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S»&S HITE PlEt (6T BT | 5@ FTE ST afiiFoH Segieiez 7t e
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IATY; O AT [oF (AT AT | 2RI @0 A @
AR O 1O [P w3k O Rt 71 oS iR 03 (The immediate

reasons for the abiding interest in Heidegger’s political engagement, and
the voluminous writings it continues to generate, are not difficult to

discern.) (IR EANTST B WY W W @ [ Woww (W0
eI wie @ R wfdetst ez Wiy e Trae FEresy
SRIFEE ¢F MITOT 8 e ATIASS STHET AK CSs
QEFFSIR Cores TTT (FEH P Sprafey &fS $ig ¥ wifdd sieda’

* This paper is a revised and extended version of a paper with a similar title that
appeared in Social Scientist, Vol. 31, No 1/2 , (Jan.-Feb 2003), pp. 85-98.



=»Peitd AT @ S AIROIFIEE NFIerg | TI-fRuwi- (holocast)
i R 93 *rme Twizd IEE A (@A TBATS GIF TS Lpix
FERAA | ARSI @ Raw Six Fares wuqfE @3 sew@st 3fa 303 |
T RS A @ (FC IS AIH RS Fei” Raws=wwg
CIFFAS WO FECATST AT S W AfSHTaeqd FIRT &
Tl (T (T SF W 8 AmAes gReans W Ritggenx
TG FACS LA P o0, 2w Rerdr Rive [Nt sitee 3t o9
FASAET 8 wffae ez Arifze sefiesd REw @ 7F ¢ 1
anffae o Tofd =, Rvwecaat yiRein (IFtid «s Sy Frars
TANS T WAE 4T W (@ DRCOART AR s ¥ wfERew
g s AT B 93 NFHIPTE wies Rdider A g
ST AR QT 7S SITHZ ST FASHICIINCS (PTG (represent a 'personal
error’) ICeT F&F (el IR, OAR O WA FAex «oa @A 7o
2ot =1 1 SR (3 (T8 SBITIA, ZIRCTAIT AGLATOS LI SR 7T (1T
ZoPFeN TR Al Zele TR WS TAS) (HH (LA R R P
TS SITAcAR ShieieRrTe 2w e fate; 93w a3
SEPpIEeE S @3T AW 8 TRl AEAfeT SNge [RFw BN
SFYAZIIE SCarey (@ @b “armig SRed 53w i F (SRR
RO SRR PUSRATE; (A T GIFAFAIE W <o @
GASNCNE TN LS 0 T .. TGF) | S50 AF (AF ST IR
WA 8 IFONS S FNHwa 7o O A FAMTSIT FA AW | Sdvy
et ‘Der Spiegel’ AFFICIS FRCTAT T, (“(IIET 9F 047 STHA 51
FACS AFA”, “SH S T (97 %) T [ 5 9598-73 02 SN @7

Tl (R eafR” 7 (With regard to his endorsement of the Fiihrerprinzip
(with its anti-democratic overtones, claiming that only an individual leader
is capable of guiding, and indeed, embodying the ‘people’— more on this
later) in his writings and speeches from 1933, Heidegger says in his “Der
Spiegel” interview in 1966 ("Only a God Can Save Us"), “I would no
longer write [such things] today. Such things as that I stopped saying by

1934”) OIRTl, IABRT & FH (AT S NG IFet ¢ FpAwe o
- SF FACEGT T BLoTee; WA a1 FCATS
W2 Rt waeE $ig JTH ¢ TEW Tuma e = [egsw
ILACRA £ G SWEHE GfiF T egREe Reta o v
ST TEHe IECRA I° 2RCTARA MiR—Frad »i7 o AP geamme’
A9 T (T GO B FefiRioe Reve ST iR afetanes [l



ST AREAETON 2T AN A=A | Richard Polt TEJ FCIF (T 55908-7
SHIANCSL 2CENT SoIIFHE Kolbenheyer @ SI&ER_A ARced @ [AR
Syt Alfred Rosenberg (S GO FGoFAA (biological basis
for National Socialism) TSGR JIF AR | T@ TF JSAT IHFCETA
WA S ANTHA-IGO SO IMATOLFI 93 AT ¢ [FIfad ANAGS
TOATES | DS ZRCUMNT AR «iF7sraz el Roar armE o
‘historicity’ ILSA T I FRATIZT | By the beginning of the war,
Heidegger had developed a thoroughgoing intellectual critique of National
Socialism, in his ‘Nietzsche lectures’. This critique turned on Heidegger’s
conception of ‘historicity’ (or ‘historicality’— Geschichtlichkeit) rather
than Biology, as the basis of social transformation. '
TEPH Wt I& A e =11 | SRR @I ol apita e =7
R (Raafr T it AT o SR RS it IS A A
ZAfRE); GIafE ST YA @36 T2 CAIGIAR 24U (AT 778 TR @R
S 2 TN 8 WA ARG I T — (T, Ot IAWHFAd IR
A A SN IR ST GIFA FACS AR — A Bt GBF SIS
X TRCCAR (WG 93 For A fBrew )

. OFR AN @IF RO AeAS-Rrey wiRew [<eww IW 9=
T Wiz St T (I MERA) gawms Sz st fics aéaw
IR FA G2 ReiRmprecs sl Ate fcaist sace At o it (At the

same time, during his rectorate Heidegger went ahead with the application
of the Nazi racial laws, which denied financial assistance to Jewish (and
Marxist) students, barred them from holding certain positions within the
university etc. He was signatory to a pledge of allegiance by German

professors and scholars, to Hitler and the National Socialist state.) SR,
TIAC FORT Ty T=hl Qe AaEaisiaaia fof frer st #199t (supervise)
T I O TP FICE AT 0 | B ITaaea Fpdions 2fS [z
€ SV A *Foid A 9R R S Jfwsie W= (personal
scores) & A OF Frem Iwiafer ¢ Mwine @9 o[eE w0 fofN
wfeRrer SiRtT sy Rores | @ Racg 31 atew R @t s %
Rcafaet sacw 6 a1 SR S 7 T Foid o= BT A |
THFST TN aRE @ TRielfR I ATl AR
RGN IR’ Srwle 2w Rk oiew cren 1 & 13 @
Rty Rerda S 3 77 | 93 v 220T9NT 8 ASCASTF 2RI



Neay N IR FACE ToT Bl FeiRTei@ TARTE TRt oFg
e SRTE FEN; S A IR (T eul e TEh-Reder om
S BTSN FTIPTHA SR 26T 0/ | Il (R0d>8) HS
Black Notebooks-9 5»9©3-8% HAN IS GIwilt RiGIR IBrem
RAeFT W@ TPe T 71 @A Refrs st 22-Ruadt s
e YROTNIT BoK ATARZIA 8 9B SCEATATS T |

FLe, ZRCCNEA AR AN (FIenia JiENS WA It 7SS, =
NCo ATGEH (71 T, SIS AT [N (ATE SIS Wi L A2 7 | N
Sits T 219 TI0S BIF @32 TR S (@ QRS T TS 4=
o TR R ST S € SIF AT (TR QBTN (ST
% St BB A Ty SPEGA A PR, '? WA RSN TI9 Wil
FEH (T, A AT A TE QIR O wrofw [Rewasia suw
AR NS 772 (T T FACS CHTACER, TFACA T ©FF
IS MR 2P ITATRA A AT AL PR (WA
T BRFTONR GdF) TS TR WA W TAFS A wdvtzmt TFe
23 (e Toa I SRS TR O ISIF 9 s-red) I (Con-

sequently, the stance that understands Heidegger’s dalliance with Nazism
as ‘merely personal’, also covers a whole range of positions, from the
exculpatory to the attribution of culpability—from those who think that it
was indeed an ‘error’ of judgment and Heidegger quickly withdrew from
his endorsement of ‘National Socialism’ once he realized that its racist
ideology and orientation was not in line with his thinking, or that, as
Heidegger himself later claimed, in working with the Nazi regime, he was
simply being pragmatic in order to defend the umiversity space from a
complete take over; and that his apparent (in many instance, deliberately
ambiguous) praise and support for Nazi ideology in his lectures and
speeches from that period were for the benefit of Nazi informers in the
audience (while those familiar with his work knew what he meant); to
those who see outright culpability, citing his official involvement and anti-
Semitism.)

