not traverse the distance from pre-
philosophical representation to philosophy. Philosophy itself is this path, as
the course of representation that presents. The movement of this represen-
tation must be determined on the basis of that which presentation follows:
on the basis of phenomenal consciousness as such, i.e., of the real knowledge
which is the truth of natural knowledge.

Hence Iegel must begin his characterizaton of the essence of presenta-
ton with a sentence that throws into relief real knowledge as such. “Natural
consciousness will prove itself to be only the concept of knowledge and not
real knowledge.”

Natural knowledge is contrasted with real. Therefore, the natural is not
the real and the real not natural. One might think that both arc the same.
The natural is what comes from nature, belongs to it, and corresponds to
it. Nature s the being that is itself without effort. Yet this cffortless being is
supposed not to be what is real, by which is understood the effectively real,
which is nothing but beings themselves, nature? Hegel employs the distinc-
ton between natural and real in reladon to that knowledge or consciousness
which, in itself, is what appears. The subject presences in the mode of ap-
pearance; with it, simultaneously and in its reference to the subject, the
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objcct presences. ‘I'he phenomenal subject (i.c., the subject that appears) is
the knowledge that presences, is natural consciousness. However, accord-
ing to Hegel’s sentence, natural consciousness proves itself to be something
that is not rcal knowledge. Natural consciousness even proves itself to be
“only the concept of knowledge.” One might think that Hegel thinks that
nature is a mere concept and so not at all real. One might think that, con-
fronted with this evaporation of nature into a mere abstraction, it would be
essential to invest nature with its rights as the real. Hegel, however, docs
not deny that nature is something real, yet he demonstrates that it cannot
be reality, the being of beings. In no way does he claim that nature is only a
concept. He docs say: natural consciousness will prove itself to be “only the
concept of knowledge and not real knowledge.” What “only the concept of
knowledge” means here will be deteriined only on the basis of what Hegel
is thinking with the expression “real knowledge.”

The real is that which truly is. Since Descartes, the true, the ens verum,
is the ens certum: that which knows itself in certainty, which presences in
knowledge. However, the ens certum is truly known only when it is known
qua ens. This occurs when the esse of the ens is specifically represented, and
a being in its being, the real in its reality, is known. Real knowledge is the
knowledge that represents, always and everywhere, beings in their beingness
(reality), phenomena in their appearing. The knowledge of the reality of the
real is therefore known as real knowledge. When natural knowledge proves
itself not to be real knowledge, this means: it turns out to be [stelit sich
beraus) that knowledge which everywhere fails to represent [vorstellt] beings
as such but rather in its representation only fastens on beings. As it seeks
beings in their truth, it always attempts to explain beings on the basis of
beings. The beings in which consciousness is engrossed [aufgebt] are all
that it is cognizant of [aufgebt] and therefore all that it takes to be natural.
Such representation itself becomes engrossed in the beings it is cognizant
of and thus remains surrounded by them; that is why this knowledge is
natural knowledge. Yet this representaton itsclf can become absorbed in
beings themselves and take everything everywhere to be beings only if it
already has, unknowingly, a representation in general of the beingness of
beings. Intrinsically and necessarily, the natural representation of beings is
this general representation of the beingness of beings - a representation,
however, that has no specific knowledge of the beingness of beings, the
reality of the real. In its representation df beings, natural consciousness
does not attend to being; nonctheless, it must do so. It cannot help but
participate in the representation of the being of beings in gencral because
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without the light of being it cannot even be lost amidst beings. In this respect,
natural consciousness is only the representation of beingness generally and
indeterminately: “only the concept of knowledge,” not the knowledge that
is certain of the reality of the real.

In this passage, Hegel uses the word “concept” in its traditional mecaning
in accordance with the precepts of logic that define the forins and rules of
natural thinking. A concept is the representation of something in general;
“only the concept” means that this representation does not even specifi-
cally grasp what it represents. It is characteristic of natural consciousness,
however, not only to be constantly engrossed in the beings it represents but
also to take these beings as uniquely truc and therefore to take its knowl-
edge as the recal knowledge. This is why Hegel continues as follows: “Since,
however, it (natural consciousncss) immediately takes itself to be the real
and genuinc knowledge, this pathway (that is, the path of presenting phe-
nomenal knowledge in its appearance) has a negative significance forit...”
Whenever real knowledge places the being of beings in full light, natural
knowledge pays no attention to it because its own truth is thereby contested.
Natural knowledge holds to its own. Everything that occurs to it can be ex-
pressed as follows: it is and remains minc [das Meine] and is a being as this
thing that I meant [a/s dieses Ge-meinte]. In understanding representation as
opinion [Meinen), Hegel detects in “opinion [meinen)” several related mean-
ings: “meinen” as being directed, without mediation, toward . . . ; “meinen” as
the trusting acceptance of whatis given; and “meinen” in the sense of keeping
and claiming something as ones own. This meinen, opinion, is the funda-
mental state of all representing in which natural consciousness moves. For
this reason, Hegel is able to say in the paragraph that natural consciousness
“sticks to a system of opinion.”

What Hegel calls natural consciousness is by no means the same as sen-
sory consciousness. Natural consciousness is alive in all shapes of the spirit;
it lives each spiritual shape in its own way, including (and especially) that
shape of absolute knowledge which occurs as absolute metaphysics and is
at times visible to a few thinkers only. ‘T’his metaphysics is far from having
collapsed when it was confronted by the positivism of the ninetecnth and
twendeth centuries; on the contrary, the modern technological world in its
unlimited entitlement is nothing other than natural consciousness which
(in accordance with the manner of its opinion) has at last made feasiblc the
unlimited, self-securing producton of all beings through the incxorable
objectification of each and every thing. Nonetheless, absolute metaphysics
is not the cause of what is established in its way as the confirmation of what
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takes place in the essence of technology. The naturalness of consciousness
is not based on the senses and what can be perceived by the senses, but
rather on what consciousness is cognizant of [aufgebt] without mediation
and as such is reccived [eingebt] by consciousness without mediation. In this
way natural consciousness also accepts all that is not sensory, whether the
non-sensory (reason and logic) or supra-sensory (the spiritual).

On the other hand, as soon as the appearing of phenomenal knowledge
comes to light, this seeming is what matters in knowledge. Natural con-
sciousness sees itself placed in another light without, however, ever being
able to glimpse this light as such. In this light, natural knowledge loses #ts
truth, since this truth now turns out to be the not-yet-true; for the appcar-
ance of the phenomenon which is itself is its own truth and reality. The
presentation of the appearance realizes what had been “only the concept of
knowledge.” It produces the real in its reality; it empowers reality within
the real. In the process, phenomena are neither eliminated nor cut off from
rcal knowledge. They are safeguarded [verwahbrt] in the real knowledge that
in truth [Wabrbeit] is their own, i.e., their own reality and truth. In fact,
natural consciousness and real knowledge are the same since the former as
not-yet-truc necessarily belongs with the latter as its truth. However, for
that very reason the two arc not identical [das Gleiche].

From the perspective of natural consciousness, the presentation of phe-
nomenal knowledge in its appearance continually disturbs what natural con-
sciousness takes to be true. Suc