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In this thesisy I'have tried to interpret the notion
of historicit} in Heidegger. However, I did not initialiy
begin the thesis with this attempt.in mind. \\Rather, it was

arrived at in the course of my research. My initial attempt

.was directed as constructind and showing tlle unity of Hei-

degger's rheught ~- a controversial matter which hes been,
and still is, the centre of dispute among Heideggerian
scholars -- by using his notion of historicity. But as
research progressed, it soon became clear‘to me that Hei-
deg@er;s notion of historicityritself cannot be taken for
granted. Therefore it must first beidelineared With that
done, I can use it to construct and show the unity of
Heldegger s thought.

But the problem of iﬁterpreting Heidegger's notion

“of historicity undoubtedly amounts to interpreting Heldegger S

entlre predccupation with his hermeneutlcs of the meaning
of Being. 1In other words, Heidegger's philosophigal concern
with the meaning of Being became my prime and major concern

too, since his interpretation of the meaning of Being is,

T ——e -

in my view, nothing but an interpretation of pﬁe historicity

- ¢

of Being. 1In view of this, my prihe and major cencern in
=~

the thesis came to be directed at interpreting the notion

f historicity in Heidegger.

b

t the same time, however, I did not give up my initial
attempt, which was aimed at constructing and-showing the unity
of Heidegger's thought by taking recourse to his notion of

historicity even though it came to assume a secondary and

R ]



Four. Chapter Three examines Being's toponymies, and Chapter
Two talks about man's ontological facticities, while Chapter

One serves as an introduction to the issues with which the
thesis is concerned. Chapté§~Six is the -last one, and it

meditates on the entire work; sO there are six chapté:i in

all.

To restate my aims in the thesis, there are two of

them -- a major one and a*minor ®ne. The major aim is to

interpret Heidegqger's notion of historicity. The minor one

is to use Heidegger's notion of historicity —- having been

interpreted -- to show the unity of Heidegger's thought.
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minor role, and Chapter Five deals with it.

In view of these two attempts, the thHesis has two ob-

jectives which it aims to accomplish -- a major objective

and a minor one -- with the former being an interpretation .

of ﬁeidegger's notion of historicity, and the latter, a con-

struction and demonstration of the unity of Heidegger's thought

by taking recourse .o his notion of historicity. Historicity

itself has been ﬁnterpreted here as an event of "self-becoming"
in that Being simultaneously unconceals itself in beings and
conceals itself from them, butit happens in both tﬁ; determina- -
tion of the temporalization of time, and also in the need and use
both Being and Time make of man in and by whom both Being
and Timé respectively come to be what they arleady are. 1In
other wordsf.historicity is that event in and tthugh which L
Being presences itself in the determination of Time, and T%me

\‘:‘:'_‘Q_\»:-..__ . .

extends itself in the determination-bf Béiné. Bilt both =
happen in, through and by man, of whom both stand in need
and make use in historiciging'their respedtive Aature -- Time
temporalizinq the unity of its three ecstases in the histori-
city of Being, and Beiﬁg historicizing its self-unconcealing
self-concealing nature in the temporalization of Time. In,

short, man brings Being and Time to become the self each, in

its own nature, already is, and he, in so doing, brings him-

_self to be the self he already is. Thus, the historicity

of Being, or qfaman, or of Time's self-temporalization, is.
co-present with, and co-affective with, the rest. This co-

historicizing of Being, Time and man is dealt with in Chapter

r
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PREFACE

Man and History

History is profoundly human. Only man, as opposed
to other beings, is intriﬁsically and distinctively historical.
History's human ipseity and exclusivity illuminate man's
obsessive.preoccupation with the old, as manifested in his
perennial concern with such historical matters as archeology,
philology, paleontology, etc., and even stories or chronicles.

That history is as human as the converse is a critical
concern, but only to the extent that history is characterized
as "...the general concatenation of human actions, considered
as much in their execution as in their products (institutions
and cultural forms) insofar ag they are groupéd into detach-
able connected ensembles called civilizations.“1

Thus characterized, history may be submitted to two
types of examinations: that §f the objective science of

history, that is, histori'ology (Geschichtswissenschaft), and™the

philosophical type. From the standpoint of the former, efforts
)

l. Jean Ladriére, "History and Destiny," in Philoscphy
Today, vol. IX, no. 4 (Spring 1965), p. 4. ;



of history, t
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are bent on reconst'tuting; as objectively as possible, the
unfolding &f past(significant human activities as embodied
in civilization, tradition, customs, documentations, in short

in all forms of Bildung @nd Paideia. From the point of view

of the lattefa there are, further, two perspectives -- the
speculative asgroach tp philosophy of history and the critical
approach.

Ac 'ﬂg to the speculative approach to philosophy

in human beings, a transcendent dimension

with respect to histgry and it is only on this level that

personal destiny can réceive true meaning and content; fur-

.ther, the history of individual existence is totally absorbed

in the universal history of the transcendent totality. Such

-

a speculativé'view of history poses itself as being paft

of a larger concern which constitutes human history teleologi-
cally, eschatologically, universally as pregnant with meaning
and purposes. Here,

We are dealing with a philosophy of history which

is at once and identically: metaphysics, interpre-
tation of the absolute; ontology, interpretation

of Being; theology, interpretation of the Being

of God; anthropology, interpretation of the Being

of man; logic, developed system of the constitutive
categories of reality; (and of reality insofar as
absolute); and philosophy of history, interpretation
of the meaning (sensy of history (in its two-fold 2
sense of significdnce and direction) and of its Being.

ra
*

L
In the critical approach to philosophy of hist Y
it is contended that the focus must be on the clarification

of the nature of the historian's inquiry, and also of the

2. Ibid., p. 7.



3
concepts and fundamental beliefs historians use to do history.
The critical direction is drawn parallel to philosophy of
science to the effect that philosophical investigation into
the affairs\of histofians and history -~ like "positivism" --
is believed to, and must, be "scientific,"” not "metaphysical,"
in its search for a way —- acproach and method ~- to clarify,
criticize and analyze the basic beliefs and concepte histor-
ians employ in their inquiry. Put diffecently, the critical
direction to philosophy of history operates on the conviction
that there are as much general concepts, beliefs, and laws
embodied in, and governing, the regularity of historians’
attempts to reconstitute significant human past actions.

Thls is due to the recognition and acceptance that the way

by which Homo historicus is studied by historians, could be

made parallel to or modelled after the way‘philosophers of
science do theirs respecting scientists and science. Committed
to, and follqg?ﬁgxguch a'conviction, critical philosophers

cf history’impgge upon thesmelves such science:related ques-
tions as: "Can history be objective?“3 "How does the historian
explain the past?" What is the relationehip of history

to. the natural sciences?"4 and many more.

But despite all that, and all the various ways by which

history is studied (in historiclogy or science of history, .

3. Ronald Nash, Ideas of History (New York: E. P.
Dutton, 1969), p. xii. (Hereafter cited as "Nash" followed
by page number(s).) ‘

4. Ibid.
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speculative, critical, materialist approaches, or even chroni-
cle), all wprk on the fundamental fact that man, and man alone,
is exclusively and intrinsicall} historical in his being.
Every peégﬁective oﬁ history by which Homo historicus is studied,
affirms the irrevocable fact of historical exclusivity of
human existence.
) Theré{pre, that man in his very being is uniquely and
intrinsicaliy historical is wunequivocal, but why and how is
this so?  In what respect, in what manner and whence does
man attain hié exclusive eﬁistential historicality? Viewéd
from its ground, what is history at all? What is the basis
and ele‘ nt of history? -Out of what ground do the roots of --
and thrdugh—them -- all the variegated views of hisﬁorﬁsreceive
th%ir foundation and animation?
Undoubtedly, these are pressing questions in anéwer

to which human existence itself must, fifst, be médé an issue;
then it must be penetrated to uncover the grounds from ‘pich
it obtains its exclusive historicality. But such an endeavour
leads one straight into what Heidegger calls Geschichtlichkeit.
For Heidegger's notion of ﬁistoricity addresses itself,. among
other issues, to such.concerns and explorations as those raised
abo;é. What Heideggér says about history, therefore, necessi- |

tates, in my view, paying critical attention to the issues

he raises. - . _ +

5. The words history, historgcality and historic;‘.t}{ are used here
without explanation, although the context in which each is used
makes them gquite understandable and.meaningful. Yet more shall
be-said about their respective technical senses in the context

in which each is employed so as to render each more clearer,
especially in Chapter Six.
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The Need for an Ingquiry into the Notion of
Historicity (Geschichtlichkeit) in Heidegger
In the Heideggarian corpus, historicity -- of the lead-

ing concepts -- is the least researched and articulated. Philo-
sophically speaking, this is very serious indéed. For its
fundamental iﬁportance in Heidegger undoubtedly coﬁmands cri-
tical attention. | -
In most of the English-speaking world, the worst even’
prevails. The need for serious research into Heidegger's
notion of historicity itself is even made bepide the point.
For, firmly convinced thaf‘the sole legitimate problems into
which philosophy of history bug@t to probe seriously are those
raised by the critical theories'about hfgtory, most English-

speaking philosophers of history6

are too quickly committed
to the Belief that speculative theoriegéabout Histéry must
be denigrated. Concommitant with Buch a sustained belief
is the suspicious look often taken at a theory such as Hei-
degger's that purports to be foundational. To them, this -
is another piece of "metaphysics". of history; therefore,
it is another piece of hiétoriqgl'anathema and obsolete

obscurantism.

Among "friends"of speculative philosophy of history,

* ind_even Heideggerians, a similar lack of serious research
) :
: b
L d

A :

"/; 6. A history of this is well provided for in Prof.
Walsh's Introduction; see his Philosophy of History (New
York: Harper Torchbooks, 1968), pp. 11-29. Prof. Nash also
observes that "the tendency in contemporary discussions of -
philosophy of history is to bypass the speculative concerns
of the classical philosophers of history...," Nash, p. xi.




into Heidegger‘é notion of historicity prevails, althdugh

for differenf reasons. This, in my ‘view, is pre@ominantly
owing to the "impossible™ language and the'peculiar mode of
thlnklng Heldegger employs in presentlng his thoughts on
Geschichtlichkeit. Tgé language, espec1ally in his later works,
is poetic and metaphoric. His mode of thinking is, to use
Professor Erasmus Schéfer's expression,7 "figura etymologica"
'metalogical forms of neologisms and linguistic.specigli—'
5 On account of this, doubt is often en;errained in
“even to the presence of anf notion of historicity at

all in Heide&gger's later works. For history -- that is, Hei-

degger's Geschichtlichkeit—-— is enun®iated in the elegies and

‘hymns of poets. But this can be deceiving, not to mention

how annoying and stifling it appgars to some.
Even at places8 where Heldegger sﬁnotlon of hlstorlclty
is éxamined 1t is mostly confined to Being and Tlme, thus

-

giving the impression that all Heldegger has to say about

history finished there. On the contrary, however, Heldegger s

.entire philosophical preoccupation with the interpretation

of the historicity of Being, in which that of man is rooted,

Schéfer, "Metaloglcal Forms of Thought
ialities" in On Heidegger and Langquage,

e % kélmans (Evanston: Northwestern University
Pressy 1972), pp. 289-293, 296-297, 299- 301 (Hereafter cited
as Kock- mans, followed by page number(s) .

8.” An example of what is inténded here can be found
in, say, Prof. Calvin 0. Schrag's paper "Phenomenology,
Ontology and History in the Phllosophy of Heldegger,“ .
Revue Internationale de PhllOSOphle, vol.’ no. 2 (1958),
pp. 117-132. .
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attains more comprehensive treatment in his later works. Al-

* though Heidegger began this interpretation provisionally in

Being and Time, the rest is done after it. Therefore, a
thorough exegesis of his notion of historicity -- that is,
the historicity of Being, therefore that of man also, since

rooted in.it -- must not only accommodate Being and Time but

must also go beyond it. This is the attempt the thesis mainly
uﬁdertgkes, hoping to praovide a comprehensive exegesis of
Heidegger's notion of historicitxu

This objedtive was, however, arrived at at a later
stage in the course of my research. Initially, all my efforts
in composing the thesis had aimed at findiné 2 way to demonstrate
the unity of Keidegger's thought, an issue which is cufrently'
at stake, and which has-beeﬁ‘d centre of controversy among_ﬁeideg—
gerian scholars, and I planned to do it by using'Heidegger's |
notion of historicity. For Heidegger, for onerthing,‘stopped
using the wofd'@eamidnﬂnﬂmeit% itsélf in his ;ater wrifings,
although one finds it to be central in his earlief.work.ggggg
and Time. On account of this, doubt ié even entertained as to
the pre;encé bf_historicity itself in Heidegger's later_wbrksu

For example, "It should be asked [POggler writes], does not the

word "historicity" =-- this leading concept of Sein und Zeit
disguise the starting point of Heidegger's later work?"9

But, as research progressed, it became more compelling

that Heidegger's notion of historicity itself must not be Qakén_

9. Otto Pdggeler, "'Historicity' in Heidegger's later
works," Southwestern Journal of Philosophy, veol. 10, no. 3,
1973, p. 54.
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for granted, but must first be delineated, after which it may
be used as a means to show the unity of Heidegger's thought.
But this in turn turned out to be more invdived, complex and
demanding than at first perceived. For it c¢alled for a compre-
hensive examination of Heidegger's entire philosophy which centres
on his interéretation of the mEaning oleeing...In other words,
the problem of Heidegger's entire he?%eneuticé of Being became
the main focus of my investigation, tﬁus rendering my initial
objective more of a subsidiary issue. For Heidegger's entire
hermeneutics of Being is, in my view, an interpretation of the
hiéforicity of Being. Tﬁus, in tackling the problem of Heideg- )
ger's hermeneutics of Being, the é%Sk of the historicity of Being,
naturally, became the main‘ébjective at which this thesis came
to be directed. Faced then with the Pxoblem of the historicity
of Being, interpreting Heidegger's entire philosophy thus comes
to be my principal c?g;ern. But I did not, at the same time,
give up my iﬁitial détempt which was aimed at using Heidegger's
notiofn of histaiicity to show the unity of Heidegger's thought.
Rather, fhis ipitial attempt eventually assumed a subsidiary
and a minor’position. In view of all these, I camelto have two

'_:":.‘."{x
objectives’ -~ a major and a minor objective -- which the

thesis attempts to accomplish. My major aim is to interpret .

A

the notion of historicity in Heidegget and the minor one is

to use that notion -- thus interpreted and deléneataé -- to
A \ . - .

show the unity of Heidegger's thought.. ¢ \\w///



A Construction of Heidegger's Notion of Historicity
in His Later Works (Ch. 5); and.Its Relevance
vis—-a-vis "Ontic" Histories (Ch. 6)

R Although the principal objective, of the thesis even-

tﬁelly came to be an interpretation.ef Heidegger's notion

of histoficity, the initial commitment had beenrto construct
ahd ehow the unity of Heidegger’s ‘thought by using Heidegger's
notion of historicity in an attempt té answer either those

who prefer to see early and later Heldegger ‘as two different
Heldeggers, or those who paintain that Heidegger's notion
e};historicity diffused everywhere'in his earlier work,

Being and Tiﬁé} somehow got disguised or.is at least absent

in his later works. This initial commitment now assumes

e secondary position, although it is not given up completely.
'Chapter Five takes up thyis secondary issue aﬁd-attempts to
bonstrﬁct Heidegger's notion of historicity, but in light

of, and in keeping with, thoee insights Heidegger articulates

in Being and Time. The'provisionelity of human historicality

(that is, Being and Time) is made evident here, although

it is complemented by a much higher one, that of Being. This
is undertaken in Chapter Five. The plan by which such an
endeavour is embarked upoen, ho&ever, is to interpret those
fundamentals.tﬁat are common and essential to both eafly

and later Heidegger. 1In other words, Heidegger shows in

Being and Time that Time is the hidden basis of man's hlstorﬁg
city, and it is that which renders possible the unlty of

man's Existentiality, Facticity and Forfeiture. Existential-

W -

ity, Heidegger maintains, has its primary meaning in the

future, that of facticity is in the having-been. Forfeiture

"
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or Fallingness represents the present as éhe actual presencing
of both existentiality and facticity. Thus, presencing comes
as the actual and explicit stretching along (that is, the
actual historiciz-ing) of man's axisﬁentiality—facticity.

These fundamental insights about human existe

present and reiterated in later Heidegger also but all are . ///
couched in poetic expressiops. fherefore, they have to be
dismantled from Heidegger's interpretation of his favourite
poéts and also shown to be not only a reiteration of human

A
historicality in Being and Time but also a completion of

what was otherwise left pro%isional there. This attempt
of mine is not new, for Father Righardson}xan,his monumental
book oaneidegger, has shown the reiteration of human his-

toricality as enunciated in Being and Time in Heidegger's

interpretation of the poets. #What I have done, however,

is to go beyond just that and show that the provisiocnality \\~u***~\u,

of human historicality in Being and Time, ratper{ becomes

more evident and gains completion also 6nly wheh situated
within the historicity of Being. But this is acgomplished

in later Heidegger in his interpretation of H®lderlin apd .
Stephan George. Thus, Heideggef is right to say of himself
that "...only by way of what Heidegger I (early lHeidegger) has

thoughtfdoes one gain access to what is to be thought by

i 10. W. J. Richardson, Heidegger Through Phenomenology
to Thought (The Hague: “Martinus Nijhoff, 1974), pp. 448-
468.
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Heidegger II [later Heidegger]. But the'thoﬁght of Heidegéer
I becomes possible only if it is contained -in Heideggef Ii.“ll
I do not, of course, claim anything in this adéancement,
even if it is successfully done. My main objective here
in Chapter Five is to incdrporate into his later works Hei-
degger's fundamental insigﬁts on human historicaLity'ﬁnfolded'
in his earlier works, thereby showing, ﬁith his notion of
historicity, the unity of thought.or of the.matter he thinks,

in both Heideggers, I and II, or earlier and later. With

this much done, the provisionality of Being and Time and

its completion in Heidegger's later works, would have been
éhown, thereby dispelling misgiv;ngs often associated'witﬁ:
1. the unity of thought in the two Heideggers, and 2. tﬁe_
presence of any notion of historicity (diffused evefywhere

in Being and Time) in Heidegger II.

Heidegger maintains that "to think is to confine your-

self to a single Ehoilght...“l2 and his thought is a "...single
pathway bound"’3 ", .. that stands still like a star in the
14 ’

world's sky." As little as this may be true of others,

this is certainly true of him and this is the belief or assump-
tion with which I approached Heidegger in Chapter Five. Hei-

degger's own theory of Seinsverstandnis teaches that men never

¢
L]

do anything without implicitly foreéhaving, fore-seeing and

Z

11. 1Ibid., p. xxii. '

12. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 4 (from Aus der
Erfahrung des Denkens).

13. 1Ibid., p. 3.
14. 1Ibid., p. 4.
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fore-conceiving (i.e., future possibilities or "prejudices"
for Gadamer) that which gets worked out explicitﬁg; SO Hei~
degger's own philosophy teaches that there is no such thing
as presuppositionless approach to doing things (philosophy
or otherwise).

Chapggz?gix is the last one. It conducts a brief
summary of whaé\the thesis has attempted to accomplish. 1In
addition, it meditates on the entire worﬁlby way of discussing
the problem of relévénqe and significance ééidegger's onto-
logical history -- Geschichtlichkeit - has vis-a-vis historiologf
In sum, there are six chapters in all. Chapter One serves
as an introduction to the thesis. Chapter Two deals with
the "ontological facticities" in general termé. The topony-

mies of being are studied in Chapter Three, and Chapter Four

exhibits their historicity. Chapter Five talkgﬁ;bout Heidegger

‘I and II, and tries to sﬁbw the unity of Heidegger's thought.

Chapter Six meditates on thé whole work. Appendix A, "To
Kindred Ones" and Appendix B, "Words," can be found at the
end of Chapter Six.

Fo .

Methédology

Naturally, there agé 'several wqﬂ; to interpret Heideg-
o ’ : '
ger. At Fdirst, I tried .to analyze those fundament

upon which Heidegger depends to do his interéretation,of
Being, but this proved to be so difficult Ehat I would *either
have to make him talk nonsense or try some other method.

After numerous other attempts, I found out that theqﬁest
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'method for me is to try and iisten to what Heidegger himself

is saying in his own writings, and to assemble and colligate
those that are recurrent, systematic, thematic and most funda-
meptal in his interpretation of whéi he understands by the
nature or truth of Being and how it comes to pass, and the
extent to which man and Timelbecome co-players in all these.
After experimenting with argumentative method, I decided it

could nét ﬁ%ip me bring out what it is that Heidegger, in
my view, is reall& saying} or no; saying.. I tried it but
I found myself saying‘for him what he himself would not say,
and I could not also use logical reasdning to invoke deduc—“
tions aboyt what Heidegger is saying. I have to hear him
in his writings because I want to bring out and to light
what historicity, for Heidegger, is all abgut; or what it
really is. BAlthough today to ask the question: what is
X?, has been declared spurious by othe£ philosophers,15 I
héé'to ask and search for what Heidegger actua}ly means

e, historicity of Being, thatlis, the presencing of Being
unto itself. Ih this, my 6wn best recourse'was to listen
attentively to him and dial ogue closely with him in order
that I be ablelto interp;et, that ié, td articulate, what
he is really saying in fespéct of how Being, determined by

Time, comes to pass; how Being, in this, takes man with

it, and how Ereignis enters into the whole threefold co-

15. See, for instance, Prof. John Austin's "The Mean—
ing of a Word" in Problems in the Philosophy of Language,
ed. Thomas M. Olshewsky (New York: Holt, Rineheart and Win-
ston Inc., 1969}, pp. 151-165.




historicizing event of Being, man and Time. For ﬁe,
best, way to accomplish my mission was the dialogicai an
expository one.

Through the libraries of St. Paul, Univyersities of‘

Otta&a, Toronto and York, I have’ been ab O obtain at least

all the translated works that are avéilable in English, and
most of the untranslated ones which are obtainable; él;hough
Heldegger's Gesamtwerke, is, so far as I am aware, still not
wholly finished in spite of the fact that sevéral folumes

have already been published. Bent‘hholly‘on bringing put and
into light what Heidegger really means by the historicity .
of Being, my dialogical and expository method could, naturally, -
not pé critical, if by criticg} one means gxposing what is
lacking, wrong and deficient in Heidegger, because this is

nét my coqcerh at all. I only want to make him clearer as
mﬁch as I possibly can and in so far as the historicity of
Being is Eoncerned. One eould, of coursé, debate him in

the light of other philosophers and I tried. it where neces-
sary irf the course of my work, but I did_ not make it a habit
because I believe that one should better be clear on pre-
cisely what Heidegger ié saying or not saying before situating
him within the context of, e.g9., "representational thinking"
he himself seeks to overcome. If I had anything at all to
contribute in the casé, of Heidegger, my services would have
.been fruitful if I helped make clearer even a word of what

"he has Bgen, throughout_his philosophical preoccupation,

most concerned with, namely the historicity of Being; so

i
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I am extremely ambitious in respect only of trying to
bring out and into light what this véry word "historicity"
means. ‘I want to try to expose it, so to speak, and make !
clear wﬁat it really is for Heidegger, and to this I have,
at the expense of other methods, devoted all my attention.
Sometimes I have even been repetitive bu£ it is'something
one canlhardly avoid when interpreting Heidegger because
his principal theme eﬁerywhere is the historicity of Being,
and this happgns even where he is talking about Art, poetry, -
Language, man, Time, etc. Thus, what one says about what
Heidegger says about Art naturally comes up again whe; one
is talking about, say, man, languagé or poetry; hence, the
advent of repetitiveness. ;Qgpjif this would contribute any-
ﬁhing, given which one can be a little bit clearer on what
Heidegger is saying about the historicity of Being, then,
in my view, it is not completely worthless. This is why,
I have, to the exclusion of other important methods, adopted
a dialogicél and expository position,which naturally has
its shortcomings; but I am still firmly convinced that it
is the best way for me to try to make Heidegger's notion
of historicity U bit more clearer. My only
wish is to try to bring this notiop out and bring it to light.

I do not, of course, deny that I would, in isolating this

since that is what I princ' ant to contribute in the

area of Heideggerian studies.
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To repeat my objectives in this thesis, let it be

remembered that there are two objectives —— a major objec-

tive and a minor one. 1.- The major objective is to iplter-

pret the notion of historicity in Heidegger. 2. $h€/;inér

one is to use the notion of historicity to show thg unity

of Heidegger's thought.



-toponymy to mean the same thing. Professor Alphonse de

4 CHAPTER ONE

MAIN INTRODUCTION

1.1 . The Nature of Being, Time and Man

What Being is, fo; Heidegger, may be gathered ffom
what -he says.of it. Wwhat he séys of it may, in turn, be |
obtained from the "events" to which Heidegger takes re-
course in interpreting the historicity of Being. The
"events" in my view are: Language, Art, Death, Seinsverstindnis,
Thinking, "Mit-sein, " Poetry, Tradition, Teﬁporality and
Historicity. Simply put, they are call?d "Toponymies of

1

Being." It is from the perspective of these toponymies

1 ' i

¢ e
e e

l. Toponymy combines topos and onoma, and together
name—glace is rendered. By toponymy then, name-place is’
meant. Both Heidegger (Poetry, Language, Thought, p.12),
and Pdggeler ("Heidegger's topology of Being" in Man and
World, 11 (1969), pp. 331-56), use topology instead of

Waelhens of Louvain uses "The Kingdom of Being" ("Reflec-
tions _on Heidegger's Development" in Interyational Philo
sOphiégl Quarterly 5 (1965), p. 499). But Lponymy, as
name-ptace, brings out exactly where Being

presence. The whereabouts of its actual pre

17




that Heideggér elucidates what'Being,‘for him, means.