SAACE, (T (T TR ASAST AT @FIENG (e
g A AT o, Jiere FHIATS I SRR W) 1 SR A I, O
ASATST FEIENCAT A ST w9 SISl o [Ream g 737 B
agfelda syRTs! iR RtRn’ 9 SREY TR TG AT @iGT
SIS’ 2Ffeg el T Tt @R Dasein’s ‘9T cliferetz [aaft

R AN | RIS IS RO AT GIGeT 934 QRTHIT OIF 9T



Sef) BT G O (40T (FEIRTAR 0N IIW, (I3 Thef (20T (Karl
Lowith) TE S5O0 AE SR @N IFE G0 TS FAT &R OR

1
TS (SR I (FS3Y HATATZA, “he left no doubt about his faith in
Hitler [...]”, and in response to his remark that Heidegger’s siding with
National Socialism “ [...] was in agreement with the essence of his phi-

losophy™!*

AN, T I TR (I, ‘historicality’ IR NARIWR GRoETe’
(biological basis of Nazism) SUTAGA ZRTEMEIY TSR T FoHsIfE
AT (6! #ita SiF MW (T FF 5P 8 TR [eeta iR
ARSAY AT TACS AT ILARET) | TOAR TR 17 GZo0e oA
g oreife ort Picafees; o TIw Rl O oo 8 FHRImA sty
CERE AT BER— G0 Itk OF G2 o arHTei S
e Te-aF TEHE e @EF IR & W @, O @IFIAW
YA AHAAWT 3CH FATII-ANGA 2 ST 641 8 S (AL
GG S0 GBBIR "R I T W S Rriiea” @ it Tege | Swigad
RN @ W, S>0o-F MEIAT GTTOIE, EAOT TWA-T ¢ oSN
RO 1A IR T, “Y@g 7rem TS s B, “awe oo el
ORI Tgm TATIR W0 e HFrE’ ReEta o’ tereR AT
R S W‘f RS WA FCI O 16 (For example, in his lecture
course in the winter semester of 1933, Heidegger interprets Heraclitean
fragment 53- “war is the father of all things” in a “genuinely Hitlerian
spirit”, as ‘kampf’ against the ‘internal enemies’ of “the people” (Volk) and
calls for their “complete annihilation” (volligen Vernichtung).) CI*5 (plot)
I @F, PRen @ JPhiRe off|m sarget Tid owike &=
A—QTH FAFAIFS T GEFIAELE ARG 7Y (el GF T 207 IOIR B
541 20T WO | I0ad OT T (Marcuse) @t Bi¥Te zidresita wif
IO, “THfiH TN IR AR S5 Felft srwmre 2e” | 998
AP (AL, FISAPTITTSZATR o1 AR 261 @bl €@ VT —al BTN
GACeA, W AP 2w gy B S erecgs Suiviae
ILACEA 717

TRRRT 46 Rag sitdrs T E—9FiF OF IS
SEHTAHCT JIAN FCRCIA—GR {6 Teod NRAR FAs 7o) FRIC AR
@l G @ i g S T AR H—TT g @ Al



O ‘9IS IS QT @ A | 93 Wl IF AuRasiw o
‘FGfFae® I T, o, ReEs Weaitt GFg =Nl = 1e AR @
e ¢ FPEAerE w2 MH GIWeld oRl Thw @ wiyfae
ARSI GiEite TR cffsaim gk Wfveoeita < 2Rresig
Parr R Toref Rer Fb-Rylfea BSya witee-ire 1 (I, in

general terms, philosophy is ‘personal’ in this sense, then it is with
Heidegger in particular that we may say that the ‘philosophical’ and the
‘personal’ are thought together in a manner that is both transformative of
the whole modern western philosophical tradition, and also unwittingly
brings to light certain ‘blind-spots’—unreflected presuppositions that

articulate the whole—within which Heidegger’s thought remains situated.)

G AT, 2 (FRRITS, TSI AGCATSS ARG T 7oA FS TSI
wifes giRoHia Bolr SEIHIS TR G 91| wifS Yo e 7=ws 6
(T 2T Bt e [y el qearg ol wrew Tersgama w5
RTINS iR oSy T SR qteen ez SR avet 41t |

EIF

ZIBTEIA GIHT Th 9151 ICF VA’ (“Origin’; Ursprung), ‘AIFTS’ (begin-
ning’; Anfang) (beginning) €32 TLAT ISR’ (nearness to origin;
‘nahe dem Ursprung) “Hafet | The Origin of the work of Art agioa o4E
The Journey (ATF @ERER §2o Fufife Bgfe @R: “Reluctantly that
which dwells near its origin, abandons the site”!® G2 i g o 3
et T+ 2 = i 71w @ Prars’ @2 9fta Wiy @A = —aE
&t «ft Tl Fitg @3 2w T WelsR? W (@Hg A TRl 210
@, ‘cnfte Fasy” o/ R |V« srad gt ffsoeir
SIS | B8 W [R7fo ATPANRGS @ T (ATF I |- What calls

for further thought, and which we can only raise as a question here is;
does Heidegger, despite his sensitivity and refinement in this regard, fall
prey to a certain privileging of ‘presence’, (and inseparably, ‘self-pres-
ence’), that is, a privileging of ‘Spirit’ (Geist) located at the ‘origin’ of
(western) thought, that is, at its inception in Greek philosophy, in the very
process of opposing it?%

afre 2Rtz ‘cedl’ e 0D b veTe R, Sl
ZiLEANAR oo ofors ASAfes =i ‘oma FRuiretst ReNz €3



] S O Q@ (GeE ANSILE? (‘unity of spirit’) (I B
2FIOTPS /“nature’ as spirit’ ‘(GO ICT) GILA AT CHITAN TSI IR WA
&g T @1; afb S ‘seHiE cnfee TP A oew ¢ wRIgie I
T A @ ReRsitaz 2Rt S BT SNe 91 WS AT
SRR AR Ty 798 2N Wl GRIF (32 @6 IS (T#AFAS) A
iR e Ry’ ¢ ‘aFfe’ ¢ fers @iy 7t ayfeiosi kg |
Solta Eive REnofts ity SRATS (Y Wi Hetafes
RGHNT-GT AECANSD F=9F Y& SoRed TS 23 |

32 SIS 2RCEHEL AGE “Being 99 4% fofars aw faca <ifSy” e
o 2RI &% TR 1”7 (“[..] attempt to think Being without regard to-its
being grounded in terms of beings”.) Being << e (W R 7 @A T
S ST (Being) W4 W; I WEY 517 724 (Being) & 26T B’ |
(1 I3 (Being-9R) SoiFe’ Bt (AT | T I A0 ORI TGOR
Being-<a3 A% 95 | {5 @2 779 2P TOIAIF ) G2 AN WG Hres
(AN A0 (T IR T G (FICA AEG (72 | TSR TR NGRS g

IS ZA | Being is not a thing in being, rather, Being is what first lets
'beings be', lets them appear as ‘present’. Being presences beings. There-
fore, Being manifests itself only in and through beings. Yet, in making
beings present it simultaneously hides itself, since it is nowhere in being;

and moreover, it inevitably becomes interpreted through beings. BRI
4 7% WA 5 S ard wes-nwe [yl 7, xR [ogfen Ranfba
fa=gfs <C% | This double covering over is not simply a forgetfulness of the
question of Being, but a forgetfulness of that forgetfulness. el SfFTET
2xifs 3 2T @ ST YA SO (irreducible) @& (NS
N0y 2R o | Oigrel, s e Siffwes R Sieten o 90; O
“AfRTats T2 s amda T O GURta WY IES o Reim R
CHICA [T | (Presence) BoifFfs Breia wiftry et 7iaig ffifde =9 7 (“Being
is determined as presence by time”.)

Y @ PIeT—LIF T 3794 (T, GBI the historicity of time)
BG4 T [Fag—aft oRaE st @ed a2 JE© e 3y
TSB! ~ABSIR T S AE AT TSI WM FACO TR | (TP ABY
we R I SfFe 77, 25ane W b Fife A ke, ¢t
NP I TG (AT SNF (R I AR | GO T QT IRINS
Fer TH—aB S (F FlE HANT QIR ARLACTAN | QR IS AFAES FIA



Ruw g I WIS (for, it is “by passing away constantly that time
remains as time”.) T VWG TI5 T q@t [difas =z (afre «ib @i 38
T, AR FIET WG GF TG 7), IR GG Y =i i (Ife
BT P G S[FA a1) | RBE 8 IR GBI AR-IRT
SBSREAS (irreducible) ST SoiErE Tt 7SI T2, ©IF1 AT fAdiRd

TACS AR P (Jf ‘Being’ and ‘Time’ are understood in these mutually
irreducible senses, they reciprocally determine each other.)