Thus, in oraer to gather' what Heidegger says of Being{ or

means by.}t,.thesé toponymies mus£ be examined. in other

words, it is in the interpretation of these toponymies

"that Heidegger's entire ﬁhilOSOphical preoccupation with

the hermeneutics of Being consists. Thus, these toponymies

must be studied thoroughly, an apter Three does just |

that.

h‘\\\_ Heidegger puts forth one of his celebrated statements, the
"dass es gibt Sein," "dass.es gibt Zeit" ("dass es gibt Welt")2 as early as

in Sein und Zeit (1927),'3 but speaks more thematically of the

"es" that "gibt"as das Ereignis in 2zur Sache des Denkens (1969).
 "Das Ereighis vereignet...." 4 No doubt, this is not easy to
understand and Heidegger; in his earlier writ;ngs, is not

helpful on this. “There is Being," "there is Time," or

its toponymies alithough.this can mean man also, as the

topos of Being (or "Being-topos") .. _But to avoid confusion
and ambiguity, topology is retained but only as topos,
thereby referring only to man, as "Being-topos," and it is
distinguished from toponymy as name-place indicating the
whereabouts oflpeing's presencing. Toponymy is the author's
own invention.” - +

2. This is, in my view, another way of saying
"es gibt Sein,”so what is said about the "es gibt Sein” covers
it also. Therefore, there is no need to repeat the same
thing all .over again.

3. “gibt es Sein," p. 212; "es Welt gibt," p. 72, in
Sein und Zeit.

4. Identitdt und Differenz (Harper & Row), p. 103.
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"it gives Being" or "it gives Time," all of which are u

4

as suitable translations of the "dass es gibt Sein," "dass es gibt Ze.it, "

do not say much either. However, in Identitit und Differenz,5
Heidegger gives a useful hint about the es gibt Sein when he
says that ‘“das Ereignis vereignet Mensch und Sein in ihr wesenhaftes

Zusammen." Wesen in the wWesenhaftes stipulates that Sein as

i
in the vereignet is so done as to indicate something -- its
essential togetherness with man -~ about its essence or-nature.

Nature or essence here shall help'a bit because Heidegger,
in his later writings, has had more to say on the nature
of Being.

@ - -

However, before entering into the examination of the
nature of Being, one must note that manralso enters into |
the whole interpretation in_  "das Ereignis vereignet Mensch und
Sein in ihr wesenha]g"tes 2.‘!.15<sl.nmrren"6 Das Ereignis (appro‘priatic.)n)
gives man and Being to éheir essential (wesenhaftes)
togetherness; (Zu&mmmn): In order to make anything out
of this das Ereignis and what it does to man and Being in
the vereignet , the nature.of Being, on which Heidegger says
much in his later writings, and also the nattire of man that
always goes with that oftBeing (both respective natures)
must be examined. For it is hoped that such a way 6f ap-
proachiné them would help one understand the gass es gibt s&ﬁh
or thedass es gibtlj welt or the dass es gibt Zzeit. In simple terms what

S

<

5. 1Ibid.

6. Il{id.
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understand the giving es that gibt , as well as £he Being

-

and man as indicated in the vereignet.

So far, the points reached are fiver— 1. Heidegger's "dass

articulate them, their (Being and Time)
. T .
examined first; 3. For, it is ing

espective natures must be
on to their nature Ehat there
m;is es gibt after all;- 4. But th nature‘of being,’thOugh
it is not knowﬂ yet,'has'man e taﬁgled in it; 5. Therefore,
man, or the nature of man, also gomes into'the.who;e es gibt

o~
interpretation. The next stage isftg\do the interpreting.

-

1.2 The Interpretation ",

When Heidegger says of Being that "there is Being"
or "it ines Being," orlof Time that "there is Time" or "it
givés Time," he is expressing something abaut their regpec—
tive‘natures.7 The, most recurrent theme in all Heidegger's
interpretation of the truth or nature of  Being is summed up
in the "Anaximander Fragmen£" as "As it [Being] reveals itself

8

in beings, Being withdraws." What this says only recapitu-

lates Heidegger's interpretation of ﬁeing in his later writings
p .

7.. For Being and the description of its nature, see
"The Anaximander Fragment" in Early Greek Thinking, pp. 13-
58. For Time, and also of Being again, see the whole lecture
in On Time and Being, pp. 1-24.

8. Earlv Greek Thinking, p. 26. (This‘particular
" quotation is from the translation of “Der Spruch des Anaximander"
from}kﬂzwegm Frapkfurt am Main: V;ttorio Klostermann, 1950.)
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as "Unverborgenheit.” “As it reveals itself invbeings, Being
withdraws.” Such is Being's natuée. "Being...holds to its
téuth and keeps to itself. This keeping to itself is the

way it reveals itself...."°

"As it provides the unconcea%—
ment of beings it founds the concealment of Being. Conceal-
ment -remains characteristic of that denial by which‘it keeps

to itself."10

Heidegger goes on t& say explicitly that "We
may call this luminous keeping to itse}f in the truth of its
essence the epoché of Being."JJ'But what do all these mean?

"The luminous keéping to itself" indicates one singular
event of Being herein called its "epoché.” The luminosity is
a sort of lightening appertuity of Being as “Unverborgenheit"
(unconcealmént), but this takes placé_in its self—withdrawal,
as "Verborgenheit" (concealment). "The ;uy;nous keeping to
itself as "Unverborgenheit-Verborgenheit" is a‘ singular évenf,
otherwise described in terms of “presencing."12 But what
is the sense of all these, and how abes "Being presence?"
Answers to these questions will ensue shortly, but for now,
Time too should have its turn.

When Heidegger says of Time that "there is Time" or
that "it gives Time," here again he is expressing something
about the nature of Time. Although Heidegger has had more

to say on Time in other writings, his lectures on Zzur Sache

9. Ibid.
10. Ibid.
1l. Ibid.

12. On Time and Being, the entire lecture.
: . /k‘“x_imh
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"to which Being comes to pass or comes to be, or that Time
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des Denkens (1951-1969, translated as On Time and Being) makes
. : » . @ /-;-\
Time one 'of the most important themes of the lecture. This

Q

book is more appropriate to dwell on in articuiating the nature .

of Time, as Heidegger gives it to be understood because it
is)especially talked aBout in light - of the es tPatgitheit

and also in the context of its determination of the presencing

of Being. 1In Being and Time, Heidegger spoke about Time .in the con-

.

text of his interpretation of the Being of man and there found the unity

-

of human existence in Time, herein called "Temporality." The

\_‘,‘
famous expression one is left with in Beihg and Time regarding

Temporality is ‘that "it temporalizes itself. Later, the

same is expressed in regard‘to Time as "T'. Jitselle,
or that "Time extends itself." % wWhat is/fthe sense of all
these, ahd hgw does "Time time itself?"
Sol‘ far, the “d;ass es gibt Zeit," "da;s ;=.'s 5‘r.ibt Sein," have led Eo}the
formulation of the,foregoing,observations, in which the senses,
the dass es gibt Sein, the es gibt Zeit, must be th.ought out. What
does it mean £fo say of Time that "Time times" or what does
it mean to say of Being that Beipg presences itself? These

. t
are now the issues at stake. To say of Time that it times

_itself, or of Being that it presendes itself is,” as said earlier,

to indicate something about their respective natures according

A

13. On the Way to Language, p. 106.

l4. On Time and Being, the whole lecture. - .



comes to pass or comes to be. of course, Heidegger himself

does not use these expressions, namely that Time comes to

-“
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ﬁags or comes to be, or Being comes to be, but there must be

some other way to make them clearer. To say of Being and Time

(or either) that they come' to pass or come to be seems to

assert that they probably come out of nothing to be SOméthing,

or oﬁﬁ of one thing to be some other- thing, in which case

they come to be or come to stand enduringly or substantively

as 1f they are, by nature, things. Yet geideggér_insists

everywhere that neither Being nor Time is a tﬁing, that neither.

can be reif:i:ed.15 Rather, they are that by which temporal

. s 6
~-things or entities come to be,l

sténding Heidegger prefers to express the dass es gibt Sein, thedass

es gibt-Zeit, respectively by the verbs "presences" or "pre-

sencing

n
r

: . . 8
for Being, and "extends” or "extending," for Tlme}
g : g ;

so to avoid any such misunder-

“In other words, to say of Being that dass es gibt Seinmeans that

it comes to pass or that it comes to be. But to say of Being

that it comes to be, in turn, means, for Heiaegger, that Being

presences. The same is true of Time; that is, to say of Time.

that dass es gibt zeit, means also that it comes to pass or

o

that it comes to be, .but to say of Time thaf-it comes to be
R . <

means that Time extends.19 This, hopefully, seeks to avoid

he call

15.
16.
17.
18.

19..

On.Time and Being, p. 3. (a paraphrase).

Ibid., pp. 3, 10. (a paraphrase).

L4

Ibid., pp. 4-10.
Ibid., p. 19.

Time, here, is, however, not any time, but what

s "True Time." Ibid., p.-17.

b
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any éossible nisunderstanding which seeks to reify Being or Time,
for neither of theﬁ is, for Heidegger, a thing and neither can be
perceived as a-thing as such. The same is true of the a;in the es
gibt. Neithe; can it bé perceived as a.ﬂumokAanmf' in any sense,
grammatical'or‘onﬁological. But to say of Being that it pre-—
sences of Time that it extends is like a clause whose sense
awaits completeness and clarification, and Heidegger, in this
respect, is again not helpful. uFo;%all he adds-to that is:

Being presences itself (presen'cingl.presences)20 or Time ex-
tends itself (Time times)21 but the mere addition of itself
to them, on the éﬁrface ofléhings, ﬁust does not of itselfﬂ
say much, yet this self-presencing of Being: or self-extending
of Time, hits a£ the very core of what will be interpreted
llater as the histoficity of Being or the temporalization of
Time. For it expresses what Heideéger means by the truth .
of Being which, in turﬁ, consists, to'use Heidegger's expres-
sion, in the'self-unconcealing self-concealing nature of Being.’22
Thus, this nature of Being is the truth of Being, and both
are expressed in Being's.simultaneqps self-unconcealing self-
concealing event.

Put differently, Heidegger explicates the presencing

of Being in the fact -that Being, by nature, simultaneously

unconceals and conceals itself. It is by this simufnaneous

-
L]

event that beings come to be. When ﬁ%ﬁné unconceals

"singular

20, 1Ibid., p. 10.

21. ©On the Way to Language, p. 106.

22. "The Anaximander Fragment," Early Greek Thinking,
pp. 26-58.
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itself in beings, it withdraws back unto itself, thus with-
holding itself from them. For it is itself, not a thing,
and cannot or must not be perceived as such, but it is rather
that by which things are, or come forth to be what they are.
That Being presences, therefore, means that Being unconceals
itself in beings but conceals itself, at once, that is; with-
draws back unto itself from beings; so,as it unconceals itself
.in beings, Being conceals itself from them simultaneously.
That, for Heidegger, expressés the truth of Being, or the
nature of Being. Failure to perceive this truth or nature
of Being, is what, in Heidegger's mind, has led to the chargevof
Seinsvergessenheit.” which he makes against "metaphysics." But
this truth or nature of Being reveals that the expreésion,
"Being présences itself," ohly stateshthat Being, as it were,
comes out itself but only to“§5*back‘ﬁnto itself. In othlr
words,rBeing unconceals itself in beings, but only to conceal
itself at once from them; so the self-presencing of Being
only expresses that event by which Being, aé it were, tomes
ocut of itself but only to go back, at once, unto itself. There-
foée; the points of Being's departure and arrival seem to
have a circulaf structure ih that the two points are one and
thé same, the itself that Heidegger added to the expression,
"Being presences itself." Thus, it is in coming out of itself,
that Béing,‘at long last, goes nowhere other than its very .
own self to which it withdraws. For, the self from which
Being departs and the self to which it withdraws are one and

the same structural self, which is no other than Being ‘itself,

¥
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and this eventful circular process of coming to be the self
that Being alreadf is, deecribes, in my view, what sha%l be
termed later as the historicity of Being. For now, let it
be said that the historicity of Being shall therefore consiet
in the coming and retrieving of Being unto itself. 1In short,
historicity shall be interpreted as "Become thyself." This
interpretation is, of course, not quite clear yet. Moreover,
one can misunderstand it very easily for the simple reason
that this "become thyself event"” by which Being supposedly
comes from itself. and withdraws unto itself, gives the im-
pression as if this self-retrieving event is a watertight,
closed, roundaﬁout event. That the self-becoming event is
circular in.structure is t¥ue, but it is not a closed, round-
about circumference in which it gdes'round and comes right
back to the point where it started. It is not a restricted
recoiling-journey on a rebound, but a kind of revealing-struc-
tural constltutlon in the event of which Being unconceals
itself in belngs but never stays there to be one of them;
hence, it withdraws simultaneously from them unto itself be— _
cause Being does "'Pcome to endure substantially like a being
or beings. Thus, any notion of closedness or unfreedom must
be eliminated frem the circularlevent by which Being presences
itself. The g}rcularity here only indicatgs a structural
constitution ef Being's nature. The same observation is true
of £iﬁe. The expression, "Time extends itself," also expresses

N

the temporallzdklon or the 'historicity of Time) an event by

" which Time works out the unity of its three ecstases, but

o
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only to become the self it already is. Admittedly, it is

a bit awkward to even talk about the "historicity of time"

especially when Heidegger himself does not use such an ex-

pressibn anywhere in higlﬁfitings. Bu£ the expression, the
historicity of Time, is used to express what Heidegger, in

his own werds, would express by: "the temporalization of

Time"23 or that “Time'times,24 or "temportality temporalizes

itself," none of which is easy.té readily.understand. Like ' ‘\\\’/’
Being's Geschick, Time's case is, likewise, one of a struc- -
tural constitution. Heidegger insists that "Being and Time

w25 *

determine each other reciprocally... and the whole lecture

in On Time and Being is devoted to showing the mutual dgtermin-
‘ing reciérocity of Being and Time YiSQE—vis man and das Ereignis .
WhEn Being unéongeais and conceals itself, it does so in the
extending of time. So is-the case with Time. When Time times,
Or extends.itself, it does so in the unconcealing -pconcealing
presencing of Being. How Time does itsself-extending event

is what is here interpreted as "the historicity of Time."

Time, however, is not just past, present and future as is
normélly conceived. Time for Heidegger, is "four dimensional,"26

consisting of its three ecstases, past, present, and future, and their

unity. Their unity, for Heidegger, is the most fundamental one,

23. Being and Time, Section 65, p. 377.

24. On _the Way to Language, p. 106.

25. On Time and Being, 'p. 3.

26. 1Ibid., p. 15.
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for Heidegger claims that it sends each of the ecstases to

their own.27

In other words, Time is not a thing in time
but that by which thefe are.temporal things.27a

Torrecapitﬁlate, the following are the points reached
so far: On Being: Being,'l. comes to be, or comes té pass;
2. that means Being presences; 3. 2, in turn, means Being
presences itself, eﬁé., presencing presences; 4. 3, in turn,
means Beiﬁg.unconcéals itself and conceaifbitself simultan-
eously. 5. Thus, the.seif—uncogcealing of Being is at once
the self—cohcealing of Being, which means, Being comes from
itself -- unconcealing itself in beings -- and withdfaws back
unto itself -- concealing itself from beings. 6. This is
the nature of'Béing but this nature, in accordance to wnigh
Being, as it were, comes from, and retrieves itself, is what
is described‘hére as the structural self-constitution of Beiqg,
namely,~"Become thyéelf," which is historicity.

;:)Time: In sum, the same structural self-constitution
described above in respect of Being holds for time also; ex-

cept for the fact that Time here is: 1. Four-dimensional,

consisting not only of its three ecstases, past, present,

-~

and future, but of their unity also. 2. It is, rather, their
uhity which is most fundamental for Heidegger, because it
/
is the unity whych gives to (each~what each is; that is, it
’ .

is their unity which determines them respectively. 3. Time,

like Being, is not a thing.

27, Ibid.

27a., Ibid., p. 3.
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Before the nature of Time is clearly'articulated, it

suffices i:o say now that the dasses gibt Sein can be spoicen of

‘ as hitting at-the very core of Being's nature; a nature which
) is found to be a structurally circular self-constitution in

that Being comes to be itself in simultaneocusly coming from

- self-unconcealment in beings -- and retrieving itself
—-—- self-concealment from beings. .
The dass es gibt Zeitalso hits at the very core of Time's

nature. The nature of Timevis indicéted in what Héidegger

says of Time that "Time £imes" 6r "Time extends itself." Re-

peatedly, Heidegger insists that "...Time itself is nothing

‘ temporal, no more than it is something that iE is."28 This
being so, then temporal fhings are not Time, but are in Time,
and Time is not one of them. But what then does "Time times"
mean or "the self—extending...?"29 The self-extending of

Time, or that "Time times" lies in "...a mutual giving to

one another of future, past, and present, that is, to their

uﬁity."30 "In future, in past, in the present Ytherfourth,
that is, their unity) that giving brings about to é;ch itg
own presencing...."‘31 Time is the unity of the three -- past,
present, future -- and Heidegger calls it "True Time"32 and
.,~—T’Ti> 28, 1Ibid., p. 14.
29. 1Ibidqd.
30, Ibid.

31, Ibidf;yp. 15.

32, 1bid.
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the unity is the fourth, and it is their "fourth-unity,"

which extends itself by bringing the three to one another,

and Heidegger calls it the "nearing nearness.“34 Thus, "the

H

future, being the not ye£ present, at the same time gives and
brings about what is no longer present, tﬁe past, and converse
ly-what has been, the past, alsq offers future to itself, aqd
the reciprocai relation of both at the same time gives and

35 . . . .
brings about ' the present." Now, to put it in simpler terms,

-~

normally one sees pastas pasf} dead and gone. Heidegger
argues against that. What is past is; for him, not what is
dead, gone, and finished, but what has-been (Gewesenheit)

. ; 3
Yet he says: "What has been offers future to itself." 6 Thus

P

understood, then wh&t has been is not past as dead, -gone and
(Vergangenheit) finished, but Gewesenheit, and has future in itself.
Conversely, future too has what has been in itself, Just as
what has been has future in itself, thus Heidegger writes:

Abproaching, 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 futurg

to itself. The reciprocal relation of bogg at the ” -
same time gives and brings about\present. :

We say [Heideggerﬂgoes on] 'at the same time' and
thus ascribe a time character to the mutual giving
to one another of futurgé past "and present, that

is, to their own unity. "

33. Ibid.

34, Ibid.

35, Ibid., p. 13.

36. Ibid. (a paraphrase,- see footnote 37).
37. Ibid. '

38. Ibid., pp. 13-14.
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What one has here then is that having-been is as much futural

as the converse, and it is the reciprocity obtaining between
having~been and future, and conversely future and having-
been that indicates the inclusion of présent, thus giving
the unity of the three ecstases: having-been, present and -
futuge. Otherwise put, Heidegger writes:

Zukunft, Gewesenheit, Gegenwart zelgen die phinomenalen Charak-

te des “Auf-sich-zu, " des “Zuruck auf," des "Begegnenlassens

von." Die Phanomena des zu. ., auf..., bei... offenbaren

die Zeitlichkeit als das ekstatikon schlechthin. ZEITLICHKEIT

IST DAS URSPRUNGLICHE "AUSSER-SICH" AN UND FUR SICH SELBST.

Wir nennen daher die charakterisierten Phinomene Zukunft,

Gewesenhelit, Gegenwart die EKSTASEN der Zeitlichkit.3

Temporality here (in Being and Time) is the unity of the

three ecstases, but in spite of the fact that Heldegger tells
one what Temporallty is, one has yet to know what "Tem orality
temporalizes itself" means, even though one is closer t

being clear on it than before. Temporality temporalizes itself"

(Sein und Zeit, 1927); "Time times" (Unterwegs zur Sprache,1959) A

"Time extends itself"' (Zur Sache des Denkens,1969) ---all say
the same thing about the nature of tiﬁé, as the "es gibt Zeit. "

What does "Time times" mean? What does "Temporality temporali-

zing itself" mean? Literally, it means just what it says namely that

the unity of the three ecstases is temporality, and the actual,

39, Sein und Zeit, pp. 328-329. ("The future, the charac-
ter of having been and the Present, show the phenomenal charac-
teristics:of the 'towards oneself! the 'back to', and the
'letting~ocneself-be-encountered 91 The phenomena of the
'towards--' the 'to---' and the 'alongside--' make temporality
manifest as the ekstatikon, pure and simple. Temporality
is the primordial 'outside-of-itself' in and for itself. We
therefore call the phenomena of .the future, the character of hav-
ing been, and the present, the "ecstases" of temporality.")

Iy ~
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explicit équiprimordial,extending of the three together in
unfty is the verbal tempofalizing of thé noun temporality.
F, }} future here plays the most prominent part that wheels
helmovement, so the forward movement to itself is the towards
itself that is characterized in the "for itself," £he"Tﬁrj
sich selbst.” Time heading on the way to and for itself is Time
realizing itself; that is, Time coming unto itself, as "Be-
come:thyself." Time's self-becoming is‘Time's self-extending,
and that is its nature, as %ime times itself. It is believed

that the "ausser-sich," the rout-of-itself~in "Zeitlichkeit ist

‘das urspriingliche 'Ausser-sich' 'an' and 'fur sich’' selbst, ".40 may

be %Pterpieted parallel to Being, coming out of itself in self-

\unconcealment, but the "out" in the coming out of itself must
not be.understood'in the sense of self—alieﬁatioh nor self-
externalization. The "out" inaicates an action being done,
so it is an "out".in the sense that Time is still in itself,
hence the "an,” that is, being (still) in itself; while at
the same time, being-in-action, the action of temporalizing
itself. The "wherefrom” and "whereto" are structurally one
in one action of being out-in-and-for-itself. Time itself
is botﬁ that towards which, and for thg séke of which, Time
is ""out" but still "in" itself and "for" itself. This being
"out, " "in," and "for" itself is.simply like this: Time "is
on a way to" itself. The "is on the way to" is indicated in

the verbal sense of temporalizing lor timing'Tim%) - Temporal-

40. Sein und-Zeit, p. 329.

A

\
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ity itself. Or, Time times Time. Temporality temporali-
Zes temporality. The "out," "in,' and "for" all in unity at |
one and the same timeJdeécribe the active present indicative
veEbal sense of -ing, temporality's self—temporaf;z-ing, or
Time's self-tim~ing. Time times thus means Time is "out-in-
and-for" itself. >St;uctu}ally its self-constitution is a singu-
lar event,. éuch is time's nature. In sum then, Heidegger
sees past as "having-been." By that he means that which has
already been, but lies ahead approaching as "the possible, "
and not the bygone. The character and sense of it is futural,
$0 past, as having-been, is effectively an integral part of
future, and as such it has the character of that towards which,
and for the sake of which, Temporality temporalizeé itself
or Time times itself. Iﬂ'fact, it is one and the same, be—
cause it is 1ntegrated inte that future possibility towards
and pending which- one approaches or- is yet approaching. But
the present is already included in this "having-been-future"
or the converse, in their reciprocal degermination of one” an-
other, but as ';being-alongside."4l Their unity is the pre-.
sencing of each unto itself, and in this, there may be what
'Heidegger terms as "an irresolute making present"42 or a reso-

-
lute one. The former is characterized as "inauthentic."d3

The latter is"authentic;ﬂgﬁd Heidegger says in redpect of

13

41. Being and Time, p. 387. ("This Way of Being-alongside
is the present.“) '

42 . 1Ibid., p. 388.

43 Ibid.

43a. Ibid.
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the latter, the resolute authentic one whose making present

stems primarily from the future, that "The authentic comingi

r

- .
towards-oneself of anticipatory resoluteness is at the same

time a coming-back to one's ownmost Self which has been

thrown...." 44 ("Das eigenliche Auf-sich-zukommon der vorlaufenden

LY

Entschossenleit ist zumal ein Zuriickkommen auf das elgenste, in seine

4435

Vereinzelung geworfene Selbst.") -.Diese Ekstase ermoglicht es dass das

Dase{n entschlossen das Seiende das es schon ist, ubernehmen kann." 45
. , ‘ " -
Making-present resolutely out of~future, hence

-

[}

authéntiqally, is the self-coming of Temporality/or Time.

unto itself, that is, Time timingditself, or "Temporality
temporalizing itgelf." Otherwiééﬂput, presenc-ing itself is
the "Time times." Thus, the very verbal act of pregenc—ipg,

or the advanc-ing of the unity of T;mefs or Temporality's

three ecstases, is the actual and expl;cit working out of

the hnity of "Time timing itself™ or,“Témporélity temporalizing
itself." Such'is whatfis described‘here as Time, coming unto
itself, Temporality coming ﬁnto itself, and Fhi; is, in my
interpretation, its'historicity. Thus, historicity, here again,
in = dass  es gibt Zeit is "Become thyself," an event which des-
cribes how "Time times" itself; that is, it comes to be the

self it already is.

44. 1Ibid., p. 338.
44a. Ibid., p. 339.

45. Ibid. ("This ecstasie makes it possible for basein
to be able to take over resolutely that entity which it already
is.") \ .

\



tive feature which makes man different from other beings,
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1.3 Man {(as Seinsverstandnils), the Historicity of
Seinsverstandnis Serving and Staging the
Historicity of Being and Time

As said earlier, man also enters into the whole dass es gibt
Zeit, d-ass es gibt Sein picture. For Heidegger says, ’
“Das Ereignis vereignet Mensch und Sein in ihr weéenhaftes zusamez;. A6
This must alsc have something to do with man's own nature
(Wesen) just as the same is the case with Time and Being, so
the problem now is to seek out the nature of man.

In Heidegger, the view of man-is very' ambiguous.' On
the one hand, Heidegger sees man as a being among others,
and in this respect he writes: ”Off-enbar ist der Menlsch etwas
Seiendes. Als dieses gehort er wie der Stein, der Baum, der Adler in

das Ganze des Seins."47 This is the one view of man, as an entity.

But he is more thanh/tgat. Heidegger gives to man a distinc-

[.
L.

although he is still a being. This added distinctive feature

- 1s what Heidegger calls"Seinsversté'ndnis.“48 In order to get a

hold on man's nature, its unique feature must be the only
significant fgaturé one must examine in this respect, because
it is the only fe::aat'ure that distinguishes him from others,
and may thus leé;d one to what man essent/fally is. But in

order 6 do this, that is,

e

to put one's £inger on man's nature @

. -
46. Identitdt und Differenz , p- 103.

47, @id., p. 94. ("Man is, obviously, something
of a being. s such, he belongs to the totality of beings,
like the stone, the three, or the eagle.")

48. In Sein und Zeit, p. 5.

i
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by taking recourse to the examination of man's distinctive
feature, Sei;zsve;st:sindn_is cne has to be cautiohed SO as noﬁ to
.lc;ok for it (Seinsverstindnis) in terms.of its being a thing,
another being (biologically, e.g., heart; feet or head, or
materially, e.g., stone, tree, etc.) like man himself because
Seinsverstdndnis is not a thing but what it-literally is, namely,
an understanding of Being. s
Hence, man's‘distinctive feature is not any being but
his understanding of Being. This being theqéase, ore must
notice that man's distinctiveness lies in his relation to Being;‘
€.9., Being that he })mderstands - Seinsversté'ndnig. No other
being except man has this, but what really is this understand-'
ing of Being? There ig a bit- of uneasiness in answering this
question, because Heidegger49 maintains that one already knows,
in a question, for example, or in an inquiry, that very thing
for which one is seeking. Though that in-built, or better ‘
X?t' fore-knowledge, may be dim, unclear, or vague,.one never-—
theless knows what one is, at tﬁe same time, seeking. Were
this untrue, one could not even ask the question to beg}n with,

or begin one's inquiry to start with. But, however difficult

it is to convince one Sf this, Heidegger still insists that:

49, See.#2 of Being and,Tiﬁe. Heidegger, for éxample,
writes that "Every seeking gets’gjfded beforehand by what

is sought. Inquiry is a cognizant/seeking for an entity..."

(p-24). A
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"Dieses durchschnittliche und vage ‘éeinsverétéfndnis ist ein Faktum....Wir
bewegen uns iwer schon in einem Seinsverstandnis."

But if one understands already what one se;ks-to under-
stand, if$bne knows already what one seeks‘to know,'if one
already has what one seeks to have, then why bother? (If one
alread? is what one becomes, thén why become what one already
is? Why must Being bother to come to be what ;t ig, which
we describe here as "Become thyself," which is hi;toricity?
Why does Being presence itself? If Time is what it already
" is, why does Time time itself? If temporality is what it al-
ready is, the unity of its ecst;ses, why does Temporality tem;
poralize Temporality?) AThis is the aporea and it is the same
aporea.PlatO had posed in the Meno about research or learning,
and it is a question that has haunted philosophy ever since
theg.until now, but to ﬁhich Heidegger has his own retort.
Heidegger's own anéwer, which repeats Nietzsche's "become thy-

self" is what has been interpreted here as historicity, but 2}\
more on this, that is, on both Heidegger's answer, Plato and (?M
others, will be offered eisewhere in the thesis.

Coming back to the question: if one already under-
stands or knows what one seeks to understand or know, then
why bother?, the foregoing observations may help. One bothers

because just as its description indicates, what is understood

already in what one is seeking to understand, is a fore-

°
LY

50. Sein und Zeit,:p. 5. ("However, this vague under standing
of Being is still a fact....We always conduct our activities

in an understanding of Being.")
e
(“E
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understahding that one fore-has, fore-sees and fore-conceives,
and Heidegger makes these :"Vorhab\E', 'Vorsicht' and 'ch:grr.iff',"51
the three structural compdnents of understanding. Therefore,
an understanding of Being, Seinsversténdnis; is a fore—haW{ing,
fore-seeing and a fore-—conce:ption of Being. Hence, ‘the dis-
tinctive feature of man is that man alone fore-has, fore-

~

sees and fore-conceives Being, "Denn erst der Mensch, offen fir das

52

Sein, lasst dieses als Anwesen ankommen." Man alone has this pre-

ontofﬁgica¥'understanding, thus he alone ﬂas.an openness to
Being; and lets'Béing come to presence. This, of course,
does not say anything about man's nature that is being sought
here, but it only tellg one ﬁhat man lets Being he fore-has,
fore~sees and fore-conceives come to pass in him. Therefore,
man is: 1. the place in whom Being comes to ;ass, 2. he
who lets Being come to pass, 3. he who fore-has, fore-sees

~ apd Eore—dbnceives Being, and 4.-he of whom Being is in need,
and 5. he who is used by Being to come to pass, therefore,
6. "Im Menschen waltet ein Gehoren .zum Sein, welches Gehoren auf das Sein hort, -

53

‘weil es diesem Ubereignet ist." Ereignet comes up again, because,

as one recalls, it has been said before that *“Das Ereignis vereignet

Mensch und Sein in lhr wesenhaftes Zusammen w34 and ‘“Mensch und Sein sind
v
<N ¥ 51. Ssein und zeit, p. 150.
52 . Identitdt und Differenz, p. 95. ("For it is man, open

towards Being, who alone lets Being arrive as presence.")

53. Ibid., p. 94. ("In man, prevails a belonging to
Being, a belonging which hears Being because it is appropriated
to Being.")

54. Ibid., p. 103. -
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einander ubereignet. Sie gehdren einander." 5? - \\V/
Needless to say, it i€ from the perspective of Ereignis

that Being's nature.got articulated in the es gibt Sein and

the same holds for Time in the dass es gibt Ze.i;:, so the same

must be done here with respect to man, since Egreignis approp-

riates man also to attain himself. To this effect, Heidegger

writes: "Appropriation [Ereignis ] grants to ﬁortals their

w26

abode within their nature. Mortal, here, is naturally

a name for man because only man for Heidegger is mortal, -
Heidegger writes: 'Man exists as a mortal. He is called
mortal because he can die. To be able to die means to be

capable of death as™death. Only man dies...."’

w58

"Animals

[Heidegger goes on] cannot die. n59

"The animal perishes.
What all these mean is not the issue here, although it will
become so elsewhere. The concern here is the stipulating of
mortals as denoting men; therefore, a reformulation of:
"Appropriation grants té mértals their'abode within their
nature, " would be: Appropriation grants men their abode with-
in their nature. The naturehof man must be thought from the

perspective of Appioprdation because it is that which grants

men their abode within their nature. This means Appropriation

55, Ibii;f‘p. 95.
56. On e Way to Langquage, p. 128.

57 . Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 222.

58. On the Way to Language, 5. 107.

59. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 178,
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makes man homel&, that is, suitably fitting for his nature,
.that is, for being himself. In other words, Appropriation
makes man appropriate for being himself; hence Heidegger ’
writes: "“Appropriation...gathers mortals into the appropriate-
ness of their own nature énd there holds them."60 But why?
Because "Appropriatioﬂ, needing and using man's appropriations,
allows Saying to reacﬁ speech."61 ‘Appropriation appropriates

man only for need and use so Qhat Saying can come to pass,

that is, to reach speaking, and man -is he who does the speak:‘

ing of Saying. .
All these, no doubt, are unclear. But assuming Saying

is language or Being which, of course, it really is, then one

gets the following: (1) Appropriation appropriates man,
means Appropriation needs and uses man. (2) Appropriation
needs and uses man so that Being comes to speaking. (3) Man

is he who does the speaking, so Appropriation needs and uses

S

man so that Being comes to speaking in the speaking of man. But
wherein lies the human nature herein sought for? The answer
lies in. this:

Appropriation, in beholding human nature, makes
mortals appropriate for that which avows itself

- from everywhere to man in Saying, which points
toward the concealed. Man's the listener, being
made appropriate for Saying, has this distinguishing
character, that it releases human nature to its
own, but only in order that man as he who speaks,

that he who says, may encounter and answer Say-
ing in virtue of what is his property....The en-
countering saying of mortals is answering. Every p

spoken word is already an answer: counter saving,

60 . On the Way to Language, pp. 128-129.

61 . 1Ibid., p. 129.
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coming to encounter, listening Saying. When mortals
are made appropriate for Saying, human nature is
released into that needfulness out of which man

is used for bringing soundless Saying to the sound
of language. Appropriation, needing and using

man's appropriations, allows Saying to reach speech,
The way to languagg belongs to Saying determined

by Appropriation. 2 :

Much is condensed in this long quotation, but in seekimf
the nature of man, one is given here all one needs. Man is
given to bhe (elja listener, (b) encounterer, (c) hearer,
(d) speaker, (e) counter-speaker, (f) listener-saying,
(g} the used and the needed. Man is a-g, all for one reason,
to bring soundless Saying (Being) to pass in him, that is,
in his speech. Doing a-g is what releases human nature into °
its own. The nature of man is therefore put in being "used"
and needed, by which Heidegger means: "To use," means first,
to let a thing be what it is and how it is. To let it be this
way requires that the used thing be cared for in its essen-

6 . . :
tial nature." 3 "The User [Heidegger continues] lets the used

. thing enter into the property of its own nature, and there

preserves it....Using commends the used thing to its own nature
and essence;"64 Being used andAneeded by Appropriation, there-
fore, grants to man his nature. What mén is, is being needed
and used. How he . exists this being needed and used,

is by listening, hearing, encountering the Soundless (Saying)

Being, thus, fore-having it, fore-conceiving it, fore-seeing

62.. Ib¥., p. 129, emphasis added.

63. wWhat is Called Thinking?, p. 191.

64, Ibid., pp. 195-196.
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it, and £hen letting the rece%yed Being thus fore-had, fore-
seen, and fore-conceived already, come to presence in him,
that is, either by speaking, poetizing, "Art-ing," Thinking,
etc., so his role here is only in the brinéing of Being in P
speech, Art, Poetry, eté., etc., as a-messenger or bringer
of Being. It is in doing this that his.Being lies. Hence,
man's Being is in the bringing to pass of Being in him and
by him. '‘By him"means it is man who speaks in the speaking.
of Language, thinks in Thinking, can die in death, poetizes
in Poetry, works in the work of Art. "Fn him, means all these
take place in man and man only because he is the only being

among beings who can fore-have, fore-see and fore-conceive

Being, thanks to his distinctive Seinsverstindnis. Se.insversté'nd}é

enables man to fore-understand Being, that is, he alone h
pre-ontological understanding, however vague that may be

Now, the question as to why one botheré to erstand
what one already has an understanding.of, may be r isgq again.
If one already understands what oﬁé ‘seeks to understand, then
why bother? éaving travelled carefully up to this point, one
can see that what one fore-has, for example, in language, ig
what one has already received by listening, hearing, encoun-

© . -

tering, and in so do&ng, has thus .fore~had the received al-
£eady. But man, having received what it is that (Being) he
has received (be it in Ar#, Language, PO%%EY’ Think%né, etc.),
therefore fore-having it, nevertheless has vet to let what

it is that he has received come to pass in himself and by him,

e.g., in his speech if it is language, in the work of Art if

r“’//~\
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it is in Art, etc., etc. Such is man's Being. Receiving
(which has more "hows" to it, e.g., listening, hearing, etc.)
and bringing the received to pass, is man's Being. For it
is that for thch he is needed and used, and in so being
attains to his nature. Hence, bringing to pass one's own
understanding one has fore-had already amounts .to working out
explicitly and actually what is already there in understand-
ing. Understanding something, therefore, does not mean one
never pre-understood what it is that one seeks, or comes to
understand. No, that is not so, because were it s0, under-
standing of ary sort would be impossible to begin with. It
rather means coming to have explicit and actual understanding
of what one pre-understood before, but may have been forgotten,
vaguecu'talnted with one's prejudices or preconceptions. Under-
stand;ng something, then, is "understanding understanding
understanding” (very reminisoent of temporality temporalizing
temporality or Being pPresencing (itself) Being), that is, the
last one being the explicit and actual understanding one has
come to heﬁe, the middieﬁone being the understand-ing verbal
activity itself, by whose f—ing“ the last one is obtained,
and the first one being the pre—unferstending one already fore—
had in advance and before beginning the middle one and arriving
at the last one. Hence, it is understanding coming unto itself
as "Become thyself" (historicity), and such is the historicity
of understanding (of which Gadamer, through Heidegger's on-
tology and Dilthey's methodological and epistemologidhl her-

meneutics, is a renowned proponent koday) .
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But the rature of man as presented aggzih;— being the
topos of Being -- is more of a later Heidegger than Heidegger

as one knows in Being and Time. For Heidegger, in Sein und zeit,

-says explicitly that: "Das 'Wesen' des Dasein liegt in seiner
€xistenz....Das !'Wesen' dieses Seienden liegt in seinem Zu -sein" 65
and there is no mention of Ereignis and its gibt here at all.

Besides, seinsverstindnis is a Being and Time theme, not Hei-

degger II; therefore, it is not thought of in terms of recep-
tivity, listening, hearing, encountering, etc., etc., of Ap~
propriating. True, the whole interpretation would appear

either that seinsverstindnis in Being and Time is transplanted

into later Heidegger, or that Being and Time is suffering need-

less encroachment from later Heidegger.

-~

Basically, two concerns are raised here: 1. The "es-

sence"” of man (If one wishes to tal akhout "essentialism")

4
lies in his existence, as opposed beind thought in the

light of pas Ereignis. 2. That und

3

sstanding is a case of
ran's openness and disclosednesg/to his future possibilities,
and it is by which man projects himself in anticipatory re-
soluteness upon his own-most future possibilities, e.g., death;

and not again thought in relation to Das Ereignis. In short,

existence and understanding, as thought in Being and Time,

make mén's being more a possibility than anything else, and

Heidegger himself says that: . "Dasein ist je seine Moglich-
e 65 . Sein und Zeit, p. 42. ("The 'essence' of Dasein lies
in its existence....The 'essence'’ of this entity lies in its
'to be'.") -

‘__’——‘
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: 66 o . .
keit...." S0 man 1s essentially its can-be possibilities.
This interpretation is not disputed at all, but instead
elaborated and given even more thorough illumination in the later

Heidegger: how? First of all, the interpretation given‘in

relation to Das Ereignis is, in my view, not incompatible with

what one gets in Being and Time; hence proving consistency

or\Eﬁt6EE%iE?ncy is not called for. On account of this, it

remains to be shown how Being and Time gains

-

its comprehensive adequation in later Heidegger as interpreted

above. Secondly, it is admitted that in Being and Time man

is not iqéﬁrpreted from the point of view of das Ereignis, and not
so much of Being itself also as oneitLumkeit. As much true
such a view may be, the reason, however, is not because such

is impossible, although Eﬁﬁigfﬁifficglt and also liable to

incur protest from those who think that that attempt wouid

be stretching Being and Time too much and too far to what is

beyond it. But it is difficult to deny that human existence,
for Heidegger, is finite, and its finitude, in Heidegger's
view, is founded upoﬁ the temporality of human exlstence itself.
In other words, it is true of Heidegger (earlier or later)

that temporality is that openness-which renders human existence
finite. This being true, the main points then are two: 1. to
show what human existence itself is, and 2. to éhow its tem-

- porality--basis. After having shown these, then it would be

much easiex to situate it within the context of the inter-

-

66. Ibid. (Dasein is its possibility.)
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pretation given above of later Heidegger.
Man is he whose being is bounded By a beginning and

an end. To this effect, Heidegger writes: "Erst das Seiende

‘Zwischen' Geburt und Tod stellt das gesuchte Ganze dar..,.Allein der Tod
ist doch nur das 'Ende' des Daseins....das andere 'Ende' aber ist der
67

'‘Anfang' die ‘Geburt’'." all these must, of coursg% be taken

formally for’ purposes of explanatdon only. Given the two ends,
existence is the “bétweenness“68 of the two which Heidegger
describe.s as: "...die Erstreckung des Daseins ZWISCHEN Geburt und Tod. b3

But this whole "betweenness" is, as possibilities, to be stretched
along and the actual stretching alonq is a prejection man is
making upon his "betweenness," that is, his posisbilities.

~Existing then is disclosedness of man's "betweennese" as he
discloses them through and through. But.the "Ende" and the
“Anfang," apart from their formal aspects, are not two separate
and independent ends for Heidegger because death, for himn,
begins at birth, end also begins at the beginning and vice
versa, since as born, one for Heidegger is already dying. For
he‘ writes: "pas faktische Dasein existiert gebﬁrtig, and geburtig stirbt

-

70 .
es auch schon im Sinne des Seins zum Tode." But death is funda-
e < ] .

67 . Sein und zeit, p. 373. ("Only that being which is
‘between' birth and death presents the whole which we have
been seeking....But death is only the ’'end' of Dasein....the
other 'end', however, is the 'beginning', the 'birth'.")

68. Being and Time, p. 427.

69 . Sein und zeit, p. 373.

70 . Ibid., p. 374. ("Factical Dasein exists as born;
and as born, it is already dying, in the sense of Being-towards-
Death.") :
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'meﬁtally man's ownmost possibility, an open one, which is con-
s{antly being existed, authentically or not, so it is onto-
logically man's ownmost Da as the existing péssible, the onto-
légical not-yet, but it is the ontological possible whicb he
is "aireaéz—in" as man's ‘“Gewesenheit," because it fdeath, for
Heideggé?), is man'sg cmweﬁmheité’Hence both the nof—zet and

the having-been, in this regard, are together in the unity

of "betweenness." In Being and Time Heidegger calls the latter

Faciticity (rFaktizitdt) , the former Existentiality (Existenzialitit).

and the present for him as falling (Verfallen)..7l But "Der primire

72

, A L L. . , .
existenziale Sinn der Faktizitit liegt I Gewesenheit." "[Exigs—

tentialitdt] ihr primirer Sinn ist die Zukunft. "

Dagegen fehlt eine solche Anzeige fur das djiqte konstitutive.
Moment der Sorge: das verfallende Sein-bei....Das 50ll nicht
bedeuten, das Verfallen grﬁqde nicht auch in der Zeitlichkeit,
sondern andeuten, dass das Gegenwartigen, in dem das Verfallen
an das besorgte Zuhandene und Vohandene primir, im Modus der
urspringlichen Zeitlichkeit eingeschlossen bleibt in Zukunft
und Gewesenheit./4 '

Now, one sees how the three ecstases of time come up here

again in Gewesenheit and Zukunft with Gegewartigen already included

71. Sein und Zeit, p. 328.

72. Ibid., p. 328. ("The primary existential sense
of facticity lies in the having-been.")
~ N .
/3. 1Ibid., p. 327. ("The primary sense of existen-

tiality is in the future.")

74. 1Ibid., p. 328. ("On the other hand, we lack such
an indication for the third idea which is constitutive for
care -- the Being-alongside which falls. This should not in-

stead signify that falling is not also grounded in temporality;
it should instead give us a hint that making-present, as the
rimary basis (meaning) -for falling intoc the ready-to-hand
‘{and present-at-hand with which we concern ourselves remains
Mncluded in.the future and in having been and is included in
them’ in the mode of primordial temporality." emphasis added.)
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as ursprungliche Zeitlichkeit presencing the unity of '
Ex.iﬂstenz_ia-lit;é't, Faktizitat and Verfallen. In respect of this,
I-_Ieidegge;c writes: "Die Zeitlichkeit ermdglicht die Einheit von
Existenz, Faktizitat und- Verfallen un&‘ konstituiert so ursprt'inglich
die Gar;zheit der Sorgestruktur.*® ?5 Temporality temporalizing
'the unity of its three ecstases thus makeg possible the exis-

ting, or stretching along, of the unity of man's (here ca'll;ad

care) having—b,een-facticify (Gewesenheit-Faktizitit) his future-

existentiality (Zukunft-Existentialitit) , his making-present

fallingness (Gegenwirtigen-verfallen), which together constitute

the existing of man's existence. But existing, thus temporali-
zed, is the bringing out (that is, the existing), of man's
Gewesenheit which is at once man's "Entworfenheit” thus making

man's Being a thrown-projection. *...GEWORFENEN ENTWURF . |  sie ist

ein Konstitutivum der Struktur der Sorge." 76 1f the ontological
structure of human existence is founded upon; temporality, as
described above, and if this human existence as tempox:ality—
founded\is a thrown—projection, in that man projects {(as
Entworfenh&t ) himself but upon'his own possibilities that are
his Geworfenheit, because they are his Geworfenheit Being, then
human existence itself is a projectiqn of man upon his own

Gewesenheit possibilities he is in-already, as Geworfenheit.

75. Ibid. ("Temporality renders possible the unity
of existence, facticity and falling, and in this way con-
stitutes primordially the totality of the structure of care.")

76. Ibid.,.,p. 223. ("...thrown projection. This is
something that is constitutive of the structure of care.")
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Thus, what man has already and is in already is precisely what

man fore-has,and in fore-having which, he projects (Entworfenen)
himself upon them because they are, as hié‘yet;to—be Gewesenheit-
Geworfenheit possibilities. But fore-having something, as‘shqu
above (e.g., fore-conceiving or foré—seeing something), is
exactly what Heidegger talks about in his later works vis-a-égg
das Ereignis and Being. Needless to say, fore-having is,
in Heidegger's later works, known to be indicative of man's
"Encountering-Receptivity-Being," in which man receives Being
(e.g., language) by listening, hearing, encountering, etc.,
Vis-a-vis das Ereignis ; and what man has thus fore-had, fore-
conceived and fore-seen is Being, but he has forg—had it only
as "something" ygt to be brought forth, that is;,to let it
come to pass in him and by him. Given all these observations, -
it is appropriate now to ask the following rhetorical guestions:
would all these not be impossiblé witﬁout man's distinc-
tive Sehunersﬁmdﬁis (with‘its fore-anatomy, fore-having, fore-
sight and fore-conception) which makes it possible for man to
be able to do his functional commissioning of whdat it is that
he receives? This being so, then is one not brought right

*wn
back in the same observations, according to which man already
fore-has what he brings forth? Such being the case, then is
it nét the same as having a pre-ontological encounter with,
or pre—éntological understanding of wh;t it is that one ‘brings
or is bringing to understand, seeks or is seeking to under-

stand? 1Is it not like seeking to know what one already knows?

Is it not like coming to have what one already fore-has? 1Is
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it not like becoming or.coming to be what one already is? '
Naturally, the answer to each of these rhetorical ques-

t‘t:a'.ons is: ‘"yes, it is," yet it is still not said in Being

and Time thaﬁ these fore-having encountering-experience of

Being take place, and that Being is received and man is ap-

propriated for it, fore-having it, re-~having it, pre-onto-

logically encountering it, needed and used for the appropria-

tion of Being, etc., etc. All are, of course, true but it

is because Being and Time is a preparatory work leading to
something higher, Being and Ereignis, none of which has thema-

tically been touched ubon yet. But even if one wishes to

stay with Being and Time's view of existence, it can still -
be appropriately asked: is nogbexisting itself (the existing
of one's existence) the bringing {in Plato, Aristotle,
Aquinas, Descartes, Kant, Nietzsche, etc., etc.) to pass

of Being, résolutely.or not, authentically or not,.as indi-
cated in what Heideéger calls "metaphysics"? But if this
is true, then, according to the interpretation being made
here, it would certainly mean therefore that man must have
already fore-had or fore-received Being, and in fore-
receiving which his existing comes as the letting—éut-or
coming to pass of Being he had already fore-received. All

these observations are, of course, true in Heidegger II, but

one can still ask: where does one find in Being and Time‘éﬁ)

statement as to where man fpre-had Being (that is, fore-recei-

ved Being) from, and how? Simply, one does not find it in Being
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. . and Time (except for the limiﬁed hint about Tradition which

is handed down toione), because Being and Time does not com-

-

prehensively (and deliberatély so), touch those themes. Al-

though in respect of.death, Mit-sein , temporality, etc., one
. " . Y

can find in Being and Time that they are as man's Schicksal,

and Tradition, for instance, is.given as handed\gown to (thus

-
fore-received by) one; all?in all, however, one unfortunately

’

has to wait for later Heidegger to say that:

The things for which we owe thanks are not things
we have from ocurselves. They are given to us.
We receive many gifts, of many kinds. But the

S highest and really most lasting gift given to us
is always our essential nature, with which we are
gifted in such a way that we are what we are only
through it. That "is why we owe thanks for this
endowment, first and unceasingly.

At any rate, after having shown that human existence is a thrown-
projection and having shown that this Geworfenheit-Entworfenheit
human existence is temporality-founded, and having finally

L.
shown that the latter is observed as: (a) coming to have what

v,

one already fore-had, orl(b) becoming or coming to be what

one already is, or récﬁnstituting what*one is already pre-

constituted of, or  (c) having a pre-entological encounter with,'

or pre-ontological-understanding of what one comes, or is coming
;x\ to understand (all of them, a, b and C, say the 8ame thing),

it ought to be apparent by now that the Being of m;n as isg

interpreted in Being and Time is repeatedly found in later

Heidegger also. Although such is not readily apparent, and

77. What is Called Thinking?, P. 142, emphagis added.
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ing?rpretation is needed not only to articulate and illuminate
Heidegger~I‘in Hefaggger II, but also to show that the former
gains comprehensiﬁe elaboration and incorporation in the la;ter.

Now, coming back to understanding, it is proper also

to show how its interpretation- in Being and Time gains compre-

hensivé treatment in later Heidegger.’ Understanding of Being-~
unguestionably constituFes the unique Being of manz-.ﬁy i£,

man is able to anticipate'qr project himself upon, or is able
to fore-disclose to himself, his futﬁre possibilities,‘so it
has more to do wiéh disclosedness and a'ﬁrojecting towards

the future. In regard to this, Heidegger, explicitly, says

. in italics that: "uUrspringlich existenzial gefasst, besagt Verstehen:

ENITWERFEND-SEIN ZU EIM;.‘.'M SEINKONNEN WORUMWILLEN JE DAS DASEIN .E'XISTIE'RI_'. 18

o ] Y
One can, in respect of this, contend that understanding deals
with "projecting,” "disclosedness," openness, "potentiality-—

O-Béﬁnand possibilities, not in terms of encountering,

listening, hearing, etc., etc., vis-a-vis das Ereignis. Al-

)

though such a contention is true of Being and Time, yet if

looked at.very closely, 6ne can still ask: what really are

the Seinkénnen, Entschlossenheit, Entworfenheit, Moglichkeit, ete=? All
naturally indicate what man can-be and has yet-to-be and they
emphasize only the futural projecting‘éharacter of human exis-
-tence in relation to its "being-there." However, the existential

character of projecting as has bee noted, is one thing;

78. Sein und Zeit, p. 336 (capitals added) . {"Under-
standing, s en of in a way which is primordially existential,
- means to be projecting towards a potentiality-for-Being for
\ . the sake of which any Dasein exists.")
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another -- but both of which man is constituted -- is thrown-
ness, Geworfenheit as Gewesenheit. “Entworfenheit-Geworfenheit"
a4s one, constitutes man's existence. Given the preceding
investigation, one can see that all that is assodiated with

.understanding in Being and Time is not denied, but rather

affirmed insofar as in later Heideggef also there are in place
both the "Gewesenheit-Entworfenheit" constitutional characters of
human existence. Insofar as the bringing of Beiﬁg, after man
has fore-received it, is an unconcealment of Being, there-.
fore that of ﬁan also, since ;goted in the latter, and insofar
as such is as gn;s “can—be,“ as man's future possibility; .
and insofar as such can be done in a moment of vision, resolu-
tely or not, authentically or not, the whole process is an
event of disclosure, of projecting and of existing man's not-
yet possibilities in that he can flee them or.meet them boldly.