How does time govern the open region of Being where ‘beings’ qua
modalities of Being —which, we know from Being and Time, include both
‘Being —present —at-hand’ (vorhandenheit), that is, ‘objects’ ‘in’ the world
and ‘Being-ready-to- hand’ (zuhandenheit), or equipmental Being (and

more generally, artifacts)}—show themselves? a2 2iez IS Tea wEre
&1 Being and Time-q ©#Fe Dasein- wfEs Reasri

W QTS I T4 ZIBTSHITAA historicity (NI AATSTA) -
E{Lﬁm ‘Dasein’ | 4% RaEe AUt (w7 fre T3 a2 Raafon ¥x:
wifey’ Borzifte A TiFe’ I, TR s fice «isifers 37, Tce
T I (@A TEAA A QLASTD I T W | IR ‘99T (D SIS
@ SRFe W RAgE | @1, 92 IS @9 WA ‘9T’ FF A ‘999 T
STHA | 2IBTTAT SR I G F@eifed 4iFe Tce o M T R
WA FSF IR Teares | AaeT ey Kol 320 I ARG =ors,
FEAA @ SRFToT YTHAY (A | TSI IS (51, THRS (Presence)
@ BoZ#S (Presencing) Tal YHE WACSHI ‘Sienfia IEITTT
HESIET A ‘97 B 23 I3 IS 3| IR @AF |t ([FH, GUS
‘Qa7’ IS g @I WRETR BeiFfere ot o (0 (v wmergR
AATRFT  FCIAANG/ “‘sense-data’) | RATe, SSHARGIE (Presence)
7RI AT (T (& TR 39 IR @, TR (e 2 IS AE
Rga wfEy AT a1, T @ SISPPRR (Phenomena) Sfee, It v fT
(I ALIWIAG (=2 |

‘947 T AR O RARACS (I ARG I WY GR LFA0)
TS Toifye Taia Reafce Syt am fita IR=SIT SRR T

The presencing of presence, in contrast to (the notion of) what is ‘present’
in ontic time, cannot be thought independently of human ‘being’. Pres-
ence requires that for which it is a presence. That for which something
is a presence can only be man, according to its unique essence or mode
of being as the ‘ecstatic (literally, being out of itself) standing within the
clearing of Being'. Such ‘ecstatic standing within’ is for Heidegger, the ek-



sistence of man. Ek-sistence is nothing other than ‘the always ahead of
itself’ structure (initially articulated in terms of the 'in order to' temporality
of ‘care’ in Being and Time) of human 'Dasein’, that is, its capacity for
transcendence. It is in this sense that that Heidegger describes the ‘care’
(Sorge) structure of human Dasein—- its mode of being in the world—as

a ‘thrown projection’.

. 3SR human Da-sein TR TGIFCS reduced (STBSICII4NT) I I,
BiZ I *=(6 Ty Aqared AR (S AT = | T @ [t (@,
SBTS Br@sl TR ‘care structure of ek-sistance WK OiF T&AY FLHIR
qAWI (However, within the care structure of ek-sistance, this transcen-
dence is always a concrete transcendence.) | Tre wg afemite, [e
AN T2 (WA 2SI Being (3Tal) &fFzFre 3t e Semfdm sy
Revsrers #Ifw @3t e +wfors R[Rugen sars simy 3 ¢ 9 Ram
FCESIATE IRTS! F(F), T8 I gife Soeifed «&9 a9
TSR 8 T 20O R [l | FoAR, @FME Ia W (@ St aplos
iz AdiRe Teaed wrel Sy T FEAl| 939, TYHE, WNA A=
WO 8 OITHH NS TIATS 77y 7 3 | RCSHACIT TS, GF6 ATAL0ST
(I (P GIFF (A2, 7T 93 ReHite SR =ee” % 0T (ani-
mals are poor in the world) | afAe ANATHA ST Tt “OME’; G I 96
“AfFres I0aTE I (Tt Ol TSR BogE I 91T (I, Ot sl

SIFIET T0o! ‘9T 7 AT w1t (Whereas a stone does not have a world,
animals, as Heidegger puts it, are 'poor in the world'. Although animals
'have' a world, an environment within which they comport themselves,

they never have it ‘as such'.) T e [R3w 8@ R 77 @2 Je=T
Togiere Fa—EenrHras OF Mievd Nge 909 WA | The Letter on
Humanism-9 ZRCesNE feriteg:

'Ek-sistence can be said only of the essence of man; that is only of the
human way 'to be' [...]. only man is admitted to the destiny of ek-istence.

Therefore existence can never be thought of as a specific kind of living

creature amongst others'.?

SIfFGE TS I WY GeifFfoTaran adivzmaia sat It Sofz w2l
TS AT irreducibility SPIEIRTSIE A [ | Wi SINE SIS
Tegeerers Segifore Tafk SR ooy, Reveniers Rfds @09 403 TS

512" (“hold the world at a distance’) 1 It is only through his essence “[...]
as ek-sisting, [that] man sustains Da-sein in that he takes the Da, the



clearing of Being into care”. Being needs the ecstatic character of human
Dasein to presence itself (the Da of the clearing); while simultaneously
Being appropriates human ‘being’ such that it appears essentially as
Dasein, as ‘thrown’ within an always already practically and conceptually
articulated, meaningful world, in terms of which it understands its own
possibilities— the Da-sein of the ‘clearing’ or ‘unconcealment’ (aletheia),
in which beings show themselves in a certain manner. Therefore both
‘falleness’ (as human Dasein) and ecstasis (as human possibility/ poten-

tiality) are most proper to human-being.

Ek-sistance, presencing, time and historicality—2ojift  RInwfrs
AFRETTSIT ! (AT iltd | Being ™% &34 BRI Da-sein Ted <517
human Dasein ® Da-sein, as the clearing of being transcends human
Dasein SGIGF SNl TS’ ‘presence’ Gt THFHS ‘presencing’ 12
ot TR FR; IFHCA SICHFAT SARFS’ (‘immediately present’ qua ‘ob-
ject’) AT REIs1 R A (A2 1Ly IS 4T 90! 90365 05T 4 =T /W) |
Sz, THAFeE TS (‘presencing of presence’) I & IER
gy el | a2 Reaey Seifgers e Rftey ‘agw (I9aR) =71; 3=
FSAMAT SFPARSTe T TEeied g2 AT SRYrs T LI SitPe
GV TN

(Z7) -9 IET ATRT Hfeweid INAA S4BT (‘appearances’)
QA2 2T IS 8 o ST | TEAR (G2, ‘present’) SIS
e RS [RAW 200 A, ST 98 ANH IO 5@ 7oojfor «imaied =
N, IR G ISR &S (YFe) Rtz ke s afwrs sikarse
st TEMAD ‘now’ ‘@INTE (“present’) FRIFIT ST’ (amorphous
‘borderline’) FCH Foq BCH; (T AN FIAIT OIS’ AARS TH SRR
SRYUTT TS 2ARS 0T | “FFS’ (TS IS TCA) @R SRS
Fep=it TeifZfS - @ Bo1FIHe T ATET S=-AMTIF ST f[rerd
e ==

SOTSFITAR (T TCHE A ‘Gt oA g 61 /the ‘not yet’ as a
‘having been’) W T Afee (v3e o e SRy FE” ‘aopy’
(‘expectation’) &, (WY ‘Ao =#oa =B 71 ‘BY (‘something’)
@we T SRFTsa St I-TiFF MSTF /even if, only as an inde-
terminate spatiotemporal horizon of future)i =¥ WS (WSrS
TEAFHRCA) AR “AARMCS (‘having been’) T g O LR Bolera
‘eer’y fEferes Tex| WeiR, I o ity o (SRes Sfoxd /



‘ecstatic’ or future oriented) QG Tsl T ‘AN’ | IR (*IFS) TENA’

Afre Were foel SR aoph, (‘d?ﬂ‘ffﬁ?@ ‘9Tt B O’ /the ‘having
been’ as a notyet)@ﬁwmmcﬂmﬂmm\m

YIARIRTea teite AT | Q20N 0, “Approaching, being not yet
present, at the same time gives and brings about what is no longer
present, the past, and conversely what has been offers future to itself. The
reciprocal relation of both at the same time gives and brings about the

present".?!

It Rea2 2o iR IO @A ‘Sod’ @R S’ (retention)
FRARE SME-aWeTR ey Rreom R =01,  oft @ I8/ (pre-
senting of the present) TR TP TR IIBHF | @8 Torgo
(o I TSR (E TS T) FRENE AR 7 TY&F WT& (‘open
region’ of presence) Weffr FILEH AT IEW FF-IFT, WorS A
TSR, TAGEAA’ RUM ¢ (PUNR) AT IS 93R (PUNE) e
gifrel (AfeRiED), @I w7 Bg QTR A ST>ITEa ACATF 9 Rew
ARaAvtss WM =W IR (FRNETTER) Tew (@ dfsRireEs)
#4rfRT CTe AT FI& FCI| Thus, ‘presencing’ indicates a
temporalization of (phenomenal) space, and the spatialization (representa-
tion) of (phenomenal) time, where however, ‘time’ retains a privileged
status in relation to space—as the pre-spatial (pre-representational) open-
ing up (representational) space.

With this presencing there opens up what we call time-space.
But with the word "time" we no longer mean the succession of a
sequence of nows. Accordingly, time-space no longer means
merely the distance between two now-points of calculated time,
such as we have in mind when we note, for instance: this or that
occurred within a time-span of fifty years. Time-space now is the
name for the openness which opens up in the mutual self-extending
of futural approach, past and present. This openness exclusively
and primarily provides the space in which space as we usually
know it can unfold. The self-extending, the opening up, of future,
past and present is itself pre-spatial; only thus can it make room,

that is, provide space.*

T(E, ‘oFe I qdie Boge ¢ fdfaraz s @ o wer-Re’
NI FIT TG A ([FIANG ISR Ao — ez g 1319
AT AF) G T “TYS S TS (‘open region’) SFHE (S7gfere
presencing) ICH (TN € =T A0S TR (W& 430 AN | ‘A5 I



I Sole 8 SRS ARiRT R gt Tiids ur TYe

QLD (ZH-TIe1) AP FCH 2 (“True time” in the reciprocal determination
of past and future, which opens up the ‘open region’ (time-space), is

therefore, three dimensional.)