.
Here again, Being, in later+Heidegger, -is the theme, so the

interpretation takes a higher form that transcends the view

in Being and Time according to which self-disclosure of man
is taken to mean just that, as if or giving ﬁhe impression
that such is possible in the absence of the disclosure of
Being by whicﬁ the former (that of man) is made possible to
begin.-with. In later Heidegger, it becomes apparent that
there can be no self-disclosure of man without disclosing as
well that (Being).inAwhose disclosure man's own selfj

disclosure consists and is rendered pogsible therefrom.

Although this observation is there in Being and Time, it

does not, comparatively speaking, enjoy as much perspecuity

=Y .
[
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or conspicuity as found in the l&ter writings. On account

4
of these, there is a great tendency to see human self-

disclosure in Being and Time as a unilateral Unverborgenheit,
but such is impossible without Seinsunverbogenheit, On account
of this tendency, there is the danger to "existentialize"

the interpretation of understandiﬁg in Being and Time as

théugh such notia&s as Entschossenheit, Moglichkeit, Befindlichkeit,
Entworfenheit, Zukunft, Entwerf nd-Sein, Seinkonnen, Offenhalten Augenblick,

Vorlaufen and others (Bei d Time themes) are the only esti-

mation in terms of which understanding, as given in Being and

Time, must be undérstood\gnd limifed to.

But understanding is, above all, man's unigue constitu-
# B

tion that makes him more than just a being among others. It
is that which -- given its sgructural components -- enables
him to bé what he distinctively and essentially is. It is
man's unigue Being which.enables'him to disclose Being and

to be capable of that disclosure, in disclosing which he dis-
closes himself éherein,'resolutely or not, authenticalfy or .
not. It has, given its fore-anatomies, a structure of pro-
,jection, a character of being abl; to anticipate, a character
of an openness to Béing-and to oneseif, and a structure that
gives té man the potentiali£y to listen, to hear, to prepare,
to be open and stay open, to receive, to encounter, to submit
and to uhdergo the experience with Being via appropriation.

For man is the only being given to be able to do, and be all

these, thanks to his unigue constitutive being -~ i

-

Seinsverstandnis,
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All in all, however, Heidegger's “Werde was du bist"

has” been interbréted here as the circular structural con-

‘stitution ih that the self (Time, Being, man, as understand-

ing) becomes what_it already is, "Become thyself,” as histori-
]

city. The structural constitutive circularity one finds

in Plato, for ekample, seeking to know what one already knows,
on Nietzsche, Zarathustra "coming to be thyself," is what
Heidegger is advancing here in his own way. In aréuing against

those who deny the circular structural constitution. either

»

of man's Being (.e.g, Zarathustra's self-becoming), or of
understanding understanding itself in its hermeneutical situa-
tion -- those who, Heidegger says, have a common sensical
misunderstanding of understandingso 5 Heidegger writes that:

When one talks of the "circle" in understanding,
one expresses a failure to recognize two things:
(1) that understanding as such makes up a basic
kind of Dasein's Being, (2} that this Being is
constituted as care. To deny the circle, to make
a seéc¢ret of it, or even to want to. overcome it,
means finally to reinforce this failure. We must
rather endeavour to leap into the "circle," primor-\
dially and wholly, so that even at the start of
the analysis of Dasein we make sure that we have
a full®™view of Dasein's circular Being.8L

>

Having said this, Heidegger then asks: "Does it not then be-
come altogether patent in the end that this problem of funda-

mental ontology [meaning investigations done in Being and

<+

79. Sein und Zeit, p. 145.

80. For example, Being and Time, p. 363. (iwﬁgg&common
sense wishes to elimlnate: T -circular being....")

81. 1Ibid.




, ‘56

Time] which we have broached, is’one which moves in a 'circle'?"82
Anyway, more on this shall come elsewhere, but it is proper
now to maintain that the circle is only a structural constitu-
tion of human existence in that man, a'thrown—projected being,
projects himself upon‘what he is already-thrown into, or tem-
porality temporalizes the unity of its‘é;h ecstases; or Beiﬁg
unconceals and conceals itself. At any rate, "Become thyself"
is; in a nutsheli; interpreted in all (i.e., in understanding,
working-out the uni£y of its foreétructu;es as based on that
of time, Being presencing itself,-as'based on that of time)
as historicity.

"Become thyself" then is historicity, for "it [Dasein,

for example] stretches itself élong in such a way that its .

own Being is constituted in advance as a stretching alcﬁng,“83

. and its thorough examination is undertaken in Chapter Four.

For now, however, the following observations are the conclu-

sions reached so far: ~
{1l) Being presences itself, that is, historicizes, in what
Heidegger calls the extending of Time, and Time extends itself
in the presencing of Being. The elucidation of this mutual
determination of Being and Time is, as said above, carried
out in Chapter Four. N

(2) Now it suffices only to say that historicity involves

a circular structure involving a hermeneutic task of becom-
ing what, man as Seinsverstandnis , Being or Time already is.
The presencing or historicizing of Being unto itself in its
self-unconcealing self-concealing event, which is determined

82.° Being and Time, p. 362; Sein und Zeit, p. 314.

83. Being and Time, p- 426.

r *
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in the extending of Time unto itself in working out the unity
of its three ecstases, is what desbribes historidf\ty as "Be-
come thyself." £

(3} In, this, Being comes to be what it already is, -and what
it already is, is what it has been, and what it has been,

is what it is yet to become, and in becoming which Being
structurally ofily becomes what it already is, which is nothing
else but working out its "future-has—been—possibility."
Working out explicitly this hermeneutic circular structure

of becoming itself in its future—has—been-possibility, is
therefore Being's historicity.

—

(4) Time is its "how-determinant" by which such is rendered
possible. The reverse is also true of Time. The extending
of Time is, as it were, carried forth and illuminated by the
presencing or historicity of Being.

(5) But both Time and Being, determining each other, need
the "use" of man to bear them out; thus man also enters,
by necessity, into the whole event.

(6) But those events in which the historicities of Being
and Time take place are language, tradition, in shortr, its
toponymies.

.
(7)  Thus, in exhibiting the historicity of Being, and natur-
ally of Time also, Chapter Four would exhibit the historicity
of Being's toponymies.

(8) Hence, the historicity of Being in language, for instance,
would mean exhibiting the historicity of Language, that is,

how Being or Language comes unto itself in language, the latter
being the speaking of man; qr exhibiting how Being comes

unto itself in“l%ﬁguage when language comes unto itself in

the speaking of man. .

(9) In all these events, the position oOf man, in Heideg-
ger, is very ambiguous. Heidegger maintains that man dwells
in the neighbourhood of Being. He maintains further that

it is by man that Being comes to be, that is, presences. The
latter makes man the medium, or the means, in using which
Being'Eg?es to be, therefore his role here is purely func- |
tional, and it is in so being that his entire Being con-

84, ﬁgn is able to perform this functional role on
account of his constitutive Being, Seinsverstindnis. Its struc—
tural components allow man to be able to fore-have, fore-
see and fore-conceive what he is yet to project upon himself,
or to anticipate his future possibilities. More on this can
be found in Chapter Four where man, Being and Time, conceived
respectively as Seinsverstdndnis, Historicity and Temporality,
receive detailed study.
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sists. The former only speaks of the locus of man which is
put in'Being. But interpreted ri tly, the locus of man only
expresses the place <m which Beinlg comes to be. In other
words, the Presencing of Being happen ip\man, and by man,

so he is both the place in which Beifig comes to be, and the
means by whom Being comes to be. In view/of being these Ewo,
man has been interpreted here as the top SWSj Being. By topos,

‘the Aristotelian®83 two senses of 1. organom and 2. locus are
meant, @and both, combined in topos, serve well\ to bring out
the dual instrumental and locational dimensions of man's Being.

(10) But man, being the topos of Being, naturally has an
affective relationship to Being. In other words, it is by
man, and in man, that Being comes to be, that is, presences,
and it is in so being that man, in turn, attains his Being,
S0 it is in the bringing of Being unto itself that man's
Being lies. Therefore, it is by bringing Being unto itself
that man brings himself unto himself, so the historicity oxr
presencing of Being is at once the historicity or presencing
of man. Man brings himself to become himself in bringing
Being to become itself, or man comes unto himself in the
coming of Being unto itself.

r

4

(11) In view of this co-effective relationship between Being
and man, Being's toponymies come out as man's "ontological
facticities" as well. These toponymies of Being are what .
Heidegger calls Facts, in regard to which he writes: "Whenever
Dasein’ is, it is as a Fact; and the factuality of such a

Falt is what we shall call Dasein's Facticity."86 They are
man's "ontological facticities” with which Chapter Two is
concerned in general terms.

o

i . :

85. -Aristotle’ ogical treatise has passed under
the title of drganon, br "instrument" of science of which the
most important ones afge Prior and Posterior Analytics and
Topica. In the lattet, Aristotle speaks of the modes of
reasoning which, while syllcgistically correct, fall short
of the conditions he sets forth for scientific accuracy.
Yet he nevertheless sees it as an organon, or instrument,
of dialectical syllogism or reasoning and this is what the-
whole of Topica is about. In this sense, Topoi , from which
Topica was formed, is seen as an organon but in Books II-
VIT.3, the term topoi is described as "commonplaces" of argu-
ment, or of general principles of probability or of endoxa.
Thus, the two senses of "common places" of topoi and "organon"
come out in Aristotle's treatise in Topica and these two senses
bf "organon" and "common place"‘are herein intended.

86. Being and Time, p. 82.
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(12) with this mutual and simultaneous affectedness of the
hi'storicity of Being, Time and man, Heidegger everywhere
gives them to be understood "as, such, that is, as being co-
affective of, and co-present with one another, since neither
comes to presence without the others. But it is das Ereignis
that gives them all to their own. .

Of it, Heidegger says that it is the "Singulare ﬁantum."87
Heidegger. does not say much about das Ereignis- except that it is
"that region which regions all."88 But das Ereignis ng be inter-
prétgd here to be the "unifying unity" that, as the "giving
event,” stages the presencing of all, Being, Time and man,
bringing about to each its own nature: (a) In terms of
Being, the giving gives its nature which is indicated in
the truth of Being -- self-unconcealing*self—concealing event.
(b) In terms of Time, the giving gives its extending in which

the unity of its three ecstases is worked out explicitly

in Time timing itself. (c) 1In terms of man, the giving

appropriates him in working-out explicitly the unity of under-

standing's fore-anatomy ih understanding understanding it-
self. 1In all, the giving gives each to become whqt.each
essentially is. Thus, das Ereignis appropriates all to the
"Werde was du bist" -- historicity. The "unifying unity" gives
a Time character to mutual giving to one another the explicit
working-out of the unity of Time's three ecstases (having.
been, future and present) thereby staging Time as that open-

ness wherein (¢, above) the temporality of understanding

87. Identity and Difference, p- 101 in German and
p. 36 in English. ‘

88. "Gelassenheit," as Diseourse on Thinking, p.66. .

-
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understand-ing itself takes place in the finite presencing of
(a, above) the historicity of Being. The "unifying unity"
gives the historicity of Being (a, above) wherein (b, above)

Time timing itself in the unity of its three ecstases, takes

. place in presencing Yc, aPove).

In simpler terms,das Ereignis may be seen as that "unifying
ungty" unifying at one and the same time the events of a,
b, and ¢, in that it appropriates c to bring fortp the mutual
determination of the'presencing of a and b, thereby giving
to each its nature. Therefore, the "unifying unity" is‘the
éppropriation that appropriates all, each unto its own, that
is why Heidegger sees it as "that region which regions'-all."89

\

-

1.4 The Notion of Historicity as a Hermeneutical
Structure. of Self-Becoming, or Self-Preséncing
of Being, Time and Man. Circular Structure
Not Closed but Free and Open

+

The intefpretatiéﬁ that historicity is an event by which
Being presences. itself, or comes to be the self it already is,
or that "Time t;mes".itself in working-out explicitly the un;ty
of its three ecstases, past,‘present and re, or‘that man
projects himself upon his has-been ontological ¥acticities or
cntological possibilities; does not in any way mean that any
df_theée is predetermined and restricted as if it is a water-
tight, closed happening, glthoﬁgh therg/%s a great tendency

for one to see the event of historicity as a closed event.

Yet the whole process is a free and open task.

89. Ibid.’ , Lo
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Nevertheless, more explanation is needed to clarify the

entire event. OS? cannot, for example, deny an element of fate
(Schicksal) that :accompanies the way Heidegger -describes the his-
toricity of Being, that is, the self-presencing of Beihg, or of
Time and of Man. Being is (if one may be permitted to speak of

1S

at all) only insofar as it is unconcealing and concealing .
itself, therefore it is as an unconcealing-concealing Geschick s
This is Being's nature and it cannot not (that is, refuse to)

be its nature. Td the extent that such is true, it can be ‘
claimed that Being is fated to be itself, that is, it is des- &
"tined to uncohceal and conceal‘itself, to come to be what it is,
by nature. But that is all there is to say about the fateful
nafure of Being. A clear distinction must bé drawn between two
important things prevailing in the historicity of Being, des-
cribed as self-presencing: 1. That there is an element of

Geschick inherent in the nature of Being's self-presencing, is
undeniable, because Being by nature cannot but come. to be itself.’
-On the other hand, the entire self-presencihg evenf can take a
course in whiéh Being comes to be itself not authentically as

its nature*stipulates Or can presence itself but reservedly.

An example of Being's reserved presencing can be found in o
Chapter Five in the interpretation of Stefan George's poem, . /ﬂi
“Words." Here, the withdrawing unto itself became a unigque |
sort of i£é unconcealment that made the poet come home sad
and empty-handed with no treasure in his hand, because he had
no name for it. The "un-presencing" or the absence of N;he,

which meant the disappearance of the treasure in the poet's

hand, was at once a presencing, but a peculiar one though. ®

, N u
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ééculiar because Name (Being) never came; he never gof a name
for the tneasure Name never presenced 50 the treasure disap-
pearéd at once because of lack of name, and this lack of name
was an un—presencing of Being, therefore an absence of name for
it (the poet's treasure), and the poet-wanderer lost his trga—
sure and came home looking sad and enpty—handed. But this "un-
presencing,“ this “self—withholdiné,“ this self-concealing of
Being, was at once a presencing after all, because it is pre-
cisely in this very absence or lack of name, in thls "'not~coming
presen01ng“ self-wzthholdlng lack of name, this self- concealment

i

of Being, that the poet learns Renunciation. More on this, how-

ever, can be found in Chapter Five, but «for now it suffices to

say'that Being's presencing here was exactly the opposite of -the

Muasual® self—unconceallng, and the self~conceal;ng " In other

words, it is exactly the opposite, so Being's self- unconceallng
self-conceal;ngcemmidc is not closed and unfree but Being mnay
present itself anyhow. In other words, Being's hisnericity can
come to pdss anyhow it chopses and it can also ‘be just as in-
autWéntic, in which nése Being comes to be either as {(on the

cne hand) Egggg by man, e.g., transcendental subject, Geist,
etc., or as reified as being thls‘or that thing or kon e other
hand) as authentic as it is in itself.

However, just as it is po%sible for Being.to unc5n;eal
and conceal itself anyhow; or conversely to conceal and unconceal
itself anyhow, authentically br-not, SO must one undeggéqnqﬁthat
the whole event of Being's historicity is not a c;osed, pre-‘ e
determined happening. Therefore, 2. Being's self-presencing or

self-unpresencing is an open possibility of Being in that it can
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project itself upon its open possibilities anyhow, and authen-
ticaliy or inauthentically. In view of this, it is very criti--
cal t6 dfstinguish two things happening here: 1. the active
presencing or unpresenc-ing event itself that can happen any-

. how from 2. the (Geschick) nature of Being. Its nature (the lat-
ter) is to unconceal and conceal itself or to do the cOnverse,.
and £his is what is described as historicity. But the actual,
eXplicit and active event itself (hence the hyphen in the verb
presenc-ing or unpresenc-ing, understood in the present indica-
tive active‘sense) is not historicity but historiciz-ing, and“
higtoriciz—ing is not'a.prpdetermined, closed event, but an ?
open free task. -The distinction here then is between histori-
city and historicizing. The latter is ancopen possibility in
assuming which Being égg (the word "can" here should eliminate
any understanding of unfreedom and festrictiveness'from the
haépening of the e§ent) begome itself anyhow: and authentically
or not. The former describes the nature of Being, not tﬁé
presenc-ing event itgself. Thus, historiciiy is not historiz-
—-ing, and vice—vérsé, and'they must be distinéuished as such.
While the former describes the nature of Being; insofar ‘as it
is destined'to be none other than itself, the latter descriﬁes'

‘ﬁeing's actual, explicit and active happen-ing evert itself

. .

which is but .an open free'possibility. The noun must be dis-
tinguished from the¢verb;- Historicity must be distinguished

from historiciz-ing, and fdte (Geschick) must be distinguished
from a caﬂ—be open pogsibility, bécause their character apd

sense are not one and the same<5hiﬁg, since a Qerb is ngt a

noun and viéq\versa. Nevertheless, the claim that, struc-

L]
“
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turally, historicity is a hermeneutical circular event in that
Being comes to be what it already is, appears to deny any notion
of openness, or that its possibilities are open and free. Al-

though attempts have been made to distinguish historicity from

historiciz-ing, noun from verb, fate from a free and an open

possibility, yet there seems to be a detectidn of contradiction
here in the claim that historicity is a circular event inAthet
Being comes to be, or Being cannot be but, itself.

One can justifiably claim that if Being cannot not be
itself, and that historicity is the circular event by which Being
comes to be what it already is, then this rules out completely
any invocation of freedom to be otherwise than it already is or
can be, therefore the sense of can be invoked herein, is insig-~
niticant, since there is really no openness or freedom here to
be otherwise. The sc-called possibilitges then seem to be.cen—
sqmmeted, in the tinai analysis, in the itself that Being comes
to be, therefote the whole notion of.historicity being circular
and open at the same tlme is contradlctory If hlstor1c1ty is
c1rcular, then it is not open, if it is the latter, then it is '
not -the former. Otherw1se, what is the meaning of theggtself'
that it Qithdraws,unte in concealing itself,.and comes from in
unconcealing itself,’ an unconcealing-concealing event whlch lS‘
characterized structurally here as c.'|.1:cular'J * Or what is the |
meaning of circularity as intended here? |

Taklng the last questlon flrst (51nce 1t seems to- be the
troubling p01nt ‘heré), one must not understand circularity here
as indicating a case in which one travels from, say, point A .

+ d . .
and goes round about to end up right back at where one started,
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that is, point A again. That is circular, but that g; not what
circularity means here. Circularity may have'sevgral meanings
bdt what is meant hefe indicates something like a distance be-

a%wgen two points, "say A and B, on.which, if one yere_to travel,
would-travel from one point, A, to another peint, B. But in as
much as one would ratﬁer wish' to describe that as constituting
a llﬁef~straight or not, such 1s, unfortunately, not the case,
becadse, as strange as such may be, the two points, A and B,
are constltutlvely one and the same thlng, despite the fact
that there is a dlstance between them. What point B is, is |
not different_in structural constitution from what point A is,
» .
and yet there is a distance between them. In going from point
A to point B, it is therefore like going from ocne poing to
. -
another but on the same line. It is like going from oneself
to oneself, &et there is a‘betweenness that distances the self

to which one is going from the se¢lf from which one is coming
(An example is Time's being "ouﬁ\of " "in," and "for" itself
[cE. Ausser-sich, an-sich und flur- s;ch}go }  All these stem from the

fact that the two selves, ‘though’ gls ed, are structurally and

‘-‘constitutivel?Jthe same. Such is'the nature of the circularity

Ry
intended 'here. It is purely a structural constltutloq;*
Taking a typical Heideggerian work to articulate this
notion of structural constltutlonal 01rcular1ty, one must
recall Heldegé%r s interpretation of, sa} Death. Death;
he insists everywhere,‘is not as one normally takes it to be,

namely a termination of life. It is a Fact, an ontologi-

90. Sein und. Zeit, p. '329. P



cal'Eact‘of human existence, and i£ is what he deécribes as

a potentiflity for authentic existence. Death ié, for Hei-
degger, man's poteﬂtiality for being a whole and.he sees it

as man's utmost possibilify that delivers man unto himself.

But death is not something one someday suffers, Because, as
born, one, for. Heidegger, is already dying. Hence,'itlis

man's possibility but one that he:is al;eady assuming insofar

as man is, that is, it is something (if it can be spoken of as
"something" at all} man is already exist;ing, but this exist-ing
can be just as.authentic or inauthentic. Death then is given as

an ontological pessibility of man, an open one, in that he

-1s free to exist it anyhow. Yet no matter how man exists

it, death is alsc -an inéscapabie fact oflhuman'existence..
Hence, thef% are, on the one hand, an element of openness

and freédom in the how, that is, the way and manner man exists
(his exist-ing of) death, and, on the othér hand, a sense

of fate invoked in man's inability to escape his own most
possibility, death, regardless of how'he exists it; even
though man can(f;éely exist death anyhow. But where is the
alleged circulg&ity? _ = )

-
To illustrate it in the form of a drawing, let, in

the line drawn here (A+—B), A'represents one point and B,
" the othef, and let A be the point-from which man begins

(exists) his existence. Let B represent the ‘point at which

. T e

man's utmost Being le.g., death) is realized. If point B
is deafh and point A is, say, the beginning qf human exis-

tence, Heidegger's point is that death begins at point A,

2’
LY
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.

‘that is, at the beginning of human existence, because, as

.

born, one is.already dying. Hence point B is in and begins
at point A, as well as\|vice versa. Thereforé, the points (the

.beginning) from quch man begins his existence and (the end,
v : - - AW .
i.e., death} that utmost possibility toward which man projects

himself, both mark a departure in which man comes from the

—

self unto the very same self, hence the invocation o% the

f circularity talked about here. The two ends- or points
. . - (‘ .

are nQt really different for Heidegger althouéh\;hey are dis-

tancgd. Yet "It [Dasein] stretches itself along in such a

- way thaz(&ts own Being is constituted in advance as a stretch-

kigg alorg. "L

"distance between them is most ¢érucial because it is the "between-

Since both points are one and in unity, ‘the

ness" which, as it were, connects the two pointé, A and B
(or say, birth and death). Man is (that is, his Being is),

this "betweenne3e" -which he stretches along and it is this

stretching along ‘event that is described as historicizing d
because it is exist~3ng itself; and existing is the bringing
forth or the disclosing bf man's own Béing. It is the actual'

and explicit presencing of the end and‘'the beginning at the

~
same time in unity; and such actual and explicit disclosing

stretchiﬁg along of man's "betweeness" cannhot be any yu@een
. 7 '
as a closed activity at all because it is{;he'fulfilling of
‘\.

man's possibilities in that he can exist or Become it anyhow.
3

The end, e.g:, death, is ‘lready in the Eéginning and

}i-

.

91. Being and Timep. 426.
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man is already thrown into it as' that which is there to be

.-yet taken to, but it is there in the beginniné already being

taken to, so it is an "already-being in," (Gewesenheit-Geworfenhelit).

Das faktische Dasein existiert geblirtig, und gebiirtig stirbt .
e@s auch schon im Sinne des Seins zum Tode. Beide "Enden" -~
urid ihr "Zwischen" sind, solange das Dasein faktisch existiert, *
und sie sind, wie es auf dem Grunde des Seins

des Daseins als Sorge einzig mdglich ist. In der Einheit
von Geworfenheit und fluchtigem, bzw. vorlaufendem Sein
zum Tode "hdngen" Geburt und Tod daseinsmassig "zZuSammen. "
Als Sorge ist das Dasein das “Zwischen.”

Thus, if the beginning and end, €.g., birth and de:f?,

are one in the "befweenness," then man is this betweennes :

L

- But this is where time comes in. If again,point B represents
what man is yet to be, e.g., his ownmost future possibility,
i.e., death, and calls it by Heidegger's ontolagical name.

Existentiality,, whose meaning lies in the future, and if

point A ig past, but past as "having been-in already" and calls

it by Heidegger's ohtologicgl name,\gacticitz, one can see
that past as having-been-in-already and future are one,be-
cause poi;t B,future is alreadi included in, and begins at
Point A, and it is being existed simultaneously with_present
and having-been, andéget it‘is as if it ig)yet to be exigted.

The present, however, is the actual and explicit existing

of f;he whole ]‘ne itself, that is, the unity of past and future,

F

»

: 92. séin und zeit,p. 374. ("Factical Dasein exists
as born; and, as born, it is already dying, in the sense
of Being-~towards~death. as long as Dasein factically exists,
both ¢the "ends" and their "bétween” are, and they are ingthe
only.way ‘which is possible on the basis of Dasein's Being
as care. Thrownness and that Being towards death in which
one either flees it or anticipates it, form a unity; and
in this unity " birth and death are "connected" in a way
characteristic of Dasein. As care, Dasein is the "between.")
(emphasis added) ‘ _*

. \"

f
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as birth andq death, and present is the betweenness, so the

unity of time's three ecstases is actually in the present
indicative, active presenc-ing, that is, exist-ing (hence

the hyphen)‘of the betweenness whith Heidegger calls stretch-

.ing along, and which is called here exist-ing or becom-ing.

Yet what man is becoming, or existing, is himself (the point
B thch is already included in point A, so that together ’
one gets "betweenness") that is, giérasssibilities (death,

v
tradition, etc.) he already is. This is not to say that\he
is not becoming something new but the same old self he a?l

ready was. Nor is this meant to say that the, existing of

man's betweenness which he is, is a closed-in circle. What
he aiready is, is what he is already coqstituted, it is what
he is thrown into and which begins not at a later date or

at different time as one, for instance, usually sees death
by fleeing it; but begins right at the begipning. Hence

what he already ‘I's, only indicates an ontologlcal stfuctural

'constltutlon in that what man is comlng to, &s what he is

?
already thrown .into, as already-being-in.

The beétweenness is rather the actual and explicit
. ‘ '.' N “
exist-ing, Heidegger prefers presencing, or (in B€ing and
Time) stretching along. This is wHy'Heidegger writes: ‘“pie
~4ine | _ P j

spezifische Bewegtheit des erstreckten. Sichez:.étreckens nennen wir das

Geaﬂmhaldeszhseﬁuﬁﬂ3 (very noticeable here is the fact that

/)ﬁB Ibid., P. 375. ("The spec1f1c movement in which
Dasein is stretched along and stretches itself along, we
call its historicizing.™)

///ﬂh\;_*‘\‘ T
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the word being stressed here is historicizing, not historicity

b

because the noun is not the verb and while the noun is given
as a gift, i.e., death, its presencing is an open free task,
full of possibilities free and open, and man can exist or™
stretch it anyhow). '

Again, one must notice that what man (here called Dasein)
stretches along is himself. It is himself that he stretches’
along, not another's, but what then is this himie;f; or
Sicherstreckens in the case of Dasein? 1Is it not what Dasein
already is? 1Is it not what it is in-airead ? Is it not what

it 'is already thrown into? 1Is it not what Heidegger describes

LY

as already-being-in?. Is it not death, tradition, Language,

temporality, etec., into which Dasein is thrown (Geworfenheit)?
&

"In der Einheit von Geworfenheit und flﬁchtigem, bzw. vorlaufendem Sein zum

Tode 'hingen' Geburt und Tod daseinsmidsgig 'zusammen’. Als Sorge ist das

9? Is it nbt all those'ontological fac-

] -

Dasein das Zwischen."

t1c1t1es, temporality, death Language Mlt sein , etc., etc., T

of whick man is alread} E nstltuted as belng in- already?
The answer to thesd'rhetorlcal g uestions is, of. course,

"ves, it is," but the most significant point these rhetorical

. . ~
questions seek to convey is that “dis' Geschehen des Daseins, " 95 Y
must not be taken to be Geschichtlichkeit itself because the
. o 1

actual presencing of the latter is the former and this is

‘,,

i

94. Ibid.,'p 374, ("Thrownness and Being towards

death 1in which one either flees or antlclpates it, form a unity,
and in this unity birth and death are ‘connected’ in' a way
characteristic of Dasein. As Care, Dasein is the 'between'.")

95. 1Ibid., p. 375. ("The specific movement in which D
is.stretched along and stretches along, we call its historicizing.")

e e e - -
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why Heldegger is able to use such express;ons as "Time times, n36
96a

-

"space spaces" or "temporality temporalizes itself,"97

"the historicizing of historicity,"98 "Language speaks,",99
.

wl00

"world worlds, and many such expressions.

One can, in view of this important distinction, under-

N

stand why Heidegger, in almost all his writings, especially
. -4
his writings on the pre-Socratics, has taken. so much pain

attempting to describe Being in terms hoth of its active-

—

(-ing) presenc-ing event, and also as presence.. "Presence pre-
sences” Or "the presencing of what ;s’present,"lOl."Th saying
speaks of what is presence and its presencing w102 all these
unfamiliar expre551ons are meant to show that "Being is pre-
sence in 1t% presencing." In other words, the verb is the . A
actual unconcealing- conceallng event or its converse which

»
comes to pass. It is histoficiz-ing: whereas the noun pre-

sence is a designation of the nature of Being as presence,

that is, as historicity. But it is historicity that histori-

)

. cizes, or presence that presences itself. The noun historicity,

Or presence, is not a thing though. The noun is a description ~——"

of the nature of Being which is actively invoked in the verbal

—i-
96. On_ the Way to Language, p- 106. 96a. Ibid.

97. Beéing and Time, p. 401; Sein und zeit, p. 350.

. '98. BeJ.ng and Time, p 440; Sein und Zeit, p. SB&’)

- 99. Poetry, Language, Thought, pp. 190, 181, 192197138:m6
207, 2¥0, 216; On the Way to Language, p. 311, 124 126 131, 134.

100. Poetry, Language, Thought, . Pp. 180-182.

101. Early Greek Thlnklng, pp 36— 37

102. Ibld., a translatlon of Anaximander' S fragment
in Holzwege, Der Spruch des Anaximander.
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sense of the -ing, so even though the noun is not the verb, it
is the noun that presencee, that is, gives us the verb.

It is impossible actdally to separate them except, of

course, for explanatory purposes as exhibited here. But another

Way'of explaining it is th un, presence, is like, say,

death, language, the ontological facficities, none of which is

house" or a "shelter" of
$

Being and Being presences itself 4n them because death, or

a thing or things. But each is a,

language, itself is what px sences Being. Presence and presen-
-cing are ontologically one and fhe same but Ehe latter is the .
acteal comieg to be -- th%{uneoncealing—doncealing or its con—;
verse -- of the former. Bat éhe verb is, as contradictory as
it hay seem;, not the noun because the nouh is like death,
tradition or any of the entologieal facticities, all of which
are given to man .as his Schicksal. But Geschehen 1s not fate,
closed and preetermined destiny about which man is ehfree
and cannot do anythiné. The verb orGemmehmzis be-ing,
or exist-ing and the Hifference is that it is open, free and
full of possibilities, man can (because he is able to and
free to) exist it anyhow. He can, for e;ample; flee from
death or meet it boldly. He can choose to.be in the "they"
antd prattle; or can be his truer self and let lanfjuage speak
through him. 1In short, existing is not closed and predeter-
mined but free an¥ oﬁen. Existing is_disclosedness, while

] E
existence, the noun, is given. But to emphasize more on
the stretching itself along, the most fundamental point lles
not so much (although equally and primoridially fundaméntal

r -
too) in the ;§ _eXtreme points, the "from-which" and the
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"towards-which,"as in "fhe betweenness" of the wherefrom and

fhe Yhereto. The betweenness is what is, as said‘earlier,
herein called the exiét—%pg, putting more emphasis on tﬁe x
present indicative active sense, because exist-ing, is the
“actual (though equiprimordial with having-been and future),
and explicit presencing of, that is, the actual and explicit .
projecfion of man upon his own being, in that.he is free

and open to be it, that‘is,'to exist it anyhow. Thus, exist-
—ing’itself is not tied down to this or that, but it is as
disclosedness or presenc-ing, always (man) préjecting himself
anyhow upon his possibilities. But it must also be remembered
as well that in as much as exist-ing itself is free and open,
and it is man;s possibilities that can be fulfilled anyhow,

it is also true that that (e.gq., death) upon which man is
projecting himself is not some strange other thing, but that

(e.g., death) which man's being is already constituted and
¥

into which he already-thrown, as alreadz—in. Hence, exist-

~ing, which is described here as historiciz—iﬁg is, at once,
an existing of both points A and B; and it describes coming
to constitutute, or better yet, it is constitut;ing that
(e.g., death or Traditio‘ etc.) of which man's Leing j:s
alféady structurally pre-constituted right at the onset.

It -must be rememberea, however, that historic;ﬁ& —
which has béen inteﬂ'!!ted Efre as an event by which man
(egists) comes to be the geif he already'is, or Béing comeé
to be the self it already is -- does not ﬂéve in it any notion

according to which neither man nor Being would be unfrée and
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restricted in fulfilling his-or.its utmost possibilities. The
circularity that is involved in the coming of thé s€lf unto
itself is not é closed one, but .a céhstitutive structural |
ontologiéal fact in ﬁhat the two points of a begfﬁning (self-
uncohcealment and self-concealment or. the conﬁerse) and an
end (or the converse){assuming one can speak in those tefms)
are really one in structural consfitution. Each‘coqstitutes-
the\gther, and both are existed simultanéously, so the "where-
from" and the "whereto" constitute one singuiﬁr, equiprimordial
event in exist-ing. Exigi—ing is the actual and éxplicit
free and open fulfillment of man's possibilities thatfcan.
be done anyhow. The same is true of Being also but there
can be no historicity, man's or Being's without time deter-
mining it. Time must therefore‘necessarily enter into the
picture. How }1me detefminés the‘historicity of Being or
of man is expressed in its self~temporalization,*But this

is interpreted more fully in Chapter Four.

S

N



to say that: "man historici-zes his historicity," or that

CHAPTER TWO

THE MAIN ISSUES

.

L
.2.0 A Short Introduction

Chapter One -- which is an introduction to the thesis

-~ has made, among others, two most fundamental claims, namely

that 1. existence,as noun, is historici;z and historicity

"is, in turn, described as a hermeneutical circular structure

in which the self, bhe if man, Being or Time, comes té be what
it -already is; and 2. that exist-ing -- with emphasis on
the present indicative active sense —; as a verb, is the
Happening-historipity svent itself, which is described here
as hisﬁoriciz—ing, the noun, historicity.

Given 1 and 2, an important distinétion has been made
between the noun historicity and the verb histo;iciziné: and

as odd as it may seem, one can use both the noun and the wverb

/

Temporality temporali-zes its temporality OE Time times itself.

No doubt such expressions are themselves Heideggerian, and

one has only to tu;n}to Being and Time, sections 64, 74 and

75, to find them all ovex, or On the Way {o Language, paée 106

to find the latter one. In.Sejin.und Zeit, Heidégger writes:

Die spezifische Bewegtheit des ERSTRECKTEN SICHERSTRECKENS
nennen wir das GESCHEHEN des Daseins. Die Frage nach dem
"Zusammenfang” des Daseins ist das ontologische Problem seines '
Geschehens. Die Freilegung. der GESCHEHERSSTRUKTUR und ihr exis-

“ 75

TN



tenzial—ze:itlichen Maglicl.'{keitsbedingungen bedeutet die Giw.innung e

eines ONTOLOGISCHEN Vce‘;standnisses der GESCHICHTLICHKEIT. ’
That £here is é distinction to be carefully drawn between
tﬁ‘e verb, GE}CHEHEN’ and the noun, ESCHICHTLICHKE‘IT, is fur;damen-
tal inéggﬁ%rstanding %he Q;fucﬁd;zl-constitut' n of histori-
éity either of mant‘s, Beiné's or Time's; This is why one
finds "strange" expreSSionéas "Temporality.témporalizing'
T itself," "historiciz—ing of historicity," étc. What this .
distiﬂbtion brings out is that the verb histor;Eiz-ing it~
self is what Heidébéer describes as the actual, specific or

s ‘
explicit stretching along, in that man stretches himself along
its possibilities, and thus hfs{?rici -ing,in the verbal sense,
is a disclosing (an open ana a _free), . activity that can
 be (existe@) done anyhow. .Historigiz;ing is, in fact, the
free and open projection of ﬁan on his bossibilities, so it
is ot a closed but a disclosing apertuity. -
But the noun, historicity itself, is different although it
is not a name of anything or any being as such. The noun, histori-

city itself, is“the fateful ground constituting man's utmost Being
because "...das Sein des Daseins grfmdsé'tzl.ich geschichtlich ist. .."2 so his-
toricity is, as Schicksal , what constitutes m&n's being, a7d he cén—

not not be hhat he is already constitutive of. Man cannot but be

it (historicity)} but how he (Eé)’exists it, Ihﬁggother question.

o “l. | Sein. and Zeit, p.‘375. ("The specific movement in which
Dasein is stretched along and stretches itself along, we call its -
historicizing. The question of Dasein's 'connectedness' is '
the ontological problem of Dasein's historicizing. To lay
bare the structure of historicizing, and the existential-

- temporal conditions of its possibility, signifies that one '
had .achieved an ontological understanding of historicity.")

2. 1Ibid., p. 392. ("...Dasein's Being is in principle
historical.") -
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Man cén be it, that is, historicize itxanyhow, becapse beghg it,
. . - ‘ N
is freedom, openness and disglosedness in that man céh\::‘)

because he is able t6 -- anticipate himself, project himself,

stretch himself'in'ahy way he wishes, but he cannot not be it.

Hence, %n sum, the distinction drawn between historiciz-ing
and histoficity is only a formal distinction qrawn between:
1. freedom and faLé, 2..openhess—disclosédness, and a given
destined structural constitution, 3. the actual.and explicit

‘ x
Stretch-ing along, and that which is 50 ,done, 4. exist-ing

N

and existence, 5. an open free task, ahd a gift or fate.

Chapter wa deéls with what hﬁs been called in this disser-

]

tation the'ontologicaf facticitie§. They all ‘are nouns as is

k7]
historicity. They are\as gifts or destinies given to man and man

fatefully constitutes or receives them. Heidegger writes that: =

They are given to us, of many kinds. But the. high-

est and really most lasting gift given to us is

always our essential nature with which we are gifted

in such a way that wé are what we are only through

it. That is why we owe thanks for this endowment’,

first and unceasingly. : :

The point being made hepe, howeveg is that\they are
m

not gifts one.can digpense w¥th. Like death or hiétoricity,

for example, they are, as Schicksal. As fad
. ELEEE )Y .
Der Begriff der "Faktizitat" beschliesst in sich: das In-
der-wWelt-Sein eines "innerweltlichen" Seienden, so zwar,
dass sich dieses Seiende verstehen kann als in einem
"Geschick"” verhaftet mit dem Sein des Seienden, das ihm inner-
halb seiner eigenen Welt hegegnet,d - .

9

alled Thinking?, p. 142, emphasis added.

4. Sein und Zeit p: 56, emphasis added. ("The concept
of "facticity™ implies|that an enti Y "within-the-world" has
Beyng-in-the-world in kuch a way at it_cdnh understand itself




A

‘Dasein [man] exists, it [man] has already been'thrown into “

. -~
] . .

.. 78

They are the very ontological constitution of man'é being

e

‘and ne cannot not be iexist)ﬂthef}/being or exist-ing them

is, however, another matter. Very constitutive -~ . -~

of man's own moast beiné, the ontological factioities are man's
given possibilities which,.once born,.he'is already exist-
ing. Death is a prlme example -of the ontological fact1c1t1es,

for “Das Sterben grundet hinsichtlich seiner ontplog:.schen Mogl.tchkelt
-

in der Sorge" 5

-116

v

(care) and "DPas Dasein stirbt fakusch', solange as

) . . 7.
. . . . . " bt
existiert.,. Death is, in Heidegger's words, man's own P&
b : .

and so is tradition which, ‘is handed down “©

as man's heritage,
to him and he takes to it as immediately as is the case with

death. The same is true of all the facticities, because "If A

its possibility“semuiHeidegger goes on to say: "...Ich bin- :

gewesen. " They are called fact1c1t1es because they constitute

man' s_gglng as something in .which he already finds hlmself.

Heidegger describes it as already being-in. Eor example,

man is already in‘deﬁth,-in tradition, etc., but'death is
constltutlvely man's.own most Being -- as his own most possr—

blllty -=- upon - whlch he may- progect \ex;st) hlmself in bold

as bound up in its "destiny" with" the Belng of those entltlés 7 S
whlch 1t encounters wrthln the world.™)

o,

; Toov o AP
5. tpia 252, in Care as ,/’/’T§*.

p- ("Dying is grounded
its ontologlcal p0551b111ty "} - -
6. 1Ibid., p.”?Sl%; "Dasein is dylng as long as -it ;Z
exists.") - - . . - . : ' PR ;4
7. Ibid., p. 391. ;- ». o
8. Being and Time, p. -295. ; _ 'd T -
9. Sein iﬁiZeit, p. 328. ("I am as having-been.")- PRI
' A i o :
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acceptance of it as in anticipatory resoiuteness (Entschlossen-
heit) or shrug it off being indifferent tQ'it. But (existing) ‘
projecting oneself upon\one's'possibilities, e.g., death,

in which one had already- belng 1n, 1s existing itself, be-

ot

cause it is the actual assumption of man's constitutive Being,e.gg
death, towhich he is free and 6pen, and it can be done an§how.
But it can also be argued that other thingssuch as

a human head, brain, fatherhood or motherhood can be used

r

in place of what is herein called ontological'facticities'
B951des, Heldegger himself does not expllcltly call them onto-
loglcal facticities, although he describes them as ontologlcal
=, facticities. For example, if one draws the line again from
| AtoB: A— B, and represents B with all the onto-
logical facticities, e.g., death, tradition, etc., i.e.,

A ——— B

1

. /-N '

Death, Tradltlon, Poetry, Language, Art, Hlstor1c1ty,

4

Temporallty, Thinking, Seinsverstandnis, Mit-Sein
and says that all these ontological facticities in B are man's
gifted and consfitutive possibilities in which he is, as
"already-being-in," can the same thing not be said of, say,
man's brain, legs, or{of being a father or mother? In other
words, can B not be replaged by ether things such as head,
brains, being a father, mother, ete., and say of them that.
they afe‘also man's ;iven possibilifies to which he takes as

his "already-being-in?" The same case can be made. For exam-

-~
ple, one can refuse to have children and not be a father,
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or mother, it is a possibilisy one has and can exist it in |
diffgrent ways. One is free in that respect. But that is
all there is.to it because one cannot really refuse Béing
any of the ontological facticities, one has to exist -them,
although the ﬁay and manner in which one exists them' is free

and open. Existing them is an act of disclosing in which

one is free to be true to oneself, to be bold, resolute and

acknowledge one's thrownnéss'iqto them, or one is again free
to do otherwise. . ' ‘ "
Again, a case can be made to the effect that in as-

~

much as one may likely be born, say, without brains or head,

the same is not true of the ontological facticities because,

as bgrn or dead, one already has or has had them and that is

the meaning of the "already-being in," and those biological things

cannot be -seen just as evenly without missing a significant point

about the_being of man. As born, one is already-in tradition,

oy _
- death, language, etc., even the dead was, but (how) the way

and manner one (existéd) exists thgm (projects oneself upéfl-
them, as one's own possibilities) is entirely another matter
in.thét one is, here, free to éxist them in different ways.
With the help of understanding, man can anticipate them resolu-

. & .
tely or irresolutely,.man is free in all that because existing

“itself is a free and an open disclosedness through and th{gugh.‘

Y

Another reason why they are called facticities is that,

besides being a gifted; fated constitution of man, the onto-

logical facticities, given as “already-being-in," are man's

Beings in which he is thrown. Here thrownness is the critical
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factor, and thrownness or being thrown becomes one of the

“

two basic existential characteristics of the-beiné of man.

The other is projectedness,but thrownness (Geworfenheit)
%

refers to the facticity of the being of man, being handed

over to him, In respect of thrownness, Heidegger thus

writes: ‘“Imgleichen meint das 'Schon' den existenzialen zeitlichen

10

Seinssinn -des Seienden, das, sofern es IST, je schon Geworfenes ist."
Heidegger continues to claim that:

Nur weil Sorge in der Gewesenhelit grilndet, kann das Dasein
als das geworfene Seiende, das es ist, existieren. "Solange"
das Dasein fak tisch existiert, ist es nie vergangen, wohl

aber immer schon GEWESEN im Sinne des "ich bin-gewesen."

Und es KANN nur gewesen SEIN, solange es IST...lis [Dasein]
"findet sich" imme; nur als geworfenes Faktumf"

[]

Thus, thrownness, for Heidegger, represents the existential

character of "having-been," yet this having-been is not paét
(als Vergangenheit) but that which always is, as having-been..,
This having-been is what Heidegger describes as factigity.

It characterizes "already-being-in." The ontological fac-—
ticities, in the same way, characterize man's being as that

in which he is, as "already-being-in." | .

Just as in the line A«-—+ B, B is already included in, and

begins at, A, e.g., as born, one is already in'death, and is already

X 10. 1Ibid., p. 328, emphasis added. ("Likewise, with
the 'already' we have in view the existential temporal meaning
of the Being of that entity which, insqgfar as it is, is al-
ready something that has been thrown.“?\gr .

11. 1Ibid., my emphasis added. ("Only because

care is based on the character of ‘'having-been', can Dasein
exist as a thrown entity which it is. T'As long as' Dasein

factically exists, it is never past (Vergangen) but it always
is indeed as already having been in the sense of the "I am-
as-having-been." And only as long as Dasein is, can it be
as havﬁng been...it never 'finds itsgelf' except as a thrown
Fact."
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given Being into which he is thrown, that is, which he

) 82
dying, so is the case wifh the ontologicalffacticities.
Hence, they are called fadticities, not that Heidegger

calls them so, but because they are described as man's

’

is "already-in." But "being-in-already" in those‘ontologi— -

cal facticities is one thing. Existing them, or taking to

them is completely‘another thing, since here, one is free to exist

them in different ways, although one cannot separate them except
for explanatory purposes. For, existing is the existing of
man's Being which he is "in,alfeady" (being-in-already),

that is, it is the existing of those ontological fagticities.
Exisping itselflis a disclosing of those Beings'(the ontologi-

cal facticities) in which man.is "already-in." 1In this dis-

closing act, existing comes as an unconcealing of these {(man's) .

Beings, in regard to which man can be --"begdduse he is free and
able to be, thanks to understanding -- bold, resolute

and anticipate himself, be true to himself, or he is also

free to do otherwise) that is, to be untrue to himseif and

simply exist in the "they." As said earlier, thrownness,

as having-been-in-already, is only one -existential charac<

teristic of man, the other is projectedness and both make

man a "thrown—projected" Being., Heidegger's way of putting

»

it goes thus: : ;“

Nur Seiendes, das wesenhaft:in seinem Sein ZUKUNFTIG ist,

so dass es frei fir seinen Tod an ihm zerschellend auf sein
faktisches Da sich ZURUCKWERFEN lassen kann, das heisst nur
Seiendes, das als ZUKUNFTIGES gleichursprunglich GEWESEND
ist, Kann, sich selbst die ererbte M3glichkeit uperliefernd
[e.g., Tradition],die eigene GEWORFENHEIT Ebé:ehmen und

.
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augenblicklich sein fiir "seine Zeit." Nur eigentliche
Zéitlichkeit,idie zugleich endlich ist, macht so etwas wie 12
SCHICKSAL, das heisst eigentliche Geschichtlichkeit moglich. : LN

More qgn s+this, however,‘shall come later; new it
suffices to concihde that the ontological fac- :
ticities are called so because: 1. they are man's gifted

and constitutive Beings in which he is, as already-being-

in and already thrown into them; and they are, as his ithrown-
possibilities which he is existing, or yet)to exist. '2.'Eut
'existing is free, open and ig the disclosing of man's'Be{ng
happening in the disclosure of those Beings,_the ontoiogicélq
facticities, of which he is already constitu;gd, or into thch

he is already thrown. 3. The ontological facticities are

man's already-being-in possibilities whose primary existen-

tial meaning in facticity lies #n the character of "having-
been, " something that has-been in.-the expression of "already."l3

4. Yet this "already," this "having-been-in," has a charac-

ter{of‘future in Heidegger because he writes:
Die Gewesenheit entspringt der Zukunft, so zwar, dass die
gewesene (bésser gewesende)‘ZUKUNFT DIE GEGENWART AUS SICH
entlasst. Dies dergestalt als gewesend-gegenwartigende Zukunft
einheitliche Phanomen nennen wir die ZEITLICHKEIT. '

12, 1Ibid., p. 385, emphasis added.} {"Only an entity
which, in its Being, is essentially futural, so that it is
free for its death and can let itself be thrown back upon
its factical there, by shattering itself against death, that
is, only an entity which, as futural, is equiprimordially
in the process of having-been, can, by handing down to itself
the possibility it has inherited, take over its own thrown-
ness and in the moment of vision for "its time." Only authen-
tic temporality which is at the same time finite, makes possible
something like fate, that is, authentic historicality.")

13. Being and Time, p. 376.

l4. Sein und Zeit, p. 326, emphasis added. ("The character
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Having a, futural/tcharacter, "having- -been" fact1C1t1es are,
as future poss;bllltles, hence one can describe them as "future-
hav1ng7been" possibilities. It appears strange but that is

what Heidegger means, and this is why those.dntological fac-

ticities are described here as future-having-been fossibili-

-ties given already and yet having a futural character as*well.

ot

For:

Das eigentliche Auf-sich-Zukommen der vorlaufenden Entschlossen-
heit ist zumal ein Zuruckkommen auf das eigenste, in seine
Vereinzelung geworfene Selbst....Diese Ekstase ermoglicht

es, dass das Dasein entschlossen das Seiende, DAS SCHON IST
ubernehmen kann.

At‘an§ rate, this chapter relays the main issues with

Y\n - 1

which the thesis deals under dlfferent headings in the re-

maining chapters.

. - \‘
2.1 Being-invthe—World,{Ohtological Facts,
The Repetitive Structural Circularity of
- Historicity and the Issue of "Becom-ing"

: Throughout his pHilosophical works;-Heideggex con-

cerns himself with the question of the meaning of Being

s

.

of "having been" arlses from the future, and in such a way .
that the future which "has been" (or bétter which "is in the
process of having been") releases from itself the Present.
The phenomenon has a unity of a future which makes present
in the process of having been: we name it as Temporality.") -

15. 1Ibid., p. 339. ("The authentic coming-towards-
oneself of anticipatory resoluteness is at the .same. time a
goming~back-to one's ownmost Self, which has been thrown into
its own self....This ecstasis makes it possible!ﬁor Dasein
tc be able to take over resolutely that entity which it al- .
, ready is.") ‘ . | _
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(die Frage nach'dem Sinn von Sein). Dealing with this, questlon

he encounters the belng of man w1th whom he beglns hlS entire

hexmeneutlcs of Belng. About man, He;degger malntalns that
. “r
hlS basxc state and unltary structure con51st5fun "Belng-

in-the-world, w16 (uqdepmmlpsenu r in*whose thorough expll-"

h 3 . : R
cation Being and Time consists. = o : . ’

\ ' Besides Be;ng in- the—worlf' Heldegger postulates other

LS

fundamental constltuents of man,. bu} all nevertheless~ ex~‘

pllcate man' s ba51c state and unltary structure. Being=-in-

re

the—world, With it, or from it, come-such ontological Facts.,

—" as Mit-Sein ' Sein-zum Tode and Seinsversténdnis . In addition to’

these, .there-are also the Facts of Tradition, Temporality,

Languag

Historicity, Poetry, Art, and Thinking. Together

I call them the "ontological facticities"17 of man.