= SR o A | (Geist-a) WY (ITETH WC2F 7194’/ “falling into time”)
TN, ZIRCTAF ICE, © spirit is essentially temporalization™, it is “[...] not
other than time’* <15 BT WX 83 J1™° | B @F 7 (T, JRCTNIT
TS, TR o it WSifea wag «F 2fFa R afvierers a7, IR 9
(SfSTorEg) ‘Raaae’a Aics g Rveeia S«ifers 31 For,

'existence’ cannot be reduced or ‘bracketed’; the way objects presence
themselves has a certain heteronomy with respect to consciousness that

belongs to Being itself.”

RBCGAR THCS 614, “Is man the giver or receiver of time? [ ...] It has
already reached man as such so that he can be man only by standing

within the threefold extending [...]”.3¢ FaF SRS (ofF T2 FIed IS |
AR, TARFST a4 fRT=It3 being P Sfszif=s (essentially historical) |
TR O 9L G 79 (T FAF ARG A I T (“there is’/ ‘it given’;

es gibt)— FCAIGIZ SIRETYR R4 0o Y [t | “For time itself remains

a gift of an Tt gives’ whose giving preserves the realm in which presence
is extended.” The 'it’ of the 'it gives' (both time and Being) remains elusive,

and can only be thought in terms of, as Heidegger puts it, 'the presence

of an absence".?

ai-2AfSRiTTEe 7RIF (AT I € being-9a FAe Resgd TaC0
{90 =uwEl historicity of being TSI A TAre AR, I TS
TffS= (presence) Da-sein Tie AFIGT TS LFHHCAS Gigl T 27 |
Historicity [R=afba SITAl NG ATae |

R

TR WG G ARG IR K A FICH AR’ | 2Rream 9]
‘AT T TYCAMCHA J691 (event of appropriatencess/ Ereignis) (IXITH
‘being’ human Dasein-T&¢ SF(w= ¥ (Being appropriates human
Dasein) | 93T SR SIS Dasein (Er-eignet)-T SfoeoitSF @0
TN ‘eifed T (projective thrownness) Human being as Dasein that is



as appropriated (Er-eignet) is experienced as ‘projective throwness’|
'Throwness' is the concrete ecstatic structure of human Dasein that, we
noted, manifests itself as 'care’—the involved dealings with the world that
constitute its various life-projects. We find the following lines in Being
and Time; “Dasein has grown up both into and in a traditional way of

interpreting itself: in terms of this it understands itself primarily and within

a certain range, constantly”.?

However, the historicity of human Dasein, as an ongoing life-project
(that culminates in Death) occurs only within the larger historicity of Da-
sein as the disclosure of Being in beings. History (Geschichte) as this
disclosure is a ‘destining’ (geschick), a ‘sending’ (schicken) of Bemng on
its way that transcends both the 'subject(ive)’ and the 'object(ive). It is
‘fateful’ without being deterministic—"it is a possibility that Dasein has

inherited yet has chosen”.®* SISt (Cf& (T, I (being) AT SEZCHA
(I FEIE (Anfang), Gios SR GP2 Y being-4a HFFIT AR
GURTa SIS RafG T being @R I (beings) MGIE TTeroGN A=y’
(‘ontological difference’) ((ARY LI AATH AATTSI being THAFR
Z); ST A Y ‘AP w2t BoFeE (‘unconcealment’ or presencing)
R SR I T @2 wfas Stgd SR (metaphysics) oA

(inception) T | TRIGAFT (F1T4H, “Metaphysics does indeed represent
beings in their being, and so it thinks the Being of beings, but it does not

think the difference of both”.*

2fS2e witei AR being 2fSZHA (history being) gl g
Bfon; o o yieraias [IFBerr wifgs 2oz (Weltanschauungs,
ontic history) F%; IR ABTF being-9F ST I€ FFLHA N2 being-ad
N Yt Bt ORI | @B e, wiEmE e @y [ryfer (rerega
aTSW; the ontological difference WARIRT [ TTABA (progressive
unfolding) (I RVZTTNI S What is Metaphysics-Q T0LT=A: “Every
metaphysical question always encompasses the whole range of meta-
physical problems”.xlii QICTMNEI WS, JF WIH AT being-97 [Fe37T
T @ SNEDe = | “eiFS (die erste Anfang; ‘the first beginning’) ¥
IHA TARRS 2T FLF O AR S0 AIFE° (die andere Anfang; ‘the other
beginning’) AT W being T(HZ B (arche) @LF @ v fofs,
R o Ao AfS) | 3 WA being 8 I2-F (being) WG ATSK I
JACR, O O AT, SoAf3fSa Wy 379 9¢ beinglF | SIVIT I
TG 8 =T MG A= I Gdie Sgri¥feq sy S=AFs’ (‘presence



of an absence’) SIBT B A1 ST |

TR, Y Reared e fwd Fiia 2@ 37; 74 8 e O3
ML Boiefdies (9 aAvey AR AR O 74F; ARSI A 71, -7
TG being-9R sending/destining SRR Rl (Retws wimn)
@ ~tY wfitarE GIHTe T % © = WPy Fres e Gt | sE’
TR SFH G2 &l 2 I GR JANGS B! @it @ft Sqesifas
= (Ifne o T AR, Wit Fefens ww) | arwE [eisd @@ 9o
GO’ Al YCAFA T (T 2t fTooiy [Fagl (@9 T971 07 At 200E @3g
Bjsifg a1 789 AR Thus, interpretation can only be an encounter, an
‘event’, where what has been passed down and ossified is heard and

understood in a new way { €2 JRINA 70%7 RAT A Hera afe o
RS w1 Zrate) Redwd Ie0e @R 9 weress Sraivs (It
ToAfrors Toimielw - (presencing of presence) ¥ [Tl e Al
JFS (FCAGIR T, 92, ROAECE SO Tl 27 &4 AGITAR (ausein
andersetzung) N T8 @32 B! U TG T BoTF aidi= o 2T |

T BT AT =1 TX OIA @b A1 8 TR WA | 1
A’ 8 ASTATST AT I (T GR ASCATTT QR WS q0F A |
el (phronesis) R SRR ToNTed Glifer qaﬁczw IR
ZRTEIR; 2 Ry cfimiies Rizea I3 =N Zizreiitas gieea)
WIS I | being F=ATF A4 5T W32 SCA ATHToA @S (AL, being
8 JZ W TSV AT G2 (T FIo (I, [RoFe! (phronesis)
S AT PN (praxis) AFAS GoFh=] | SHISICT TECO A0, (TR
# 4T ST (TICO Bi3R (¥ e ziRresii Resesr” (phronesis) S
‘QPFT ‘e%@’-q (sophia) SPHATT ARTAHS T9F @ being 8 IER
wIfEeis REETeIR T 967 ey ALIF SRS FCACEA | For Heidegger

‘phronesis’ (practical wisdom), as disclosive of the structure of ontic
involvements, is itself ontological (the ‘glance of sophia’) while ‘sophia’,
as the self-distancing in which the open region where beings show up,
is itself an ‘ontic’ mode of Dasein's being. This analysis is continuous
with what has already been characterized in terms of the concrete yet
ecstatic nature of human Being, which is essential to all presencing. This
disclosure of the open region in ‘sophia’ is the disclosure of presencing
as such—it is the disclosure of the difference between beings and Being.

“RAovrel’ (phronesis) 8 ‘A&I’-T (sophia) *NIT Tz TS ‘Rowarer
AW A TG red [ReAmol ASE, (@49 spifoiced Ran (g ¢



S, Gita $YF fATeR (It Tawe B A1, T vgie fofebrrs
TARIP® TS 7R 1 1 GRS, historicity @<k facticity &= BRI TS
Szl M TR AT, ZRCCNET AHAT R (TS I TRFS) S|
“Pgf©’ (forgetfulness’) I 4 RS LS A | “REHISI’T (phronesis)
*A3S! Tafa autonomy-13 TRNIF IR QRCGHR | S IR 9PN,
fren Rrafors B fateR toff 33w, oIt Sy SHI5aItE (‘*human
essence’) ToEfd TWRIT @ Fool AR SR W @R «ftg T=
TAINFCIT (human dunamis) INY @ 217N FASRN! | ®EWRA CFa, ToAH
e gEitE OO wfiRWia oA (“metaphysics of spirit”)
ASHITEACT I6S FH |

AN W, 9Bt WA T @ Being and Time-A praxis F=ATE (LA QI
Sl T R CTE praxis-TF HHF IT O S T I8t ReI
‘Rl (phronesis) RATH € FIC FU 7 TWW; FHAR Rowael” ‘eFS’
g Rge T8 ootk (3@ Tob! @36 RTIT o3& ATATHT G 2P

23 906 | Human production, (which would include ‘knowledge produc-
tion’), and the network of meanings in which it arises and to which it also
gives rise, constitute the totality of Dasein's involvements from which she
may have the opportunity (through equipmental breakdown etc.) of ex-
tracting herself in order to (reflectively) perceive this network of
significances (at a higher level, to perceive her existential structure as
‘care’, temporality and ‘being towards death’ etc.) and thus, also be an
authentic Dasein—to exist in her ‘owness’ (Eigentlichkeit), and not simply

take over pre-existing possibilities of Dasein handed [M<F]f® (IR WG
Q- 8 8 SUEe R} (e Ui T W0y FI-7727 T aR
[ Gt FI6Es IE @R ITTER ANS TR AT 4R AR
IE| G (IR TG (T e IR0 i) SikeitdR
oA (Bwer “fica farea Sfste= <159 (@ T, SRty «R TR
fice wfrgr g o) Soafe TRl qre CAim W @3 IAL
MG —OIF “F-97° W (Eigentticheit) T3 (S 2, OF @it IR
A 1] B¢, SifFooan oy RE e ATT WA T | S Joie
TSI (@ 2ROUNT R a9t vk IR @ SRRBEET Metaphysics R
Nichomachean Ethics-(F Dasein SRSeT RTATTIA (existential analysis)
SR, 97T Reyae SN (T G8 203 | Being and Time (T |



Q@Y Z¥ G0 T9 SIS w9, WA GFAe (praxis) ¢ Rewier
(phronesis) ¥RNFT [AMBHG |

G FABACE TS (I AL B8 R m%ﬁﬁ%@ﬁmamﬁ
ARST FI M TR 251 NHIYY (human poesis) (FEWR aFfea sjfea
ot RSTRIT) | #RANTTR BT AT R 7o FF; G~ g
FIORTONI MNYIIN S AT AT (necessarily lies ‘outside’ the
agent) | 7{5“@?[ AFQY =5 ?Q—@“ﬁ“iﬁ (aletheic); @6 =@ ez
T’ (know-how) (IR ‘TR S[7) Tl et ITT Toue Beiim
G ARNTEACST viwfe R gt ) SRt ws, sjRa Be
(arche) S ASHKT (agent) T2 MRS AItF, TS 217577 (toles) Q@Y
sifoiaa (agent) ARCT (AT T | ST, Wﬂﬁﬁﬂ (praxis) ¢ g o
JUEA VA (IS To2p] «; 47 9T Soary 26 o for -7
AR IYLONT I T [ | AW SApAeead Eee [ifsmeet
R5%ei9 (phronesis) o o WS g a9 i Aol IR N
(T%Sl) |

A9t (phronesis) 8 AV Wﬁﬁﬂ (praxis)—-%ﬂ? T A9 [T
ACATE 4% (I (T WA @ S Y +iwyeq Wy = =7 AfF el
el ¢ Aoe-Aiasane (ifge SSREmm sy “e NyEa
Re) wdfie 2SS0 crra e ARS Wy FEe-Rifs wmior skvite
IS A A

S50 RIIT IR (T wSAE2 IR @R Frs2-fArewa =797
(ends-in-themselves) 4R FRAT | T, RO 2ttt @) [Roag «ifffescre
IO (oo Wiy JREoS 371, efSfAfd (agent) =53 e et
AR G, O T WSS AR TR, O AT SIS I
ATIA, TS I S 7--F7 (virtuous life) T FITS AT | THHfISHK
3t HREIET 4o CFaR IS 9T T I T, FACHRA Ao IACS TR
ST FLPIET FATS TR I FHEHE FACS I0H BIGTS AR (FH-AIIY) TS
A | ACLATST B, A W& YRIH (YT T FAAT &) ST

ICH F-2RICT TF ICH (ST 2T | (At the political level, this takes the form
of deliberation with others concerning the just ordering of society as a

whole.)
AUWIRAAR (practical wisdom) ATATST T+ (S MeTF 0 =%

TS YW (‘rational”) 2 Re<ta sareier R (A0 Soc 321 |



NPT TS IOl (43 (contemplation of the eternal realm) NiwI-*f&g
AT YN QIR TAI-SBTHR #iF 777 287 86T | Theoria §o Moo T4
fow: &R (episteme) @R | (sophia) | I ﬁﬂfl % siifdfes wfEren
o ARSI wieY; w3 e wret «ft frers affée 3=re «iiw
Al @9 e AN NS (first principle) (AF TR FHTS S | I
GATST ALK J&F A SIHACIR (1Y 2T ‘Al | @It “AFS TS (‘nature’,
‘phusis’) BsTHIE FPUHACA (‘“moving sameness’) ©IF 27 GIlv 6T T I
@R e udie Wi wRam o, woHiRey, o 8 Ty e
SHRPEEEER WO ‘FEry qiR yoe Rienite’, digies YuEl ¢ RS
SR FRTAMER @M G5 SRR Taes weire. AN =1 g [
wdis @it TFHTSIC AN AfS WIX SEACIT TGS | (For Aristotle

the ‘glance of sophia’ is nothing less than a realization of man's
situatedness in the cosmos, the order of nature that cannot be reduced
to the realm of human concerns, that is, it amounts to nothing less than

a critique of anthropomorphism.)

Here Being itself is first glimpsed, as the arche of the movements of
phusis. This is truly the highest possibility of human praxis, where “praxis
transcends itself, approaches the eternal that is divine, and escapes (as
long as theoria lasts) the fragility that affects existence when it is embod-

ied in human affairs”.xliii APFOT (FATSIT A R AVGLF2 AN
fAtaoat T 2w Ie AVR- SPARER AT @ff; aAH AW
S roa Tord 9t e ¢ WA e Siegeg 29 93 (I
OIG GiEY AMF) R WA SRS frn a3 @ M{Ees-5191047 e
oMl AFRE deiffc WAM) IR @F W (4, OGS (theoria)
SN (rationality) Fot BUATI (FTeT 167 AW (T @b (‘subject’) (O
SBHIRS) J0eT TP FATEA; IR @b 20" AAFANEA” (polis) T RO*LA
JHiea TFSILS (RN | 92 TSI WAE T 8 < MARE 267 o et
IS ST ¢ PrFieTe Fa0e W IS FE@ (7 Frew wy RelE
TIPS AATSR TOF FACS 21T | TP (training) @ RA67 (delibera-
tion) o1 55, (AN GFWE TN ST 61T (deliberating with
oneself and others) &} SCHITHT AGCATSD CHCE AT TN ; AT
WA (eI fRTasm MG wielR SN TN S 78T |
qUFLE, SHRFTER Ko « 7R 2lErestie= GiEeyers Resiad (existen-
tial analysis) ™8| HYTS, WA @A TR, HR® (peosis) 8 =AY
(techne) ©IF (altheic) NS g IV TesAva @ AFMEH S



(T ¥ (‘ready to hand’ zuhanden) I A7 GIR U TIFR ANACE
being-« ArGIRT (WQHQf; inauthentic) SBTE LANCE fAfie T G329
R FoAE (reTR TS ABICILAIE € FRUN (praktische Umsicht) |
ifFooeE o (Re=9et «ifS6tE®; guided by phronesis) I
SEPAETCAR S-S =G S (FITS! A ARTS AT I, RIS WA
LI | being-aF ACF IYERY %Y (authentic existence) w4ie nm?fw%m
I ARETS ATI-TPAER ST AH TFe Ty (ST @ T 4ow)
2t fArens AR G @R TS AT SIiiEs Awideer Fretes
STifEFe’ (gl o 95T TIre’s BofEda Wty WH; /immersend in
the historically) SRZT (TITS 217 | TS 1Y (S I 93 NYHIAT G2
weid BeEfa viet «ita I oIF (92| SURT SITed 2 BT el
w2l JWLG2 (dunamis) =1 2 S —ai®d HIfFS6ET ‘theoria’ WA
ZRTSANAS “authenticity’ (Eigentlichkeit)’ |

9], ‘phronesis’ 8 ‘theoria’® —YLAT AT B&HFH TG AR =
(@me 34 weitsiRe g CRI el BeRh 5 wmiige 20w I)
I FRCGANF NHIPTERAC MR TICHT 43907 Toig (& o =i
G “SRFgwEer s erifFe-ers BRew ey widie @asieEm
Tye Ryl 3 ‘agie'a o 9 Sozif*re A | (Again, the circularity
between phronesis and theoria is preserved (though in an entirely trans-
formed sense, where the former is assimilated to the latter) in Heidegger's
insistence on the human mode of being as Dasein (as situated), which at
the same time 'ek-sistingly sustains Da-sein'—the presencing of Being in
the open expanse of intelligibility that is ‘nature’.) SNl Being and
Time-9 (Y VIS (praxis) @2 IS QT HPLH AGIPNACAT
fao=FeIet (its phronesis in the form of authentic existence) SHIRFGGTHT
‘theoria’ AT PN TG ol RN Sl 70 PG | I8 436
L g6 Wrew W Rivame! (IS W, @R a5 WY AP OgINS
(genuine praxis can only be theoretical) S AR wdie @it being-«d
QLT BB AR A¥s; Tt ATI SRR ST (thinking about
Being in authentic existence) FAGfeNT B @ FLFHER TS
i T3t 211 @At 2RSSt Raalt o IS R @For @M
TAI-SfEFG SPTESA w3, IO AT AT =S RBgy 77