The ontological facticities do not constitute Heiaeg-
ger's notion of "Exnmentuuia"lﬁ 1n.terms of which man's cherac-

gl
o .

‘ 16, Being and Time, p. 78.

3

17. These ontological facticities are not just simple

truisms. Heidegger says that:

Facticity is not the factuality of the factum brutum

of somethlng present-at-hand, but a.characteristic

of Dasein's Bein§--one which has be&n taken up into

existence, even if proximally it has been thrust

aside. The 'that-it-is' of facticity never becomes

something that we come across by beholding it. 4

(Being athd Time, p. 174)

This characteristic of Dasein s Being--this "that
' r it is"--is veiled in its "whence and whither," yet
- disclosed in itself all the more unveiledly; we
call it the thrownness of this entity into its "there";
indeed, it is thrown in such a way that, as Being-~
in-the-world, it is the "there." The expression
"thrownness" is meant toc suggest the facticity of
its being delivered over. (Ibid.)

18. 1Ibid., pp. 70-72.
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ter of Being is defined. Therefore, "existentials" is not
the same thing.as,'nor‘intérchangeﬁble'wftﬂé what is iﬁtended
here as ﬁonfological facticitiés;" What thése;ontalogicai fac- .
ticities are, and why they are'balied so{\afe elucidated'else-
,{there ip‘the-ggesis. For ?ow} howe#qrz.ﬁg'd;n be he}? thathl
manfs charaqter of Being, defined in terms of what Heiéegge;
callé Wmdsgmwiaua" as distihguished_frpm, and oppésed to ’
the cha;acter of being:of other'eﬂtitiés knowh as Tcategﬁriés,hlg
'-gaﬁﬁgg _'be - taken to constitute the veéry in-Being of man |
higseif; which is What the ontologicél.faéticities are. The

4

ontological facticities copétituté man's "in—Being." In the

Ll

first place, the character of man's "in-Being" is not man's

in—Béing.itéeIf of which the character is‘a-character. For
these "Bedings " (ontological facticities) are the Being of
man 'in which he already -is as his Geworfenheit ar'ld:_Gewesenhe.it ba
regardless of'anything. For example, man-ig in "Death," not
" because he dies nor because he, as a biologically iiving being,
is a'mertal, but because he exists‘Déath,”'resolutely
or not, authentically or not. "Existing" Death means bringing \*ﬁ
Death to presence,*or p;esenciﬁg Death, and man is the onl?
being who can do that, and he can do-that because here again,
he is the . only being so uniqﬁely constituted as to be able to
do that. That is why Heidegger writes: —

--..death is the shelter of Being. We call mortals

mortals -- not because their earthly life comes

to an end, but because they are capable of death
as death. Mortals are who they are, as mortals,

19.. 1bid. -' °
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present in the shelter of Being and theg are the
presencing relation to Being as Being.2

Amortal is the only being who brings, and can bring, because
of his unique.privileged constitution, Being to preseﬁce._
Man can do that becaus'?smof his Seinsverstdndnis which, given
i;; structural components, enables man, as an openness %o

Being, to open himself up for the disclosure of death (Being)

4. hn whose disclosure, man is also therein disclosed or deli-

vered unto himself as well. 1In all these, man can be bold and

kor)resolved to ‘its disclosure, or flee from it. Again he is ablé

to do even this (the latter), because of the same Seinsverstindnis

which enables him to ;nticipate himself,-f;re-sée and

choose to do or fulfill hig Being, and he can choose

to flee the openness and disclosure of death, but this is

jﬁst as fulfilling also, fhough irresolute and inauthentic.
Another example is Seinsverstidndnis itself. Tt is man's

unique privileged constitutive Be&ng by, in, through and with

which he exists, that is, discloses himself in fulfilling

his possibilities. Yet,'in as much as man is in it, or better

yet, man is it (his unique Being is it) and is always presupposed

in all human activities, maﬁ} howevef, is, for the most part,

still oblivious to it, andléome would even deny its presence;

or if not, then entreat oné"to get rid of it, because it pre-

judices one's ability to be iméartial in the ascertaining

and adjudication of some given facts, or stateﬁéf affairs,

‘ Secondly, if the ontological facticities are taken

20. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 179.
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to be one and the same as'Heidegger's "existentialia" thdn .
difficulty arises es ﬁo why, for instance, poetr&, Art, Lan-
guage, etE.,:etc., a;leare included in it, since these are

not so in Being and Time. .But such need not be, because the

ontological facticities and Heidegger's ﬁexistentialia” are
net numerically or mathematically the samé. Ontolégiqal
factipities“denote Beings in which man's being is already —
constituted, and ,of weieh it is the constitution. This being
se,ﬁfhen some of them, not al} of them, are brought'and examined

in Being and Time, e.g., deattheing—with, etc., whéreas others

are thematized later. But flndlng and grouplng them all to-

gethex, one flnds some ln Being and Tlme and others in later

wrltlngs In talking about the essentlal nature of man, Hei-
degger, 1n’paraphra51ng him, says"We are what we are only °

through what we are gifted with, our essential nature is what .
we are giftea wifh ‘we receive then many gifts, of many kinds."21
The glfts,of many klnds whlch we rece;ve are what is called

and meant in thls thes;s as the ontologlcal fact1c1t1es. These -
gif-ts---e're: Thinking, Language, Seinsverstindnis , Tra‘dition,-

etc\, etc. But they are not material and reifijable g;ftsJ

from friends, relafives orrenemies, but are ontolegicel gifts

in which man's Eeing is constituted, and of which it is the
coﬁstitution. |

Thirdly, faeticity itself is a "technical" word in

Heidegger and it cannot be taken in just any sense, other,

t

21. What is Called Thinking?, p. 142.

= D
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than_the sense or senses Heideqger himself has given to it.

The word first appears in Being and Timezzt SanzundZeit.23

Of it, Heidegger says that "Whenever Dasein is, it is a Fact;

and the factuality of such a Fact is what we shall call

nl4

Dasein's facticity. But "This is a definite way of Being

...and it has a complicated structure which cannot even be

grasped as a problem until Dasein's basic existential states

n235 Not much then can be said now,

have been worked out.
except that it cannot be denied that whenever Dasejin is, it
is as a Fact an?tﬂuafactidity of this fact, that Désein is,
is facticity. But then Heidegger goes on to give what that
implies: "The concept of facticity implies.that an enﬁity
“within—the—wdrld" has Being~-in-the-world in such a way ﬁhat
it cén understaﬂd itself as bound‘up-in its "destiny" with
the Being of those entities which it encounters within its
own world."zgﬁis implication is'iméortant for three reasons:
l. In being a being whose basic Being is in Being-in-the-
world, man, (Dasein here) because of the fact that hé.is in i
the world, is able to_undersfénd himself as he who is given

to be in and amid ‘(and this is man's destiny), other beings
(and this could be his own kind, or say, things), in spite:

: of'hiﬁgélf(and Man cahnot do anything about that), because

the mere fact of Being-~in-therworld means that one is in
. ~

22, Being and Time, p. 82.

23. Sein und Zeit, p. 56.

24, Being and Time, p. 82.

25. 1Ibid..

< 0

25a. Ibid.
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it with others, his kind or not. Hence, his Being is naturally
~bound up in-his destiny with others. 2. Because of this impli-
cation, facticity brings out one fundamental dimension o# |
the fact of Beiné-in-thevworld, na@ely "Being-with" either
entities or beings of his kind. 93. Another equally fundamental
aspect of the fact of Being-in- the-world, is the fact of "des—
tiny" (Geschick) and its character of the "can do nothing about™
or “being bcunded up with"; and’this is something man ﬁimself

-4

can understand, because that is what the quotation says.

e

One. of the most fuadamental senses which ffacticity,“
"as used in the thesis, is giben to hage, is chat it is a basic
constitution of man that comes with S; from the fact of Being-
in-the-world. With or from Being~in-the-world, some elemeﬁte
of destiny (Geschick) or (Schicksal) -- (such as: 1. being born to
be "something," or beiﬁg born to be or become “something,: or
being born into something in spite cf oneself, and one cannot
do anything to change 1t but it is that which is given for one
to take to, or to be it, like 1t or not; 2. being given some-

thing despite oneself, and this something is so given, already

in advance of one that, as one's very own, as one's own Gewesén-

A

heit,a Geworfenheit, one must take to it as long as it constitutes
one!s ownmost Being, or as long as one is born, or as long as
5

one exists) -- are in place here, and rightly so, the onto-
logical facticities are given to be understood as described
above. They are givéa‘as Gemﬂuck in which human existence is
constituted, and of which human existing is a constitution, that
1s?‘human existing itself is the actual existing or disclosing |

of them.
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" tic of man's Beéing but it has already been taken up into exis-

91
But thus understood, thén human existence is segn as
. :
though it were a predetermined, closed and unfree thihg} all of
which is contrary to Heidegger's view of human existence which
is open, free and all possibilities, and given as if lying
ahead of|man walting to be explored, or towards which man is
heading and disclosing himselffthrougﬁ“and through. -Human
existence .is free, open and is a disclosedness through and
through of man's not-yet poséibilities, on which he projects
6r can project himself in anticipatory resoluteness or can do
otherwise. As difficult as it seems, this is also the sense
in which the ontological facticities are given to be unde{—
stood, but such needs to be shown.

Going béck'to facticity, it came to be fully explained

in Section 29 of Being and Time: The Existential Constitution

of the There. Here, facticity is explained as a characteris-

.

tence. 1In this regard Heidegger writes:
Faktizitat ist nicht die Tatsichlichkeit des factum brutum
eines Vorhandenen, sondern ein in die Existenz aufgenommener,
wenngleich.zunachst abgedringter Seinscharakter des Daseins.
But what sort of character is it? Heidegger answers that
faqgicity_is meant to suggest the character of thrownness.
Man is his "There," the "Whither" and "Whence," both are

his, as his "there" into which he ;s thrown, and because

of which man is this thrownness, thus Heidegger writes:

e - :
26. Sein und zeit, p. 135. ("Facticity is not the factu-
ality of the factum brutum of .something present-at-~hand,
but a characteristic of Dasein's Being one that has been
taken up into existence "even if proximally it has been thrust
aside.")
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Diesen in seinem Woher and Woh.m verhullten, aber an m =~
selbst um so unverhulter erschlossenen Seinscharakter s
Daseins, dieses "Dass er ist," nennen wir die GEWCORFENHEIT
dieses Seienden in Sein Da, so zwar, dass es als In-der-
Welt-Sein das Da ist. Der Ausdruck Geworfenheit soll die
FAKTIZITAT der UBERANTWORTUNG andeuten.

‘ Facticity, having the existential character ié thﬁﬁBr
ness, thus makes human existence a thrown-existence inte whi;;\
man is tﬁrown, therefore human being becomes a thrown-being,

thrown into his thrownness, that is, his thrown-existence

‘in- the world. This Geworfenheit sense of facticity is also

the same sense intended in facticity being used here as "onto-
logical facticities." The 6ntological facticities are there-
fore thrown-beings of man into which man is thFewn, and
they are man's Geworfenheit of which human exiétence-is
constituted as its "being there," so they a?g thé "thereness"
of man. A facticity is man's ";hefe,“ “thrown
thére," "Just lingering there" as his own Being; for example,
death, temporélity, etc. But what is thrownness, having been
thrown, thrown into thrownness, and the like?
Having'establiShed facticity as Geworfenheit , H;idegger
makes it constitute only one characteristic of human eXistence.

The other ohes; aside from thrownness as man's "Being—-there, "

are projection and being-alongside-with. For the moment,

-

27. 1Ibid., p. 135, emphasis added. ("This characteris-
tic of Dasein's Being, this "that it is" is veiled in its
"whence and "thereto" yet disclosed in.itself all the more
unveiledly; "we call it the thrownness of this being into
its "there"; indeed it is thrown in such a manner that,.
Being~in-the-world, it is the "there," the expression
"thrownness" is meant to suggest the facticity of its belgg
delivered over.")

.
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however, thrownness is the issue and Heidegger makes its pri-
mary meaning come from what he calls "having-been." To this
effect he writes: "Der primire existenziale Sinn der Faktizitit liegt
ir: der Gewesenheit." 28 Facticity has a character of Geworfenheit,
~and as such its meaning lies in Gewesenheit , and these are

exactly what the "gifts,' the ontological facticities, are.given
to be understood. They are man's Being as Geworfenheit and
Gewesenheit. As such, they are Facts. Man does not make- them.
Givén in advance of man, they precede -his beinglborn into
them. Man; as it were, pre—constitutes; or prepossesses them,
.éven before being bbrn into and actually taking to (becoming)
them. Simply put, man.is born into, and becomes, these onto-
logical facticities of which he is already constituted. Man,
therefore, only become% Qhat he already is; and it is in.

becoming them dﬁat he executes the circular, unitary and com-

plete structure of becoming himself what he already is =--

-
S

historicity.

Although " the ontological facticities

L}

- have been established as man's own Geworfenheit Being, man's

OWIl Gewesernhelit to which man has already been delivered,
Heidegger maintains that human existence -- as constituted -
in Being-in-the-world -~ is "...das Erschliessen der Geworfenheit,.., w23

, _ .
that is, "the disclosing of thrownness," and what is this

thrownness?>~It is, as established above, man's Being that

28. 1Ibid.,/p. 328.

29. 1Ibid.[ p. 137.
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is "give’n there" (i.e., death, Tradition, temporality, etc.),
te which man has already been deliver?ﬂ’,‘ in other words,
this thrownness is those "Geworfenheit - c}w\es/;_‘pheit" Beings --
i.e., death, temporality, tradition, language, etc., etc.,
named simply here as the ontological facticities. If man's
Being or human existence is, as just said above, the dis-
¢losing of thrownness (das Erschliessen der Geworfenheit) and if
(Geworfenheit) thrownness has been established as the ontologi-
cal facticities, t&gn-tﬁe disclosing of thrownness amounts
preci‘sely. to the disclosing of the ontological facticities,
q‘tl’:hat is, it is the disglosing of what man has already béen,

man's Gewesenheit. Buf it i precisél'y the disclosing of what’

man has-already-been |-~ man\s Geworfenheit , man's Gewesenheit

fagticities -- that is described here in

O.

man's onto

L

~ , . .
the esis as the/struct al circular event according to which
4 P .

man discloses: c/r comes to disclose (no other thing) what

he has already-been, his own V.Gewesenheit, his own Geworfenheit

\Q
his own ontological‘\facticities. This is Heidegger's "Werde,
was du bist."30 But this is the disclosing of man himself in

his own already-bein elf that he already is -- historicity.
It must be peoipted out as well that what man has already

e
been, man's Gewesenheit , man's Geworfenheit ; is not--just be-

cause it is ontol@callw already-been--man's
past, understoog/as a byg 7~ For Heidegger strongly claims

that: "Die Gewesenheit entspringt der Zukunft, -50.zwar, dass die

(\‘

30. Ibid., p. 145.
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gewesene (basser gewesende) Zukunft die Gegenwart aus sich entlasst."Bl
Having—-been, in Heidegger, stems thérefore from the
future, not the bygone; so having-been hgs a futural charac-
ter and sense, and Heidegger explains it further that:

Nur sofern Dasein uberhaupt IST als ich BIN-gewesen, Karn

es zuklinftig auf sich selbst so zukommen, dasses ZURICK-
kommt. Eigeflich zukinftig IST das Dasein eigentlich
GEWESEN. Dhs Vorlaufen in die Husserste und elgenste
Moglichkeiy ist das verstehende Zurickommen auf das eigenste
Gewesen. asein kann nur eigentlich gewesen SEIN, sofern

es zukunftlg ist. Die Gewesenheit entspringt in gewisser
Weise der ukunft.32

Although the character and sense of having-been arises
from the future, yet only insofar as there is a having-been,
can there be a future as well. Hence, only insofar as there

T
is a having-b can there be a coming towards, but having-

been itself sprirdgs from a coming towards. Thus, the future,
or the possible towards which man comes or is
coming, Sdause o? which there is a eoming towards, after

all, is, or is possible after all, only because the{g has
already been a having-ﬁeen, the already-being there, the Da

of Dasein from which man comes, Or is coming. All these are,
of course, meant to establish a reciprocity of an effective con-

stitution of a having been and the future. For example, only

¢

31.Ibid.,p.326 ("The having-been springs from the future and in
such a manner thaf the future which ‘'has been’ or better yet
a future which 'is in the process of having-been' releases
from itself the present.") -

32. Ibid.("Only insofar as Dasein is as an 'I-am-as-having-
been' can Dasein come towards itself futurally in such a way
that it comes back. As authentically futural, Dasein is

authentically as 'having-been'. Anticipation of one's utter-
most and ownmost possibility is coming back understandingly
to one's ownmost 'been'. Only so far as it is futural can

Dasein be authentically as having been. The character of
., 'havingrbeen' arises, in a certain way, from the future.")
N
]



86

insofar as death, temporality, language, etc., etc. -- i.e.,
the ontological facticities -- all constitute man's Being~in-
already as his Gewesenheit, cah man have all of them as his future,
not-yet possibilities towards which man come r is.coming.

. — e .
Hence, only insofar as there is a having-beef can there be the
possible, the not-yet, the future, but the sense and character
of having been also springs (entspringt) from the approaching, the
future (zukunft). Thus, for example, only insofar as death con-
stitutes man's Beiné can man die, and the same is true of all
the ontoiogicalfacpicities. But it is rather death. -- con-
stituting man's utmost possibilitf, man's not-yet, man's future,
and towards which man is heading, resolutely or irresblutely,
authentically or inauthentically =-- which gives to human exis-
tenceits projective character, hence making human existgnce,
a projection through and through, in which man is disclosed’
unto himéelf, thus making human existence a projecting dis-
closedness through and through. The same thing death is,
and does to human eXistence, is also the case with all the
ontological facticities. For all (the ontological facticities)
are as: 1. man's having been, 2. man's possible, not-yet
future, 3. to use Heidegger's words, "the shelter" or "house"
of Being, 4. what delivers or disclosesman unto himself and
in disclosing which Being is disclosed herein as well; and
in view of which the disclosure of ﬁan unto himself is at once
the disclosure of Being as well, because it is in the discloesure
of the latter that that of the former, man's, lies or is grounded

and depended. upon; 5. having been Being of man, in projecting
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or disclosing them man only projects or discloé;s what he
already is, that is to say, in disclosing or projecting the
ontological facticities man oﬁly projects himself upon him-
self, his own future possibilities which already consgitute

his Being as his having-been -- Geworfenheit; and this coming

to be the self one already§§s, this projecting of man upon

the possibilities of which he is already constituted as his
having-beentis historicity -- ‘“Werde,was m;bistﬂj4 But having
established that the ontological facticities are not only -
man's l. "Gewesenheit-Geworfenheit" but are ;':1150 —— on account
of 1. -~ man's 2. Entworfenheit, man's "apprbaching-not yet”
future possibilities, one can now see that the facticities,

as 2. are future possibilities upon which man can project him-
self in different ways. Inithis, man is free and open to
disclose himself in projecting himself upon them.

Thus, the facticities éaﬁg to constitute human existence
in making it an open and a frée disclosing of one's own possi-
bilities in ;ny way one chooses. Therefore, facticities con-
stitute human existence equiprimarily as freedom endowing
it with free and open possibilities in which man can -—- be-
cause he is free, open and able to do as he wishes -~ project
himself in anticipatory boldness or otherwise. Human exis-
tén » in this sense, becomes a complete openness, full-

of freedom and a projecting thropgh Tﬁgnzﬁfough. Hence, only
insofar as they are facticities, ‘¢ap-/man have not only a having-

been Geworfenheit, but” also a free and an open Entworfenheit, all of

34. Sein und 3eit, p. 145.
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which make huﬁan existence become a complete openness, full
of freedom and a projecting through and through of man's
"Geworfenheit-Entworfenheit." To exist or project this
“Geworfenheit-Entworfenheit” constitutes a structural circular

process of "Werde,was du bist." 34a

2.1.1 A Historical Review: The Greeks

Historicity is circular in that both the points from
which man begins and at which he arrives_are constitutively
united into a repetitive structural whole of becoming himself
‘what he already is in Being-~in-the-world. Very reminiscent of
this structural repetitive wholeness of becoming himself --
historiciﬁy -- 1is the PlaFonic paradox in theg@gg.as Plato
here posed the problem of searching for knowledge one already
has. Learning to have knowledge one glready has appearslpoiﬁt—
less. But it is also impossible to learn to have knowledge of
anything if one never had knowledge before of the thing one seeks
to know. Trying to solve this puzzle, one gets entangled in a

conundrum. Plato responded with his theory of Anamnesis. But Aris-

' A

totle, disenchanted on the surface of things with almost every-
thing Platonic, tried, but in vain, to solve it with what has come

down to us as "Aristotle's theory of science,"36 gathered and

3d4a. Ibidgd.
o

35, Meno,'BO D-E.

36. Gathered from Prior and Posterior Analvytics,
7la.1.5 to 72a.1.20 and Topica, Books I and II, ix-x (Cam-
bridge: Leob Classical Library, 1960}).
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construcuted from such notions as syllogismus, epagoge, katholou,
mathematikai, symbebekos, kata pantos, kath'auto, nous,37 etc.
Aristotlé raised this Meno paradox again in Posterior
Analytics (Bk 7la.25—50) and retorted that learning is a pro-
cess of reasoning from major and minor premises to a;rive
at conclusions. In other words, learning is a process of
syllogismus whi7h involves a passage from previous knowledge,
that is, "potggzial knowledge," to "new" or'"demonstrative
knowledge." Knowledge as 'epistéme for Aristotle then is
"demonstrative knowledge" or the "actualized kndwledge" {or

"science), but not as Plato gives 'qﬁstéme__to be understood.

For Plato, epistéme involves a vision of reality (the

37. Posterior Analytics, Bk II, XIX, 100b, 5. .n .. .alethd
d'dei épistéme kai nolls, kai ouden épistémes 3krib&steron 51lo gends "€ nofis
- The main argument may be put thus: It is by the faculty
of intuition that the first principles are apprehended.
Now of the intellectual faculties that we use in the
pursuit of truth some (e.g., scientific knowledge
and intuition) are always true, whereas others (e.g.,
opinion and calculation} admit falsity; and no other
kind of knowledge except intuition is more accurate
than scientific knowledge. Also, first principles
are more knowable than demonstrations, and all scien-
tific knowledge involves reason. It follows that
‘there can be no scientific knowledge of the first
principles; and since nothing can be more infallible
than scientific knowledge except intuition, it must
- be intuition that apprehends the first principles.
This is evident not only from the foregoing considera-
tions but alsoc because the starting point of demonstra-
tion is not itself demonstration, and so the starting-
.point of scientific knowledge is not itself scientific
knowledge. Therefore,\since we possess no other in-
fallible faculty besides scientific knowledge, the
source from which such knowledge starts must be intui-
tion. Thus it will be the primary source of scientific
knowledge that apprehends the first princip
while scientific knowledge as a whole is similarly
related to the whole world of facts.
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Forms); but to obtain it, the self, on its own, must struggle
(as Socrates does with the slave-boy in The Meno}:, to

'

come into direct communion and have immediate acquaintance
with the true beings (the Forms) themselves. Plato would

thus call -Aristotle's view of knowledge, seen as the "new
demonstrative-actualized knowledge," endoxa . But having re-
jectequlato's Forms aﬁd almost anything that has anything

to do with them, Aristotle was faced with finding his own —«{
way to tell us how onelcomes to have knowledge one already
has, that is, how one passeség}gﬁﬂggtential knowledge" to
‘"actualized knowledge." - ThroJEhsnggimmm, Aristotle

thought he had solved the Meno paradox, but when attacked

by Antisfhenes38 and Zenocrates39 (the second successor, after
‘Plato's nepheﬁ, Speusippus, to the Platonic Academy), he fin-
ally took recourse to the Nous in answer to them.

J ) ) =

Zenocrates had objected that there is really™

knowledge" obtained by the procéss of syllogismus. as
by Aristotle. For the so-called "new or demonstrative
ledge, " ﬁhich, fqr Aristotle, is thé conclusion derived| from
its premises, adds just nothing to the premises. Its uth
and‘ﬁalidity‘ére already thought through the identity of these

premises from which it is derived.. The whole reasoning pro-

cess (syllogismus)is therefore a repetitive and circular pro-

—

38. Metaphysics, 10. 10a 3-13.

39. TIbid.
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cess o% statements proying each other, the conclusion prOVlng
the truth and validity of the premises, and the premises con-
taining already in itself the truth and validity of the con-
clusion;. therefore, the whole sylloglstlc argument of Aris-

totle is nothi but repetitive and 01rcular -=- so charged

Zenocrates.’