ATS SIS YOS AFI SHEHER 2l @ Semea ~ifiey
SRATH TOILAE 9 & 2 FNIferd WARS *$eHF (“basic human con-
ditions of plurality”) ST=* T91—Hannah Arendt OS=B{2 MR S 1* 1A



TS G2 ¥ 7o HHA W Rfog Torrs, yiEes «ag tafes @i Iug
G, (DTG AL @ RorFa Ty 2R F0E ST Siees B
A | 42 T2 SN SRBIGT ORI L) @S ‘G (Das Man (INHG I
‘@G JCET, (T [A .. TONM)-97 ANKZT 5T WG| (This plurality is
homogenized in the 'they' world or the anonymous ‘one’ (‘Das Man’, as
in, ‘one says...’, one does... etc.) of inauthentic existence.) I8, AProd
2AYfEre “IF6EmI, 197 TriEr JiET TS, O JiTe O 8 Wi a2
wfdm weRifRc-93 e 3t Ry R

ReiRive, Sifaette coilx fea Itaw (7, IS Sgles 8 f[5%e! (praxis
@ phronesis) theorial® S¥YE I YT (irreducibility of praxis and
phronesis to theoria) | O TrwmE ANE-aetads e [Ew
ol e tw oF aem, IEtafor oFE TR BT O FIGE
IS ATHPIET YLIR SoifHS S (@41 “it is this that ordains which

of the sciences should be studied in the state, [ . . .] and we see even the
most highly esteemed capacities to fall under this, e.g. strategy, econom-

ics, rhetoric [...]".% Rewaet (4R WY TPAeN IR Af6F TFOIF
AT ST 8 SRATAR SParel I BT Nras @ Bopeld cg, g
©YHE W I G S 0P AT (SR A9 [iFie IS 3R Telde)
G2 (T AT ITY ¢ 2Arewiva T | (The mutual dependence and irre-

ducibility of phronesis (and praxis) and theoria is due to the realization
that human beings are human only within society (they are enveloped and

transcended by society) where plurality and difference is the norm.)
w854, Nichomachean Ethics-€3 3p=IT® A0 (¥, every subject can
be expected to have “[...J as much clearness as the subject matter admits,

for precision is not to be sought alike in all discussions [...]”"; conse-
quently, “it is evidently equally foolish to accept probable reasoning from

a mathematician and to demand from a rhetorician scientific proofs”.* $ig
ResFeR F Raal = ‘93 g 3t AR o “Somrew (abw @z
gi-3f@eE R I@ (W1 (“political science in one sense”, admits of
“much variety and fluctuation of opinion™’) @I, AT=ca v IULS!
(exactness) TP A1 35 w771

T WRHATS GBiR =% @, IR AEIIF RTINS TSR
AEN FE ey T 2SRt I (e @ R Aoy WIRITE &Y
e e wdic AR AeITT +7F9; 9R A9 8 Fovwmd (Fa Gt
2frarey f&erat 1) | SHIfFootem s, Fsifas” al Tt J FRrstaa e



2Pt T, N ¢ Ford [ge 27, 936! Mave (SR T O G S il
ez foafon Toive gan ot | Tes © aiiom Fefa rfiel (3t agas
YR *oxF A | |
o=

RO FI-catst e «es =il weiestsd aetates siam [Raab
S CAENCTE S F90e A iR I wiiets @, AT e
(praxis) (T s wue! (theoria), ReHIS! (phronesis) (AT e
(sophia) SNFACIT  (assimilation) T2 AAST 90; O3 O G99,
FAPR-SPIT @R OA'T (Das Man) FNERA CFE IAWI SFARTAI
(praxis) &S T FsAeSt #i17 | 9B AL, OIS ACH being-F IZRCA
23RS =9, (‘unconcealment of being qua beings’) Tdfie @ [domie @
S [Atem Ao @3 Reww (@b simesicr ZEge
Tenifdeia @ 2te; shistorically/metaphysically determined and handed
down) ¥Al (R=w ¢ 2 gf&IS); techno-scientific-T JLAYR Zfoe SiwEl,
GIE A ‘being’ 38 (‘aFie Res TRIRHICS 0wy Ard; thought medi-
ately, as alternative possibilities of unconcealment) et e
AT | @3, qB WP (GRAFAL B, WA ACTHCA BT (AT
wi]icaH; of all thinking, precisely as ‘ecstatic’) @ Jz#ie! & (iR
iRt Sfae 6% /thinking as always already appropriated by
‘metaphysics’) T @ AR &1 FABLT AfSTFETS a1 9% LRLTa
CIIH{G I HIF TOAICS A AT R ST SiF Werg ¢ fostaz oifers
SNSTETS SITAGAR (G ) | @R W] Tae9if$F’ (“double movement’)
Ty WiRe Irary S Srafde e R (el T G SY-AweA
TAFR-IETSR Re gi3et (I o7 o7 Siegel’q ofS f4% w9 | Underlying

this ‘double movement' is a particular conception of human essence, as
self-reflexive or self-aware, such that thought appropriated by ‘metaphys-

ics’, is no longer true to its ‘essence’. <R BTN Wi W@, afe
AR SRR S RE e ST A (3) wsEmE A
SR g AR ARREr 2% Ruw wiveem gr WY @
HFERAAI Y (telos) 1fFS (ISTATSTFA = CF) T | (This sets
up the ‘telos’ (which borders on the political) in Heidegger’s philosophy,
of the recovery of an ‘authentic’ mode of existence, true to man’s essence,
in an authentic repetition of an ‘original’ (Greek) possibility of existence

that has been lost with the advent of ‘metaphysics’.)



R ST ST FTET B sl Al vess e eme @3
SIECe (WAFAS) Das Gestell (The Enframing) RUEeI =8| Bl
PIAISIPIE ACHAES 8 The Question Concdrning Technology-CS AFIHS
74 A ST (oS BN ST (GW ZCACR! >8> ANEH SICd

Rl RS Serewis <iE: “Agriculture is the mechanized food indus-
try—in essence the same as the manufacturing of corpses in gas cham-

bers and the extermination camps, the same as the blockading and starv-
ing of nations, the same as the manufacture of atom bombs”.*® Caputo
I —aft @3 RS 7537 | e FiRenda sy Amfoslr s
Fe3d et T A | In The Question Concerning Technology, where

‘the technological is conceived as a mode of revealing that “challenges
forth’ (Herausforden), which ‘sets upon’ nature and man, we find the same

idea, though toned down considerably in the manner of its expression: :
Agriculture is now the mechanized food industry. Air is now set
upon to yield nitrogen, the earth to yield ore, ore to yield
uranium, uranium is set upon to yield atomic energy, which can

‘be unleashed either for destructive or for peaceful purposes.
ZRCCSNAT BV SELRd 8 FeRFAS ©H (‘profoundly typical
gesture”), ‘ANfSTRFF 479° (‘the formulaic pattern’) o3 | TR @B ‘Wger
@ 3w AFI =T IR Reerd 9ot soen (@it e
FARFTRS ROFEN)—6I WG SHLFT A FEI; AYLSROT RIS/ (‘es-
sence of technology’) R(Isal Fate1 QRN I @ @ =7 ey =7 |
AHPSd (46 Dasein ‘9 8 [T FSR[A!, Dasein’s ‘ownmost’
possibility) FRTH (AT RTIoA Ta0a 9@ 2SR PR QI |A; T
R’ 2ere % Te) O TRAGE QRIT =1, @RI TER IRTeR
FRE e e 2AFERan ¢ porwens wikiRe Seaiite BT (the

loss of an's essence—the thinking that is appropriated by technology,
and ultimately by metaphysics) |

GITSII, Being and Time TS EABTACK) | e A S O 1 3 o M B
‘TR S A4 Being- (Al WFY (W2 (Being is nothing ‘in” being)
fERat Raca S R 2/0F fofd =104, “The essence of technology
is by no means anything technological”.® fRsAt#Z 78 [Reaefe «
TOH ‘CHSAIT (meaning) T ot T3 (30 “instrumental rationality’
@ R o) s gt Az sl Sesed T YR Im
(e =) @R ey PR Mem-Roid 71 ¢F (v I aes @



A FEAST FANCIX (political movement) (s «fta BwrE
SNCAGACS, (A A6 TSR STTroT]NWA F GISIAHT (GB! I(L;
ST S[HME 5I A=A +1eg I 797 Gt TiefFo-sran Ia-vavelm
WY 76 2ren 8 owd Rergelns 8 @R W TR weyd egfeers
(PR TP TSR FSRANTS TAR TR 152 ST @ YN FAATADA
JreT TTA (GFIB) ARIIG SPACE WA FII 9F W) AT
TGRS Y T 8 T (Yet, this genealogical critique of (techno-
scientific) ‘positivism’, particularly in its ‘political moment’, where it at-
tempts to force an identification with National Socialism, goes to the other
extreme, by discounting all concrete differences and particularities of
human modes of Da-sein, along with the transformative possibilities that

might inhere in the technological mode(s) of encounter itself, and instead,
exclusively privileging the possibility of an authentic mode of human

existence, according to one’s inner (‘ownmost’) essence.) |

ayfefan Ram @ damitcs, Reia JRut (rest Cprivileging’) MG
T’ (poiesis) G ATFHTT (techne) AIFANF T HHCTH SWIBIACIR NGTH
TR I TR | QA BV =Y 267 2D/ FAPTN GeTS! 940
ST SO (Being and Time THAICS Gl BT LTSN I AR |
(In the essay on technology, this ‘privileging” is repeated through the

assimilation of the notion of poiesis and techne to thinking, as the reflec-
tive awareness of the movement of unconcealment/concealment (which in