Anti thqces, on the other hand, charged that the whole

syllogistid argumentszleads to a process ad infinitum, if Aris-

totle is pressed to show the eource of his "previous or poten-

tial knowledge". which ®orms the premises from which the whole

reasoning process begingi Fo; Aristotle however, not every

knowledge is "demonstrative knowledge, " only knowledge as

science is, for the previous or potential knowledge, which

for the premises of syllogism, is not demonstrable./ The
——Botegntial knowledge of the premise is composed of firgt ci-

p-e; which are independent of demonstration, therefoye beyond

a superior to "demonstrative knowledge," and these princi-

les are (to use Aristotle's terms): 1. Axioms; 2. Hypo-

thesis; and 3. Definition. Axioms, for Aristotle, have

these characteristics: 1. indemonstrable, 2. common to all.
kd-sciencee, .3. necessafy true, and 4. an example of an ax10m
is the pr1n01ple of excluded middle, or every event has a
cause, etc. Definitions are: 1. indemonstrable and 2. give
the significahce of a thing. Hypotheses are: 1. particu-
lars, 2. indemonstrable, and ”3. give the existence oé‘a

thing. Every demonstration, for Aristotle, presupposes Defini-

tion, Axioms and Hypothesis and "potential knowledge"is one
. ! : g 4
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that is expressed’ in the major and minor premiseé in which
these Axioﬁs, Hypothesis and‘Definition are signified. "Scien-
tific knowledge" or "demonstrative‘knowledge“ is the conclu-
sions arrived at through syliogismus.from "potential know-
ledge" but since Aristotle admits 1. that not all knowledge
is "scientific" or "demonstrative" (e.g., potential know-
ledge or the premises) and 2. that the "indemonstrable know-
ledge is "noetic"as opposed to "demonstrative knowledge which
is "diancetic," and 3.-that the former is superior to £he
latter, and 4. that the latter is derived from the former,
and 5. that knowledge of the former is of the Nbu;, then
Antisthenes' charge of infinite regress is stopped'at the
"noetic" level of the wnous; but £hen, t%%s is, no doubt, a
relapse into Platorlism Aristotle so-vehemently rejected. For
"noetic knowledge" is intuitive, and it involves immediate
and direct apprehension of the true beings which is but a
direct Self—actibity of the mind, "and such is not "demon-
strable" in the Aristotelean sense.

This is not the place to grticulate Aristotle's theory
ofjsciende (all observations on this, unless otherwisg stated,

come from the Topica and ' Prior and Posterior Analytics);

it suffices to show that Aristotle, in spite of his attempts,
never really escaped from the charge of circularity entangled
in the Meno paradox, the paradox of learning to know what

. FS .
one already knows, or coming to have what one already has,
or coming to be what one already is. The paradox involves

a pun. To solve it entangles one in a copundrum. To leave
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it, in fact, is even worse than being in a conundrum but Hei-
degger's retort on this is that the circularity and the state
of repetitiveness involved therein hits at the very core of
human existence, to escape which man, assuming it is possible,
runs away from himself 3n search of the very self from which
he is running.

' Philosophers have, ever since,40 tried to deal with
the Meno paradox. But in Heidegger'sleyes the circularity
only illuminates the structural repetitive é%ate by which -
man exists in the world. For man, the circle is inesCépable.
For Heidegger says that: "Seiendes, dem es als:/In-der-Welt-Sein '
um sein Sein selbst geht, hat eine ontologische Zirkelstruktur." 41
Heidegger, in this respect, warns that: "Aber in diesem Zirkel

ein vitiosum sehen und nach Wegen Ausschau halten, ihn zu vermeiden, ja

i1hn auch nur als unvérmeidliche Unvollkommenheit ‘'empfinden', heisst das

40. Even now, Gadamer, Ricoeur and Betti following
Schleiermacher and Dilthey's works, continue to deal with _
the same issue although in terms of how understanding comes
unto, or to be itself, in hermeneutics. The issue of "become
thyself" as indicating the historicity of coming to be what
one already is, or as coming to have what ‘one already has,
remains essentially as paradoxical as Plato described it in
the Meno. As a matter of fact, Heidegger himself seems to
be echoing Plato (Plato's theory of anamnesis) when he says
of thinking (one of Being's toponymies) that

The oldest of the old, follows behind
us in our thinking and yet it

comes to meet us,

That is'why thinking holds to the
coming of what has been, and

is remembrance. oo )
(Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 10).

41. Sein und Zeit, p. 153. ("An entity for which, as
Being-in-the-world, its Being;is itself an issue, has onto-
logically, a circular structure.")
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, 42 . ,
Verstehen von Grund aus missverstehen." But *“Der 'Zirkel’ im -

Verstehen [Heidegger goes on] gehdrt zur Struktur des Sinnes, welches

Phanomen in der existenzialen Verfassung das Daseins...verwurzelt i'st.... w43
LY
IENZtHg-circle) constitutes man's Being-in-the-world. It

explains human historicity by which man-becomgs himself what

he already is. 2/”‘

2.1.2 A Modern View: The Nineteenth Century _
Precursors: Dilthey and Nietzsche —

-
,/I

o

1) + -
Heidegger connects his concern with .history to .the labours

of William Dilthey and friends, e.g., Count York. He says

in Being and Time,.section 77 tﬁat "The analysis ofg&he prob-
lem of history which we have.just carried through has arisen
in the-process of appropriating the labours of'Dilthey."44
o
Heidegger is speaking in appreciation of Dilthex:s investiga-
tions into the nature of human history. One can, in_this,
see Dilthey's-wérks as being fundamental and'precursory'to
Heidegger's own work on human h;story. ,
Generally speaking; Dilthey wanted to do for the

Geisteswissenschaften' something like what Husseri, in his early

stages, did for philosophy. Husserl was; in early days,

42. 1Ibid. ("But if we see this circle - as a vicious-
one and look out for ways of avoiding it, even if we just
'sense' it as an inevitable imperfection, then the act of
understanding has been misunderstood from the ground up.")

43. Ibid. ("The circle in understanding belongs to
the structure of meaning, and the latter phemonenon is rooted
in the existential constitution of Dasein....")

44, Being and Time, p. 449,
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interested in fighting gpat is grandly labelled as "psycholo-
gism," a view according‘éo which, to put it generally, the human
berson was, in terms of method and approach, studied as if man
was a‘natural object. Psychology's deficient understanding
of itself has led it into the obsession {(given the success of
the sciences at that time} of having to prove itself "scientific"
and why not?, even physiology was making progress, let alone
the natural sciences, so psychology, in its ambitious desire
to pr&gress also, that is, to be "scientific,” was led to make
much too presumptuous claims as to get itself into trouble with
such philosophefs as Frege, Bfentano, Dilthey, Husserl, and
others. Husserl, for cne, was not just content witﬁ com-
-batting "psychologism" but proceeded to rid the contents of
conscioudiless®from reification or»"qatu;alization" by construct-.
ing a series_of phénomenological*methodological epoché leading
ultimately to Ehé transcendental subjectivity. Husserl would
do anything to keep the latter pure and free from all "natural
hypostatization." |

ﬁilthey likewise was interested in freeing the "human 7
sciences” from falling into what might be described a; the
"methodoloéical mistake" in - which methods and approaches used by
the Naturwissenschaften were imported intoe the study 6f the
hﬁman sciences. Hence, the problem of flndlng a proper methodo-
logical basis for the Geistes wissenschaften became Dilthey’'s major
concern. Dilthey, in this concern,vestabllshed the claim that
the subject-matter for the human sciences, especially history,

should be life, human life itself;f so for Dilthey to under-
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lstand life became the-problem. The human sciences should
study man, and t05tud§ man is to study human life and to
. study life is to study Erlebnisse . An Erlebnis for Dilthey
7ﬁere is a lited—experience defined as a unit held together
{Erlebnis ‘zusammenhang) by a. cemmon meaning. .Life is composed
of experience that, as it were,‘eiteriorizes itself and jis heid
together like a sign.by a*meaning.’vFot history, to think
life then means to think lived—experiences man has thought,
felt and done.at some given point in tlme and place and ex-
p/essed in the embodlment of 1nst1tut10ns, books, laws, paint-
ings, etc., and what man has thgs thought, felt and done,
another can understand by way of-hermeﬁeutics. Understanding
of human life (Venﬂmhav becoméds the major problem for “the
'human sciences and the way to it .is hermeneutics. Thus, when
Dllthey posed his famous question, "how is historical know—
ledge possible?" he sought to establish a distinction between
i explanation which is for ther natural‘sciences-and understand-
iﬁg which is for the human sciences. But to understand another
was not tot'ally free from problems, because the Geisteswissenschaften
feil_into what might_be termed a psychological empathetical
intuition of life as lived by another. Uhderstandlng, through
empathetlcal transference into another person's llfe, became
a problem, which He;degger seught to answer.

The presentation of Difthey here is, no doubt, general
and sketchy. But in as much as Dilthey méy have had his prob-
lems, he neverthe;ees made important headways fo& poéterity -

especlally for Heidegder. Among other, things, Dilthey's
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- investigations postulated! l. the finitude of human
existencg,.hence, the temporality of experience also thus
establish;ng the point that temporality is the basis of

human histo;icality; 2, the temporality of under-

standing based on trying to understand a temporaY life, or
life that is finite. Hence; trying to understand ancther

is like understanding coming to understand another's under-
standing; that is, understanding coming unto itself. It is
like a triple underséanding; that is, understanding under-
standing understandiné, the iast one being that of another's,
the middle one being th@’exegetical or hermeneutical method,
and the first one being the seeking-understanding that seeks
to understand another's. Understanding coming unto itself

is tbday the gist of hermeneutical studieé in wofks such as
Gadamer's and Ricoeur's. Although this is not the place

to discuss in detail the philosophy of Dilthey, needless to
say Heidegge; not only appropriated the significant dis- -
co%eries made by Dilthey. The finitude of human eiistence,

as founded upon temporality, or human existence itself being
described as temporality, is now Heideggerian. The temporality
of understanding is now alsé Heideggerian and Gadamarian,

but Heidegger "ontologized" Dilthey's methodological and epis-
temological hermeneutics. Iﬁ it, Heidegger made understanding,
not ah understanding of another's temporal existence, but

that of oneself. 1In Heidegger then, understanding, coming

unto itself, becomes a case of self-understanding; historical
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knowledge of another becomes self—kﬁowledge, thus elim;nating
all the problems that come with Diltheyés "knowledge by éﬁﬁér

thetical transference." Hiétoricizing in Heidegger's hands
| now becomes a matter of self-recovery in one's own open possi-
bilities in that one comes unto oneself, that is, one freely
comgé to be the self one already is by ffeely and openly
fulfilling one's possibilities.
Heidegger's ontol;gy gives all historical existence,
one's 6wn {the dead, l;ving or the unborn) or another's past,

1

present and future life, all to be undeiftood in a sense
embodied in the following three senses of a tradition: {a)

a tradition that is one's own, but as cne that is full of P
one's own open possibilities, (b) a tradition that becomes

léhe possible, the future possibility to which one has been
handed, (c) a tradition into which one is al;eady thrown, cne
which is one's own possible Geworfenheit and Gewesenheit, to Be—
come which one freely becomes one's own Gewesenheit and
Geworfenheit. The whole thesis is devoted éo interpreting this
notion of "history" as a self-becoming event. Heidegger him-
self does to his own tradition, from the pre—-Socratics througb
to Dilthey and Nietzsche, what he means by historicizing; +that
is, he recovers Himself in it, because the western tradition is
his tradition as his own Geworfenheit and Gewesenhgit'he appropriates.
His own way of doing philosophy (as a history of Being'; his-
toricity), is a very good example of what hglhimself means by
historicity -- self-appropriation, finding himself, in his

.own tradition.

No doubt, Nietzsche also influenced Heidegger in many
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ways ‘but a brief overview of how Heidegger appropriates Nietz-.
sche in the area of history is whaf is pertinent here. In
"Wer ist Nietzsche's Zarathustra?"44 Heidegger's épprOpriation of
himself in Nietzsche takes the form of what he calls "the con-
valescent, who has been asked to turn untorhimself," that is,
to come back home. "Thus Spoke Zarathustra" becomes a work
of homecoming, and its major problem for Heidegger is "How one
becomes what one alfeady is" in "the .eternal recurrence qf the
same" which involveg a situational structuril circularity, not’
4 closed one, but one in which there emerges openings of pos;i—
bilities of a genuine existential-historical turning in unto
oneself as though one was lost before. Homecoming then be-
comes Nietzsche's "Become thyself" as self—regﬁpropriating which
is a revelation and disclosure of one's genuine self. Needless
to say, this is Heidegger finding himself, and the translation
of this interpretation into being the way and manner Heidegger
himself gives his "history" to be:understood, is self-evident.

For his| "history" is likewise a homecoming unto oneself by

1

t is, disclosing one's own possibilities and not

another's. Nietz

also, like Dilthey, advanced the fini-

tude of human existence and, in~his The Use and Abuse of His-

tory saw history as having more t¢ do with the critical than

with bofh the antiquarian and monumental interests. Doing

history thus comes to be not so much a concern with the
past as it is with the future and the preseﬁt, and the

X

44, In Vortrige und Aufsitze (Pfullingen, Neske, 1954).
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futuré here is not another's but one's own. Again, that this
observation is now Heideggerian is without ‘doubt, and it
shall become clearer later on in-the thesis. It suffices to
claim now that Heidegger's notion of his "history" .evolved ou£
of existing his own possibilities as impregnated in his tradi-
tion, but a tradition that is his own Gewesenheit and Geworfenheit
and as such described here as his own ontological facticiﬁy.
Heidégger onstitutes his tradition in re—consti£utin§ it.”

Thaiﬁof which man is already constitU¥ed, in Heidegger's
eyes, 1s those onteological fadticities into which he is born.
Man is them, born into them, but only to become them, and
in becoming them he only becomes what he already is. More
at stake, however, is the issue of becoming, for the onto-
logical facticities themselves are‘like gifts. They are given
to mah, to become them, but becoming them is a task, not a

gift, so while historicity itself is a gift, historicizing

is a task. While temporality itself is a gift, temporalizing

is a task. Whilg tradition itself is a giftt retrieving one-
self in it is a task. Language is a gift, but speech {speak-
ing) is a task and the same is true of all the ontological
facticities. .

Becoming itself ié therefore an existential task; for

- in becoming himself -- historicizing -- man can become him-
45
"

self "authentically or inauthentically. In the former,

45. These terms, in my view, carry no moral denotation
or connotation, although such may be inferred. They only
indicate the manner by which man, ontologically, performs
his functional duty of "shepherding Being." (See Richardson,
PpP. 524-525 for the Shepherding of Being.)
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man becomes der Hirt of Being's historicity,46 from -which he

attains his own. In the latter, man becomes .der}mrr?7 of
Beiﬂa's historicity from which he, likewise, attains his own.
Since man's historiaity dégénds upon Being“"s, and since it
is by man that Being histoficizes, the manner by which Being

\{; allowed to histordicize accérdingly affects that of man

also.

48

Man can "metaphycisize" 49

or "phenomenologize" the
historicity of Beling, therefore his own historicity also,

. J ' |
ince the latter is rooted in, and depended upon the former.

But in either case, man never escapes the ontological fact 7

46. Richardson, pp. 524-525.~

47. Ibid.

48. By this is meant letting Being come to pass not
entically, as Being is in itself, but inauthentically
.ar mastered and "meant" by man. An example of metaphysics,

and fhe rule of metaphysics, began when Plato, over twenty-
five/ hundred years age, introduced his theory of ideas to
accgunt for almost everything that is. From there, the ob-
livicon of Being got started, and it became either God in the
medieval times, or ego, geist, subject, etc. 1In a word,
became the master, maker and rulerof everything that is.
became der Herr of Being, not der Hirt. Our atomic ego is
an example of the rule of metaphysics where man pre-
sumptuously raises himself tc the level of apotheosis.
49. This is contrasted with "metaphysics.” For
Heidegger, the pre-Sccratic thinkers allowed Being to come
to pass as it was in itself and not as "meant" by man; and
so did the poets for whom Heidegger has great reverence.
Phenomenology, here, has nothing to do with Husserl's pro-
grammatic phenomenology. It is used here only to accord with
pPhenomenology's cry to: "Let things appear as they are in
themselves." 1In this man assumes his functional role as
der Hirt of Being and lets it come to pass as it is in itself,
not as man wants and masters it.
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that he is, ané becomes, himself only in and because of the
historicity of Being, authentically (phencmenologically),
or inauthentically (metaphysically). For man's authentic
or inauthentic historicizing of himself is rooted in, and
depended upon, Being itself, although man is so constituted
as to be able to affect the manner b& which (that is, how),

‘Being historicizes itself. However, historicity, ipso facto,

is Being, man attains his historicity only because he exists

in (historicity) Being-and is used for Being's self-

unconcealing self-concealing historicity; and it is for these

and because of which he attains his own (historicity) Being.

In short, man is historical because of Being.

2.2 Man's Privileged Constitution:
“Seinsverstandnis"

Seinsverstdndnis is considered here as one of man's

ontological facticities. Heidegger, in section 31 of Sein und

Zeit,describes it as'masim—sehf'so and says of understanding

that: “"verstehen ist das existenziale Sein des eigenen Seinkfﬁ@s des

§

Daseins selbst, so zwar, dass dieses Sein an ihm selbst das Woran des mit

51

ihm selbst Seins erschliesst." Man, of whose Being understand-

ing is a constitution, becomes- because of this constitutive

~

50. Sein und Zeit, p. 142.

1]
51. Ibid., p. 144. ("Understanding is the existential

Being of Dasein's own ability-for-Being; and it is such that
this Being discloses in itself what its being is capable of.")

-
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Being, understanding -- a being in\whom ability to do and
have an open and free self-diclosure capability: is invested.
This is because of‘the constitutive structure of understand-

ing itself by virtue of which understanding has in itself a struc-

ture which enables man to be a projecting Being. Structurally,
it consists of a unity of three compoﬁents: "fore-having,
52

fore-sight and fore-conception."

53 and it is this "there" upon

Heidegger maintains that
"...Dasein is its 'there',"
which man projects, so the projection of man is a projection
upon his own "there," because the "there" on which man pro-
jects himself is his own. tBut man is able

to do this, because of the structure of undé;sfanding which
enables man to fore-disclose his own "there" in advance and

in anticipation of himself. For, because of understanding's
structural constitutive components of "Vadmbe,tmrgkmt and
anriﬁﬂ“54 man is able to pre-see, pre-possess and pre-
conceive the future, that is to say, man's own "there," even
before man explicitly, actually and really comes to have,

see and concelive it. Hence, by this fore-anatomy, man cah
fore-~understand what it is that is ahead oﬁ him, what it is
that is there as his possible Being, what it is that is the
not-yet, and what it is that he is seeking, doing, understand-
ing, asking, etc., etc. Thus the fore-structural components

of understanding enable man to fore-understand what man, as

52. Being and Time, pp. 191-192 (for details).

53. 1Ibid., p. 182.

{f\ " 54. Sein und Zeit, p. 150. . -
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understanding, is seeking o understand, hencg giving us the
formula of: Understanding understand-ing understanding. The
last one is what man is seeking of seeks to understand;
the middle one is the pfesent indicative verbal activity °

of understand-ing itself (hence the hyphen); the first one

+

is the i‘sfcn;e—-‘unde.rstanding. The fore—understanding,-being

the first one, is the e understanding fore-has already, and in
having which, undé;;tand-ing (the middle one) is rendered
possible, but possib@% of having or getting understanding (the
last one). Hence, without the fore-anatomy of human under- -
standing which constitutes his Being, there can be no human
knowledge, no understanding, no activity}-nothing, notﬁing‘

N\

. k3 0 - hig . \ L]
is made possible because of Seinsverstindnis -- a pre-understanding

at all would be humanly possible. But "everything human"

of Being.
Given all this, to sum up:

(1) Seinsverstandnis is an understanding of Being, and man
exists in the world by it.

~ .
(2) On acdé?gg of its structure, man is enabled to pre-possess,
fore-see and\ fore-conceive -- therefore can anticipate -- R
his future possibilities.
(3) Thus, whatever man becomes or does is made possible by
virtue of his Seinsverstindnis. .

(4) To be able to see, for example, or see'at all (for man)
is, therefore, to have seen already. To hear is to have heard
already in advance of what is’ actually heard; to bring something
to pass, is to have received .and pre-possessed already what '
man brings to pass, so man, by virtue of the fore-anatomy

of his Seinsverstindnis, never does nor becomes anything with-
out having pre-possessed already in advance what it is that

he actually does or becomes. *

(5} Seinsverstindnis is thus man's innermost privileged Being
by virtue of which he is able to perform his projective antici-
patory roles, his digclosedness and his functional roles,
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in the event of appropriation, of listening, hearing, pre-
ring, encountering, opening and staying open to, answering, -
submitting, etc., etc., and of receiving in advance, caring
for and preserving, Being, and then letting it come to pass
"phenomenologically"” as Being is in itself. : ¢

(6) On account of Seinsverstandnis, man, for example, receives
~- therefore prepossesses -- in advance, language (Being),
before which language (Being) having been received already
in the appropriation of man and all that goes with this ap-
propriation, is let out in and through the speech of man by
speak-ing,

(7) In (6) , man becomes the place in and through whom lan-
guage comes to pass, that is to say, he is the one in and
through whom language speaks.

(8) But man is also the one who speaks, yet he is able to
speak, because he has already been spoken to, already listened,
already submitted to, already heard, already been open and
stayed open, already encountered, and finally already re- a
ceived language which speaks- in, through and by him. e

(9) Hence, man speaks and is indeed able to do so only be-
cause he has already been spoken to, only because his speak-
ing is the speaking of language itself, only because man's
speaking is listening-answering, it is a responding, in short,
man's speaking is a re-speaking, it is language itself that
speaks, not man.

(10) Man is only the topos of language -- but all is by virtue
of, and thanks to, his unique constitutive Being, sSeinsverstandnis.

(11) But man can misperform, on account of the very same
structural components of Seinsverstindnis which enable him to
anticipate himself, all these functional roles for which he
is needed and used.

(12) It is by virtue of his Seinsverstindnis then that man can
nmisperform, or perform (his functional roles), the presenta-
tion of -- letting Being come to pass -- Being "metaphysically"
or "phenomenologically" and subsequent to which man, accord-
ingly, attains his own.

2.3 The Ontological Facticities
As Toponymies of Being

The ontological facticities are, as has already been
shown in the preceding examinations, man's Gewesenheit and

-Geworfenheit and this, at the same time, also makes them spring
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frééummunft and have their character and sense_in Enworfenheit.
Hence, they have, or better yet, are both man's Gewesenheit
and Enworfenheit as well. éonstituting man's Being, "they are
[in Heidegger's words, when, i.e., he was talking about Think-
ing, as one of man's essential nature, or Being]...gifts....
They are given to us. We receive many gifts, of many Kinds.
But the highest and most really lasting gift given to us is
always our essential nature, with which we are gifted in such
a way that we are what we are only thrdugh it."55 The same
is true of all those gifts herein ‘called ontological factici-
ties, e.g.,. death, temporality, language, thinking, etc. etc.
The ontological facticities are therefore seen as gifts, given
to, and in advance of, man, but only to become tﬁem, and in

becoming (historicizing) which man only becomes what he al-

#'ready is -- historicity. Historicizing is a sort of re-

possession or self-retrieval in that man recovers himself.

But manfbéébmes the self that he already is ~- historicity -

only in the becoming of Being unto itself -- historicity.

The latter is much more fundamental since it is the ground
of the former. What thiéﬁmeans is that the disclosure of
Being is what'digcloses or delivers man unto himsel{. But
the disclosure 5f Being needs man. Just as "Language

56

needs human speaking,"” ~ so is the 'case with all man's .

i

55. What is Calle@/ﬁking?, p. 142,

56. On the Way to Language, p. 125.
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ontological facticities. Being needs man in whom its self-
disclosure happens, and happens by him also. Thus, Being's
self-disclosure needs the use of man -~ herein called the
topos of Being -- to disclose it;elf; and it is in being
needed and used for the disclosure of Being that man's self-
disclosure lies, because man7§ self-disclosure takes place,
and indeed can take place, only in the disclosure of Being.

In disclosing Being, man therein disclosgs himself. In dis-
closing himself, man discloses Being. "For [taking language
as an example] Language, after all, remains unmistakably bound
up with human speaking.—"57 For "Mensch und .;ein sind einander
Ubereignet. Sie gehc'a‘ren esu‘.nande.z‘."58 This is why (taking language
again as an example} the speaking of man eMensch) is at once
language (Sein) that is speaking, or that the Speéking of lanj;

guage (Sein) 1is, at once, the speaking (speech) of man (Mensch).

For, "Dgs Ereignis vereignet Mensch und Sein in ihr wesenhaftes

>9 and on account of this mutual belongingness,

zZusammen,
tological facticities come as toponymies of Being.
?;%h, for instance, is a toponymy of Being, or to use Hei-

60 but it is man's

degger’'s own words, a "shelter of Being,"
Being also, hence his ontological facticity. What in the

encounter of death, for example, in a moment of vision and

57. Ibid.

58. Identitat und Differenz , p. 95.

59. 1Ibid., p. 103.

60. Poetry, Language, Thought, p.

~
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in anticipatory resoluteness,' disgloses and delivers man
authentically unto himgelf in the nakedness of finitude, is
Being, in whose discigsure, and beg&use of which, that of
man is rendered possible. That of Being is what maRkes that .,
of man possible, but they so belong to one another that the
onﬁological facticities are interpreted here as being topony-
mies of Being also. .The only difference, if any at all, is
that toponymies are interpreted from the perspective of Being,
while the ontological facticities are interpreted from the
perspective of man. But it should be stressed that none of
either man's ontological;ﬁacticities Oor Being's toponymies
is a thing, nor exists in time. The word toponymy’ only in-
dicates those events, not things, whose unconcealment un-

' conceals Being. A combination of hxmos)*éame and (topos)
Place, gives us a "name-place" and it bni&hindicateg what
Heidegger calls "house of Being,"sl_or “shelter-of Being"62
that "...harbours within itself the presencing of Being."63
As toponymies ~- as that whichrharbours the presencing of
Being, e.g., Death -- they are éan's ontological facticities
as'well because every one of them harbours within itself the

possible disclosure of man unto himself. QB

6l. ©On the Way to Language, p. 135,

62. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 179.
63. 1Ibid., pp. 178-179.
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2.4 The Historicity of Being and the
Temporalization of Time

» .