Being and Time was understood as the ‘ontological difference’) Q 23TH
el @URlEE  (Holderlin) Bl wz«; f&ff w=te o9 @
AYFERTIT G (essence) (AHLF Wt IR (RAFSFAY enframing,
‘greatest danger’) WIJIAT BT (essence) ST SOHR TARE FRARS
(hochste Gefahr) TS0 ST AYLSHS ANA  (technological mode of
revealing) OiF SNM« (I P+ 6J8, AT ATFMA (techne) € D/
TeAMALT (poesis) SIHH FAIE NI SRTA I W (¥ 2 967 Wewg w
‘THPHfE (‘saving power’/ das Rettende)” g4 Frmg Awa B
AT T WL ARG FWSIFAICT I HSPICEO 0T I0a G (R8T A
O u Ol ¥ HETETSl IACR ;W WA (7 O frery Hemiee Fi

TATHS LGS AUTF (yet, when techne and poiesis are thought in their
essence, they also contain the 'saving power' (das Rettende)—the inher-
ent possibility of the restoration of man's essence as a thinking that is

self-aware, which also means, a thinking that is aware of its own limits.) |

TR, AFS O SIS (standing reserve) MR (HTAS AT IYH ©OF



@A Srwmey @it JIZT T @CS AItF) | (Undoubtedly, the analysis
that follows opens up a dimension of ‘meaning’ that is lost sight of
(‘forgotten’) in the ordinary, positivist understanding of technology in
terms of ‘instrumental rationality’ (as a means to an end), and therefore,
as ‘in itself’ value neutral (open to being used for ‘good’ or *bad’ pur-

poses etc.).) TS ‘(oY (meaning) A= 3 oS = @1 @it SNy
2T AT FASRIF S/ (meaning) (IF5IFTS, RAver= Jeume=)
‘o’ o (g ATeTaR Aem) YRR 7R (2r) W@ [/t o
T 0 | wiefte W Read epfea («wag e ) o YR =eed
(23, technological mode of encounter/unconcealment) 2y q@=oa
historicity SRS AR, 932 AT TAMN 8 NIT 9% B
agfEars et 8 Setafier @N— @R REaba T7m aieteds |
FALCFCA A0S (9ITeT, AYFSRIT @ (essence) Hiefie [T AY[EAS ==
@A TiRwsiE Aifdeaad) e (enframing, Gestellung) Q<R T AL
Dasein STITAA LI TR 4R (A 23S ¢ ST TS “oAa~iad

G AAMFS” (Bestand) It FRCIA (TSI PLRR) L= S FCA (In short,
the ‘essence’ of technology— the technological mode of
unconcealment— which Heidegger terms enframing (Gestellung), into
which human Dasein is appropriated, reveals both nature and ourselves

as ‘standing-reserve’ (Besﬁnc{), or ‘at one’s disposal’.)|

a3 SferFirst A T ST G (AT @It <iFs giRrew
Retfa @=7-37F @ 4inetl T7—a[SRF 716! (essence of technology)
2o SICA WY Ao oot atdlst Te6l Sy Amdfamt e apfe
HALE AR 4@ (T 9T TeI oLk | T, A ER_m of @@=
e smdRew 77 (@t SRR sETrRTei e e afsafes e
ot T=re 350 I @ @i 5193 99; (this is again, chronologically ‘correct’
but “Thought historically, does not hit upon the truth.”) It @6 &TFHTE
THAIT NG AT AAwhEe WY smidiawms 97 @i| [{eE
AgiFae AAPe-Rem (‘techno-science’) RO JR1® =01 @R
qCS 8
“The establishing of this mutual relationship between technology and
physics is correct. But it remains merely a historiological establishing of

facts and says nothing about that in which the mutual relationship is
grounded. The decisive question still remains: of what essence is modern

technology that it thinks of putting the exact sciences to use??

w8, d% T’y (2YfFrs 8 RWITIS /techno-scientific) R



2t [T FEAt (‘humans do not control the unconcealment itself” —
of nature as ‘standing reserve’), T4A¢ g W Aol FF AFOS
i, 58 SRR 1 (F0Y (1 TR 7o) fOIt TS ShLavm o
| “eRTR Sy R’ IR T 2RI At 34t e afen
S MFICE Y FACS AL A1 1 (The technological mode of encounter, as
a ‘destining’ (Geschick) of a revealing’ is “[...] never a fate that com-

pels”.5%) 2R ™ I, “[...] precisely because man is challenged
more originally than the energies of nature, i.e. into the processes of

ordering, he never is transformed into a mere standing reserve”.>” &=
2feFare (T AT (essence of the technotogical mode of revealing)
%] 939N (enframing) e ‘Pt VIGITAl AT (“standing reserve’)
I G S A7 T WFT AT A @ IS T Y6 9] S 3
SR CRITAIoS, (3T FovjefmTst =l «t |

Wy 2YfERWR PRAFS ([RGB 7 2T WOl ME SR
Y FA—aR 4R ‘AT AR SREE @Y WROSIRE
Raw @, 9 AfET T R I GRS Rl (It is this
irreducibility of man to' the enframing of modern technology as a mere

‘standing reserve’ that prevents Heidegger's position from being an out
and out ‘technological determinism’, and allows for the possibility of the

emergence of the ‘saving power’.) 9 & A SABCTII THE TS AS
TREA ST ASTR WG} FAqTS! e AL oA s TR
CTERIGILER 2ATF e =t g A1 |

All revealing comes out of the free, goes into the free and
brings into the free. The freedom of the free consists neither in
. unfettered arbitrariness nor in the constraint of mere laws. Free-
dom is that which conceals in a way that opens to light, in
whose clearing shimmers the veil that hides the essential occur-
rence of all truth and lets the veil appear as what veils. (my

italics)’®
IR G B Ay Wfwer W citvifimet  (awifies
TEARENR), ZBCCAET WCT, @ 0 AS[/AR 242 Y051 T : T Wy 9@
AP NG w1 AT, <[ ... ] O Tofere Rrem st wivf <ieae 3037,
WY ST [/ LI TANTS] Soferfel FAANT SEYTS A I & W)
“TRAN—T ST IR Fi3 WRATR A3 TS o I117 &%,
ST “[...] B0 TG ATATA BIRATT S FEI6! Bt (riate wfewrst

SIS &=y, (Since freedom, as a mode of revealing is also a concealing (of



the occurrence of this revealing), for Heidegger two, and only two, pos-
sibilities open up; either man remains immersed in that revealing “[...]
deriving all his standards on that basis™; or he acquires sufficient reflec-
tive distance to attain insight into this movement of revealing/concealing
itself i.e. to see the ‘veil’ “as what veils”—positively stated, to ““[...]

experience as his essence the requisite belonging to the revealing™.) (R
T I GG S I | &P}/ AP GATAS! (movement of reveal-
ing. concealing; aletheia) Tl 197 MBS LS’ (“happening of truth’)
YT SRS =9, W SAER G ‘greatest danger’) G THFS
&’ (saving power’) BSTZ %f3® 27 | “The essential unfolding of technol-
ogy- harbours in itself what we least suspect, the possible rise of the
saving power”.%! The latter consists in thinking poetically, which means,

to think the essence of poiesis as the “propriative event of truth”
(Ereignis), as “a granting that sends one way or the other into reveal-
ing".% To think poetically therefore, is “[...] to enter into the highest
dignity of our essence.”, which “[...] lies in keeping watch over the
unconcealment-—and with it, from the first, the concealment—of all essen-

ttal unfolding on this earth”.%3

#3f&Rn T ‘aieeia 9 (“destining of a revealing”) 23 ({53 B
‘Being-3 8i5-« RrgfS w=fi< wfafmpt 27 (“destining of a revealing” that has
its original inception in the Greek forgetfulness of Being) =2 (61 “92
wePEre/ AFFo-a dFM” (‘revealing of this revealing/concealing’)
I O AISII (essence) FICR P e “itg 1 BsH (‘origin’) A
w2 T NAE BiF ARG (essence) FIR FRT (o7 | 8Ff® € Tigema
Mg FIIO CNR aFoi F+A1eld ¢ oj7:afEoR o Syl a9
T TS O ﬁﬁﬂ@@ﬂ’ (alienation) (T Tefde 73 o=z &g oy
et (‘origin’) R @Al =3 w1t Tfwe WWW&WWW
AT Ra, FRK sremicam TG aPfea Ao MAfS7™ (‘harmony’
with nature) ER=IAR WS @NGF P (0L (SF[E, T TR
T O POEGE HWPTS /N I | 978 4o FRE-F7Fe [e;e =i,
wrgief (f3f5=g) (“inauthentic’/ alienated) @32 AL (Wfdfozd) (‘authentic’/
unalienated)-q ST “N<F ol a1 3% 203 =1 | 1R, @R 9jfA<ce A
“SFRTSl” (Unheimlichkeit I FIZFPITSN)-8 SPE WIIF ARG (T4

“f&”) @R CIHTE @ I L0 T%1 T BB | (For, the ‘homelessness’
(‘Unheimlichkeit’ or ‘uncanniness’) of man on earth is itself the very

essence of man (the ‘saving power’) that must be preserved at all cost.)



TSI TS, authenticity (Eigentlichkeit) of human Dc-sein-€
T TR W0 wie o7 CfAR SWEiRAS SR TR YR O
AATCATeT BT [RiZe | S Being and Time-<3 JHACe fofd Rt wisire
SHIGRfeTred Rusgd AT (as ‘resolute being towards death’)
TGS QAN G0 TALSR’ (‘authenticity’) FHHST @il ofrs;
FrEeAres -3 T YEFT APIESTSR A NS TG & 490 FRF
oo | @ GRS Trole afe e qSIta 7% ALY TS ©F
TRt 7MB =0 =W The ‘political’ is therefore, also marked by the
transformation of ‘authenticity,” understood as individual ‘resoluteness’ in
self-consciously orienting oneself towards one’s own ‘death’— keeping
its negativity, hence one’s finitude, always in view— to that of the pos-

sible realization of an authentic ‘mit-sein’ of the Deutschen Volk, in a
‘renewal’ of the ancient Greek ideal-of (self)-reflective existence (in the

experienced the ‘ontological difference’).

3 Tt e (it RafSte Tozifere 3tz 7, Gt (3351 oy AT
SR A P | IANLS A=ITE R G0 oo e ey A =y,
&I, 2 cRta R T SE @3 e | e R S
O ‘oA Yeor, (‘anticipatory resoluteness’) «tS e Rrets AW
(TF6S /contingent) RRFPGOR FTH FNEGFT (FCY BT IR AFILF PTOR
(factical) 305 (N1 51 | (“in the resolue taking over of one’s factical there

“ivy T am pulled out of my inauthentic existence, which ‘derives all its
standards’ from the collective, anonymous “they” (IDas man). This is not
to say that authenticity is an essentially individual ‘achievement’ — the
very notion of Dasein undercuts such a conception of ‘individual

voluntarism’. 37 INY SRBLIH SBR[ Freg AfsaFren dig ARt 1
AR, ARSI TFF NN WA CIAY @ AL FAEER
AL 2W; 96 TS AL WA wor e afRes ‘Ghee’ ASiRAR
e OIFf6 ‘e’ Be IiF % TF | Rather, the possibility of authentic
existence is itself a historically handed down possibility, and thus, in
accordance with the temporal structure of Dasein’s ek-sistance, calls for
an “authentic repetition”, a ‘return’ to an ‘original’ possibility of exist-
ence, in ‘authentic’ ant

Once one has grasped the finitude of one’s existence, it snatches one
back from the endless multiplicity of possibilities which offer themselves

as closest to one—and brings Dasein into the simplicity of its fate
(schicksals). This is how we designate Dasein’s primordial historizing,



which lies in authentic resoluteness and in which Dasein hands itself
down to itself, free for death, in a possibility which it has inherited and

yet chosen.®’ (Emphasis added)

938, Being and Time-43 48 7 RSita, 23rwAg S9itea J0ot ARFS
9% YN SRFTE ABRAIT A I @B TRATAT (TT91e] ST /a Volk
or community) SI¥CET @ FIBIT Q[ (possibility of an authentic ‘mit-
sein’, as a collective mode of extence of a ‘people’) €2 SFA ST
(self-reflectivity) CK € ST Gemiel BT Wit #[CArF © SAF IS izl
(Das Man)-<3 SR 479" w5 Reflo| ¥ s ek
JALSF (TS (ATF (TRI-SFARTINT AT 2l FASRA FAA0E Lo
etz Wi sitarFel Seaifferny ote SRteR seiatafe) wo
SIS IHN AR T Dasein W¥G [E0© TS-G-WFY ‘being-in-
the world’; «F w2l T TSI (being-with-others) ¥¥ G |
TR e “arwer (93t oAl 9t ek afSaFe—feme seira
R, To7e YWY HRARTETTR AH 7~AfFS) Tt 2rors Aveewst oo (785
Wﬁm@@) T+], Dasein’s GfS2FPwad (historizing) (F7FISICY
THS) W AR 3ot e tofF A== (historizing), IS
0 LN G ety At d) tofR =TS A=

“But if fateful Dasein, as Being-in-the-world, exists essentially in
Being-with Others, its historizing is a co-historizing and is determi-
native for it as destiny [Geschick]. This is how we designate the
historizing of the com-munity, of a people. Destiny is not some-
thing that puts itself together out of individual fates, any more than
Being-with-one-another can be con-ceived as the occurring to-
gether of several Subjects. Our fates have already been guided in
advance, in our Being with one another in the same world and in
our resoluteness for definite possibilities. Only in communi-cating
and in struggling does the power of destiny become free. Dasein'’s
fateful destiny in and with its 'generation’' goes to make up the full

authentic historizing of Dasein.”®
G, ‘(e AR AV (“original® historical possibility) ™18
6 WYFIEOH ARTEAT NPT “TAaelt (‘people’ in an authentic mit-
sein) “SfF>{f3 I WY A ABY’ Re=ILI 2157 IR 2468 Resrwe
AELAETF | wge, uft TS, FAS’ @R FRATAT 93T @i@elt T 9
5z o1 g A TP’ (polis) (REFASIT /phronesis LI GI7R)
3 | 9% 4IFF @ 5 T9raa AF9e’q (human ‘essence’) SoiaifE | Boa



Dasein-3 Fifeirs! Wl wiw g 71 (93«3 QfSzifFirst gfie ax i
TS RS, om @3 Fiffeor ©fe == ec-static  (SIWEW) TCA @3
(Aifee) RIS (oGSl | The latter is nothing but Dasein’s tempo-

rality’® (and its historicity, as the “concrete working out of its temporal-
ity’’), which itself is grounded in the negativity of its (finite) freedom, qua

ec-static (standin €2 JfFF 107 SIY-WFSTYR 932 @S TS\rox SRYL=
~BSITT A FLH 8 6T RS FIAF ASRAR 7L YT (77 | 998,
<3 BRI fofegtem’ Rt i SRR JFarfen (af e =1 @3l s
S e TR OF IEAY T TSRS TSGR 9% T (B TS GiR
TR (G Dasein ©F (ot AR 20T 2i1ta [...] (Yet this possibility
of authentic repetition, as a ‘founding’ possibility’, is characterized by
“the moment of vision for its time””'—a singular vision, that opens up
“[...] the possibility that Dasein may choose its hero [...]".7%)

OB, SVo-T T TOIH HAASOIES SITwie™ (‘National Socialist’
movement) '8 GINAFSY IR GHIIT GFF NONCSI (AT e
e~ G SIS (irreducible) TLEBLT Bl 37| @8 IwF
ST SISHATSII G FIHHC theoria-T TIGE | G2 SFG& Sfie
o ‘TS’ AT (T TSI FH-ARLATOP) S (RS 7RIS 27 |
G2 TG FE WART FToiE ofesTel 8 TS Sikwfarst TS
Feoet @G REwae! (phronesis) 2R ~f#vifee @2 @ T g
(sophia) B TN LA, G0 2fACT =191

ZIBCTHMET W TS T ¢ aFoq 7iF ey Sk A4St @A
WA A AP T IA TWSRCAET (not reducible) (FICA! TIA 8 OTF
FACHNS FACT AT | SRy Towe WFE Telde T (9 W
Tl -FES-7at RO SR ILA /and appropriates man as Da-sein) 3%
R AT (SRFY-T0E ©fF @2 B /as ek-sisting) IS I 65
TE51R TSB! (1 fNTSts CICa 4[0s it | 31 (@9 =1t (31, ZiRCTHIa witaa
ANSASTACANT S SIS 3 o=z’ “erep={ar” e i12 =t Ffe «ft 3=t
el AT (However, in the politicization of his philosophy do we not
detect a "return of the 'spirit’, though it had never left?””? ) IR, S
= oo #ilfF Tl (7 CEHRT 0T #ITS Wil T fERwi’ wdfie O fowtaa
TSAST SIBA T MePT (A0, O ey AT SPreirs’a e
AT L (IR AfARWM? (As a consequence, can we not say that



Heidegger is ultimately claimed by a ‘metaphysics’ that is in accord with
the deepest insights of his own thinking, in accord, that is, with the very

‘impossibility’ of his project?) (IAH T LT, QBTSHI tﬂ? “otoeiate’

SHAGITS! FHAE S BLe= i ¢

To think Being without beings means: to think Being without regard
to metaphysics. Yet a regard for metaphysics still prevails in the intention
of overcoming metaphysics [...]. The saying of Appropriation in the form
of a lecture remains an obstacle of this kind. The lecture has spoken
merely in propositional statements.
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