Heidegger's hermeneutics of the{ﬁistoricity.of Being
~- therefore of man also -- isy at once, hermeneuties of the
temporalization of time. For there can be no historicity,
Being's or man's, without Time. Time is the "how" determinant
on whose condltlon historicity of man or of Being is rendered

possible. 1In Belng and, Tlme, temporality, for example, is

established as that whic¢h makeS'possible not only the unityof exis-
-\ -

and falling, the totality of the struc-
e -= but eemporality establishes also the_?_
finitude of human existence. Human existence itself is time—
bounded and established as finite temporality on the Baﬁis

of which human historicality is founded. To this.effect,
Heidegger writes: "...die Endlichkeit der Zeitlichkeit ist der
verboré)rene Gru;:rd der Geschichtlichkeit des Daseins. u64 This being
said, éhen, it is ePparent that there- can be no human his-
toricality without finite temporality that makes it possible
to begin with. Human historicality&ii a "repetition," or

as said earlier, a stretching aigng bﬁx-e stretch&ng along

of man's "betweenness" bounéed by a beginning»a?d an

. T ey
end. Both are in unity in the stretching alon%‘of the "be-

tween," which is but a "finite between,” and temporality tem-

. Ko
poralizing the unity of its having-been, future and present i
- - - - ‘-\
- - A "
64. Sein und Zeit, p. 386. ("...the finitude of tem- .
porality is the hidden basis of Dasein's historicality.") :

s
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makes tﬁe stfetching along of ﬁan‘s "finite betweenness" pos-
sible. Hence in the absence of temporality temporalizing

-1tse1f in the unlty of its three ecstases, there can be no
stretching along of man's finite betiweenness, that is, there
canhPe no historicizing of“human historicality. The same is
true of Being; thal is} wiéhout Time determining the presencing
of Being, there can be ‘no presencing at all. Being's historicity
is finite historicity, because the 5Zsclosing of Being is inher-
ently finite, since Being is already concealing itself in uncon-
cealing itself or unconcealing ite;lf ih‘concealing itself. Bcf
this is possible only when the "approaching" and "having been"
are in unity with the present, and the unity of the three-dis-
closes‘a-happening, in happening which “something” comes to paes.
In simpler terms, the unconcealing concealing destiny of Being.
(or its converse), is self-disclosure. In this self-disclosing,
the self-concealing is the'epproaching of the cossible, and the

- self-unconcealing is the having-been, or the converse can be the
case also.. Their converse reciprocity is the present. The
approachlng gives and brings about the hav1ng been and conversely
the hav1ng been springs fron the approachlng ‘and the rec1procal
converse relationship of both at the same %&me, brings about the
present. Their unicy, which is most critical, is that which
.brings the three into unity ip the disclcsing, s0 disclosing

is the actual bringing out and to light and at the same time

the unity of the having-been, the approaching and their con-

verse reciprocity as the present, all together which con-

itute, at the same time, what is described as: self-
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unconcealing self-cdncealing (or the converse), destiny of Being;
that is, the historicity of Being, or the disclosing of Being.
| . But, ae seen ebove, the historicity of Being, or the
disclosing of Being,-peing the bringing forth of the unity
of Time's three ecstasgs, also discloses the nature of Time
itself described_as "Time times itself," "Temporality tem-
poralizes itself,"” or the "extending of Time." This means
the bringing forth at the same time of the uhity of time's
three ecstases, the having beee,.the approaching and their
converse reciprocity,the present. Temporality temporalizing
itself*thus_desc;ibes_the bring;ng.forth, at the same time,
the ﬁnity of. the three ecstases. But this is preciself what
‘the dieéloeiné-of Being, or the self—unconcealiné self-

- concealirig desﬁiny of Being entails. Henee "Time timing
itself" determines the unconcealing concealing destiny ‘of
Being, or the disclosure of Being. _Time-is the "how" deter-
minengj the open horizon }n whiqh.Being's self-disclosure
happens, or by which Being's'Eelf—unconcealing self-coecealiné
destiny happehs; but the happenlng of the latter also means.
" the happenlng of the former. Therefore "Being and Time (or
Time and Being) determine each other reciprocallyi..."es‘
One important seemin§ confusion to be cleared up is:
that Time and Temporallty have ’been used 1nterchangeably._

Also, by Time, -one may understand it ontically. All these

may stir up unnecessary confusion. First of all Time, as
- .

]
(, 65. On Time and Being, p. 3. o
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used by Heidegger, does not designate time as it is ordinar-—
ily wunderstood for the following two reasons: 1. time

is not the perishable and it is not a thing in time, thus
nothing temporal,66 2. time is ontological in the sense that
it is that by which time, as temporal, is determined. There-
fore it is the foundation of time as ordinarily understood.
But when ontological Time is used interéhangeably with Tem-

porality, there seems to be a confusion‘here a@also. The reason

" for this is that Temporality (zeitlichkeit) is used technically

in Being and Time to: 1. denote the ontological meaning of

man, here called care;67 2. be that which makes possible .

68

the unity of the totality of care's structure; 3. be that

whose finitude becomes the hidden basis of Dasein's histori-

69

cality. Furthermore, there are: 1. the'temporality of

'understand:i.ng_,7‘0 2.0f state of mind,71 3. of falling,72

4. of discourse,73 and many more. - It is not too much exaggera-

tion to say that .Being and Time is about investigating Tem-

porality-as the horizon in terms of which the meaning of human

-t

\
66. On Time and Being, p. 3.

e

67. Being and Time, #65.

68. Ibid., p.-376.

69. Ibid., p. 438.

70. Ibid., p. 385.
. 71. Ibid.,_ﬁ,'389.

72. 1Ibid., p. 396. S .

73. 1Ibid., p., 400.
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existence is interpreted. Indeed, temperality is human exis-
tence itself in the sense that it gives to it its finitude..

When it is then said that "temporality temporelizing
itself determines the historicity of Being," does it mean
that temporality, in terms of which the meaning of human exis-

tence is interpreted in Being and Time, is the same one deter-

mining the histoficity of Being? Put differently, is onto-
logical Time that determines the historicity of Being the
same as Temporality in terms of which the meaning of human
existence is interpreted? The answer is yes. Yes, because
both are ontologica; to the extent that the sense and deter-
mination of the historicity of maﬁ or of Being is interpreted
and made possible in the openness of this ontological Time,
and also seen as the "how determinant" of Being's historicity.
On the other hand, it is a bit odd to say that the
temporalization of temporality -- in terms of which the mean-
_ing of h@ma# existence is interpreted, and renders possible
both the unity of ﬁhe totality of'care'e structure "'and the
finitude of human existence upon which human Histoficality
is founded ~- is the same as the ontological Time Heidegger 'II

74

called "True Time" and wh!!; is the "how-determinant" of

the historicity.of Being. For both being the same, then it
could be said that the temporalization of temporal&ty is that
openness which renders possible the interprefetionﬂoffthe

sense of the historicity of Being, whereas in fact,"True Time"

-
LY

74. On Time and Being, p. 15.
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is what is meant here. But is temporality which denotes the
ontological meaning of man the same as True time which makes
possible the hermeneutics of the historicity of Being? The
answer is still yes, but explanation is called for, because_
how this is so must be shown.

Leoked at very closely, one of the recurrent themes
postulated in this thesis is that there can be no human his-
toricality in the absence of the'historicity of Beihg. As
(A matter of fact, the thesis %ees so far as to claim further
that there can be "nothing human," or otherwise put, nothing
human.15possmble without that (Being) which renders to man
such p0551b111ty. Man is because of Being. Therefore, the

.interpretation of the meanlng of human ex15tence, de£erm1ned
by the temporalization of temporality, cannot be’ done without
or in the absence of bPresupposing that (Being) which makes

it possible. After all, what is this ontological‘meaning
which temporality denotes? In respect of this, Heldegger
writes:. "When we inguire about the meaning of care, we are
asklng what makes possible. ‘the. totality of the articulated

nl>

structural whole of Care, Temporallty temporallzlng

itself is, of course; that which makes possible the‘totality
of care's structure. But, "taken strictly, 'meaning' signi-

fies the 'upon which' of the prlmary projection of the under-

u76

"standing of Being. What thlS means is that meaning 51gn1f1es

1

75. Being and Time, p. 371.

76'.  Ibid.
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3

what is obtained in the projection of .S:einsversté"ndnis, and the
projecting of -Seinsverstéindnis is the actual and explicit
working-out of the fore-structures of Seinsverstindnis, talked
about earliei;'"and this is in understanding understanding
itself -- Interpretation. The actual and explicit, bringing
forth of a message, the actual and explicit working-out of
one's prejudices and presuppositions, the actual and explicit
working-out of one}s.pre-ontological understanding,.thé actual
and expliﬁit pfojecting of oneself upon one's own fore-havings,
fore-conceptions, and fore—sights; all describe one thing,
namely, the actual and e#plicit bringing forth of the message
{Being) one already has. But one can bring forth a message
only if one has fore-~had it already, only if onerhas recei&ed
it already, only if it is given to one alfeady, all of which
mean that only if one's Being is constitutive of Seinsverstindnis.
On account of this ontological constitution, man is able to -
receivenin advance what he projects himself upon. What he

has re::1ved already injﬁﬁéénce is what he has foré-had, and in
fore-having which, the received becomes man's having-been,

but which is yet to be brought out or (to use the language

of Being and Time) which man has yet to project himself upon. The

that "ypon-which" man prdjécts himself, is what he is already
possessive of, as his having-been, whose actual and explicit
projection sigrnifies the bearing out of what man has fore-had
already. In short, "man, to the extent he is man, listens
to this'message, and that happens even while man gives no

particular attention to the fact that he is even listening
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already to that message, man is used for hearing the message."77

Japanese: This you called a while ago: man stands
in a relation.

.1: And the relation is called hermeneutical because
- 1t brings the tidings of that message,

J: This message makes claim on man that he respond
to it....

I: ...to listen and belong to it as man.

J: And this is what you called being human, if
you here still admit the word "being."

I: Man is the message-bearer of the message which
the twofold's unconcealing speaks to him.7

In all these one is, of course, in Heidegger II, but the point
is to show that the ontological meaning of man lies in "in-
terpretation" as the actual and explicit bringing forth of
'the message one has already listened to, heard and received
already, and having so done, prings to pass thelreceived mes-~
sage. Message-bringing activity itself is interpretatign,
and it is what Temporality determines iﬁ terms of the uﬁity
of_having—been, future and present. But thé actual and ex-
plicit bringing of the message itself is exist—in%é that gets
stretched along as the "betweenness” which is time;bounded
by'a beginning and an end, and determined by a having-been
and an approaching. Existfing is thus a projection of the
uriity of the reciprocity of a having-been and an approach-

ing and this, in turn, is a self-stretching along_of man's

"betweenness." But exist-ing, thus seen, is the bringing

A

77. On the Way to Lahguage# p. 40.

78. Ibid.
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forth, that is, the projecting of man upon.the unity of Tem-
porality's three ecstaées and such is how Temporalit} becomes
that open horizon in terms of which the meaning of existing
is interpreted. But existing, seen as a projecting; is the
bringing forth of man himself, that is, the fulfilling and
pProjection of man upon his own possibilities. Yet the bring—
ing forth of man,thus seen,cannot be possiblerwithoué briﬁging
in it that (Being)} which makes possible the bringing fprth
of man himself. 1In other worﬂs, the bringing forth of‘man ~
in the projecting of himself upon his possibilities in exist-
ing, is, at once, the bringing forth.of Being as well, and
it is in doing the latter, and also because of the -latter's,
that man's own selfLEringing or self-projecting upon his oén
possible, is made possible, Hence, without the latter, Being's,

that of the former, man's, would b& impossible because man

is because of Being. Man becomes what it is that he becomes

because of Being. Man speaks because language {Being) speaks.
Man's speaking is thus a re-speaking of what was spoken to

him, of what he listened to, of what he heard, of what he

" received, and in doing all these, and because of all these,

he is able to speak at all. This is again why man's speak-

ing is é'tegetition." But speakingfisuexist-ing and if speak-

ing is a“repetition,"then exist-ing is a "repetition.r® By "repe-

tition,"saying or doing again what one has said or done, is

not what is meant. 1'Regetit:i.on"is be-ing oneself, doing what
gives to one one's Being, one's essential nature, and speak-

ing, for man, is be-ing himself, that is to say, doing what
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A .
gives to him his Being,\ his essential nature. Hence, speaking
is be-ing oneself, and be-ing oneself, for man, is exist-
ing, and exist-ing is man's essence; this essence lies in

disclosing Being, in disclosing which, man 1. discloses him-

self therein, 2. exists his essential nature which consists

/yin disclosing Being, and from it,disclosing himself therein

also.

Having in mind this interpretation, one can now go
back to positively answer the gquestion put earlier without
being afraid, namely: Is Temporality which denotes the
ontological meaning of man the same as"True time' which deter-
mines the historicity of Being? The answer is still yes,
because the ontologi&al meaning of man has been found to con-
sist in interpretation ~- (man) projecting himself upon his
own having been, approaching and their reciprocity. This, in
turn, has been found to be exist-ing. Exist-ing, in turn,
ﬁas-been found to be bringing forth of man himself. This,
in turn, has been fouﬁd to be also a bringing forth of Being.
This latter one is, in turn, what briﬁgs forth the bringing
forth of ﬁan himself. Thus, if Temporality denotes the onto-
logical meaning of man, and the latter is couched in and made'
possible by, the digclosure 0of Being, then Temporality -

interpreted here in Being and Time only in the light of human

existence and not of Being -- certainly has more to do here

~

with the disclosure of Being by man whose existence is

temporality-determined. Hence, if Temporality (Heidegger

of Being and Time) is used interchangeably with "True Time"
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(Heidegger in On Time and Being, later Heidegger) everything
else is the same except for one thing: namely that the former
is done in regard to man, .whereas the latter is done in regard,

to Being. After all, when the latter is done, the former

also comes into it also, because the historicity or disclo-

sure of Being needs the) "use" of the historicity or disclosure

of man. éor lan eds human speaking to speak but there
is human speaking only because languagé speaks. )
Another seeming confusion one must note is :éé expres-
sion "the historicity of Ti&e." Nowhere does Heidegger say
that, but that is not to say that Time cannot be so inter-
ﬁreted as to have in it a manner of aisclosing itself given
whicﬁ;such a self-disclosing manner can be described as its
"historicity. As odd and uncpmfértable as it may seem to have
such an expressioh as "the historicity of Time," it is not
odd and uncomfortable for Heidegéerians to find such expres-
sion as-"Time times," "Temporality temporalizes" or "Time
extends." Heidegger, by these, only describes the way and
manner according to which Time or Temporality, composed of
the unity of ité three ecstases, works-out explicitly and
actually, the unity of its ecstases. This explicit and actual
working-out of the unity of 1. its hﬁving-been, 2. the
approaching future, and 3. their converse relational reci-~
procity, present as "being- along-smde—w1th as the making-

present," all in unity, ig what Heldegger descr1bes79.as

79. Being and -Time, #65.



"Temporality temporalizing itsélf," "Time.times," the self-
extending of Time, etc., ete: "All these mean one thing: the'
disclosing Batgre of Time, and this is precisel? what is here
described as the historicity of Time. |

Such is the extending of time,_that is, the histdricity
cf time which naturally means that of Being also. The lattef's

1180

historicity lies in what Heidegger calls "presencing. By it

he means the present indicative active sense in which Being

simultaneously unconceals and conceals itself or does the con-

N

verse and in virtue of which‘be;ngs come to be. But the presen-
cing of Being takeg place in thé extending of time ana the ex-
tending of time also takes place in the presenéing of Being.
Both detérmine each other in historicizing theig respective

future—having-been, time in the unity of its three ecstases,

Being in its unconcealing concealing destiny.

2.5 Man and His dntological Facticities: - '

A Summary

“ .
(1) Man is (that is, his Being lies in) constituting them.
But they are given there in advance of man before which, being
thrown into them, he exists them, and in existing which he -
executes the circular, unitary and complete structure of be-

coming himself that he already is -- historicity.

(2) Thus, in constituting the self that he already is --
historicity --.man only constitutes his ontological factici-
ties.

(3) Given already in advance of him, those ontological fac-
ticitigs constitute man's having-been. Having-been, into
which*he is thrown, of which he is constituted, is the

80. On Time and Be;gg, Pp. 3-24,.

\I
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N o

ontological Fact which Heig?gger, in Being and Time, designates
by "facticity"” (Faktizitat) .

(4} Man's having been in this sense is therefore his facti-
City. - It expresses the sense of "having-been-in-already, "
but given as Da-gewesenheit. having been is what man is yet
to be or become, because Gewesenheit springs from the future.

(5) Thus, its real character and sense, for Heidegger, are
in the future. . :

(6} Future, however, is what Heidegger calls man's "poten-
tiality—-for—Being;"Bé It lies ahead of man as the approdching.
It is that upon which he is yet to project, or projects him-
self, and the "ontological name” Heidegger gives to this notion
of projection future in Being and Time is “existentiality."83 !

(7) Thus he writes: ‘“self+projection upon the 'for-the-
sake-of-oneself' is grounded in the future and is an essential
characteristic of existentiality. The primary meaning of
existentiality is the future. "84

(8) Hence, .,"...the temporal meaning of existentiality (future)
and facticity (having been) is indicated by the expressions
'before' and 'already'."85

(9) But present is already included in the converse reci-
procity of both as the actual presencing or existing of both
fnture-existentiality and past-facticity, and Heidegger calls
this "fallenness."86 ‘ -

(1% "Falling," therefore, expresses (as present, Heidegger
calls it "primordial temporality"87) man's actual concernful
dealings with things in his everyday life and it is thus the
actual making-present of his "future-has-been," ("existen-
tiality-facticity"). To this effect Heidegger writes that
fallenness "...should give us a hint that making-present,

as the primary basis for falling into the ready-to-hand and
present-at-hand with which we concern ourselves, remains in-
cluded in the future and in having been, and is incYuded in

81. Being and Time, pp. 82, 223, 225, 234-238, 264-265,
271, 276. "Der primare existenziale Sinn der Faktizitit liegt in der
Gewesenheit," Sein und Zeit, p. 328. '

82. Being and Time, p. 375.

83. 1Ibid., p. 376. .
84. Ibid., pp. 375-376. , L
85. 1Ibid., p. 376. B
86. Ibid.

87. Ibid.



132

these in the mode of primordial temporality."88

(11) Time (true time which Heidegger calls Temporality),

then, "...makes posSsible the unity of existence, facticity, M
and falling, and in this way constitutes grimordially the

totality of the structure of care {man)."8%

(12) But "Temporality" i$ "not an entity at all. It is not,
but it temporalizes itself."90 Tt stretches itself along,
"“...out of future, the having been, and the Present."91 It
extends itself in making—present_(Eresencing), its "future-
having-béen," and in extending which, together and simultan-
eous with.thevpresencing of Being, beings come to be.

(13) But none of the ontological facticities is an entity.
Each is given as man's facticity (having been). But as fac-
ticity (having been), they have their sense in Existentiality
(future), since man is yet to exist {become)} them; and in
existing, that is, in becoming (the actual making-present,

or presencing which is Fallingness) them, he exists (becomes
or historicizes) the unity of his structural complete Being
which Heidegger calls "care" in Being and Time.

2.6 Man .as the Topos of Being:
A Summary

Man's place in Heidegger's hermeneutics of Being is,
no doubt, critical. As seen already, Heidegger places man
at the service of Being. |
{1) He simply calls him “the.message-—bearer“92 by-which he

expresses the nature of man as consisting in being the "topos"
of Being. ’

83

<4

(2) It is in so being that man is, and becomes what he is.
As a functionary, man is der Hirt but can become der Herr of. Being.

“ o

\ -

88. 1Ibid., my emphasis.

89,. Ibid.

/gg. Ibid., p. 377.

91. 1Ibid., p. 376, my emphasis.

92. On the Way to Language, p. 40.

93. The senses of "place" and "organon" (the Aristotelian
sense of instrumentality as seen in his Topica) are intended here.
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(3} He (as message-bearer) does this by undergoing exper-
ience with Being as described in the prev1ous pages, such

as receiving.Being, preserving and caring for it, and letting
it come to pass in and by him.

(4) He is able to do this by reason ¢of his constitutive Being
-— Seinsverstandnis. Its fore-anatomy enables him to perform
his functional role as a bearer of Being, and it is that for
which he -= being the topos of Being -- is given, appropriated
and useﬂ.

(5) Thus it is in the service of Being -- its historicity --
that man's Being is placed.

(6) Making man the topos of Being, however, Heidegger makes
man's locus Vvis-a-vis Being become crucial. Heidegger names

man pa-sein ©of which he says it is "an entity having the charac-
ter of being its 'there' in such a way that whether, explicitly
~or not it finds itself in its thrownness.

(7) Appropriately,'Heidegger not only roots the being of
man (as topos of Being) in Being, but also roots-the dwelling
place (locus} -of man there too. 2

(8) This is why man's ontologlcal facticities are Bex
toponymies as well. Metaphorlcally speaking, Being is
a big sea into which man is born and thrown but dwells fréeiy
1n the bouyancy, currents, tides and movements of the sea.

(9) Man is thus both the da for the sake of Being's self-
unconcealing self-concealing historicity, therefore for hlS
also, and furthermore, the Da in Being.

94, "Seiendes vom Charakter des Daseins ist sein Da in der
Weise, dass es sich, ob ausdrucklich oder nicht, in seiner Geworfen
heit befindet." Sein und Zeit, p. 135.

g




CHAPTER THREE

THE INTERPRETATION OF THE ONTOLOGICAL FACTICITIES

L5

DISCLOSED AS TOPONYMIES OF BEING

3.0 A Short Introduction

The main issue advanced in the preceding chapter are
seven in all.

{1) Being-in-the-world is a basic constitution of man. From
it or with it, come other basic constituents such as histori-
cality, death, temporality, Mit-Sein, Seinsverstandnis, tradition,
Thinking, language, Art and poetry.

(2) Together, they are called ontological facticities. Their
nature is such that they constitute the Being of man in a

way Heidegger describes as "already-having-been-in." Man

is thrown into being them. As "having-been-already-in" they
‘are given as man's innermost possibilities in which his exist-
ing becomes a disclosedness Or a fulfilling of them. Even
though they are given already, they have a futural character, '
because they are, as future possibilities yet to be existed,
so it is as if they are, though given already, yet lying ahead
as a given-already future possibility which is vet to be
existed. .

(3) Existiéé them is a task, to assume which man is free

to exist them anyhow, resolutely or not, authentically or
not. But no matter how it is existed, existing them is self-
revelation, or self-retrieval, which is described here as
historicity.

(4} Time determimes man's self-disclosedness or historicity.

It unites man's hgving-been-in-already, Heidegger describes
as facticity, future, also described as Existentiality, and

134



4 - : %\j -

present as forfeiture.' Present is the actual and explicit .
self-disclosing of man which is called existing, in that having-
been and future are united in. forfeiture in which man is con-
cernfully realizing himself anyBow but with time being the
horizon of that self-disclosure. The temporalization of time
is thus at once the historicizing of historicity, that is,

the self-disclosure and fulfilling of man's ownmost Beings.

©  135.

(5) Man's privileged constitutive Beling, Seinsverstandnis, en-
ables man to exist his possibilities anyhow, resolutely or
not, authentically or not. "It enables man to anticipate him-
self, project himself, to eliminate distances, to fore-see,
fore~-have and to fore-conceive his future possibilities. By
it, existing itself becomes freedom for man, in that he is

free and open to exist his existence anyhow.

(6) Man is a topos of Being. He is where Being unconceals
and concegls itself. He is also who is used for ‘that unconceal-
ing-concealing event. Man is in -Being, his ontological fac-
ticities. These facticities are sometimes called by Heidegger
"the shelter of Being," "the house of Being," etc., but they
are called here "toponymies of Being." By it, what is meant
here is that they are events whose disclosure discloses:
l. Being, 2. the Being of man who is used to disclose Being,
and 3. the extending of time which determines the disclosures
of 1 and 2 and itself by means of working out the unity of
its three ecstases. 1In short, toponymy signifies not a thing
or things but Being-events, such as language which Heidegger
calls "the house of Being," or death, which he calls "the
shelter of Being." Their presencing is, at once, a presencing -
of Being itself in them. True enough, some may raise cbijec-
tions to, say, how does death presence itself, which would
mean the presencing of Being in death? Or, how can, say,
Mit-Sein be seen as a Being event in that its presencing
-amounts to the presencing of Being in it? But does Heideg-
ger say anything about the presencing of Mit-sein ? Does he
say anything about the presencing of death, of poetry, of
art, of language, of Seinsverstindnis, etc. etc.? Of course

" not, but it cannot be denied also that death discloses Being,
that language discloses Being, that Art discloses Being, that .
historicity itself is the presencing of Being, that poetry

~/Tiscloses Being, that Mit-Sein is the actual presencing of

Being, gtc. Again, one can strongly object that Heidegger
does not talk about the historicity of Time and there is no
such thingin Heidegger. Inasmuch as this is true, it is also
true” that Heidegger talks about "the extending of time" or
"temporality temporalizing itself." The temporalization of
time is what is described here as the presencing of time,
that is, the extending of time unto itself but such is what
is meant here by the term historicity, hence the expression,
the historicity of time, which seemingly appears strange.
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"{7) At any rate, man's ontological facticities are. also

Be ing's toponymies. For, “Mensch und Sein sind einandesr ubereignet.
Sie gehoren einander,”l “and the dirsclosure or historicity of

one, amounts to the disclosure of the other. Man brings the
disclosure of Being to pass, but Being needs the use of man

also, and the presencing of Being in its toponymies amounts .t
to the disclosure of man in his possibilities, ‘that is, fac-

ticities. . - . -
' AN
Chapter three discusses Being's toponymies showing:
1. their nature, -2. how man constitutes them as his ontologi-

cal facticities, and 3. how. they "shelter" or "house" Being.

* This chapter alsc interbrets man's ontological facticities
. i

as toponymies of Being. As toponymies, their historicity

is the historicity of Being itsebf: as it simultaﬁeously.un—

cbnceéls and concelas itself in them. Heidegger calls them
3 , :

of Being. However, they

are interpreted heré as toponymies (name-places) of Being."

3.1 The Toponymy of Death

In Heidegger's eyes, death is, profoundly, a. unigue

humpn problem, inseparably bound up with- the Gery being of
o . ! :

]

v L4

man. "Only man dies,"4 says. Heidegger. He goes on to say
, !

- that "we now call morﬁals mortals -- not because their

earthly life comes to an end but because‘they are capable

of death as death.- Mortals are who they are, as mortals,

'
i
)]
'

v

1. Identitat und Differenz, p. 95.
b 2. "Letter on Humahism," trans. E. Lohner in“Philosthx
in the Twentieth Century, ed. W. Barret and H. Aiken (New York:
Random House, 1962), pp. 270-302; ‘ On the Way to Language, pp.22,24..

3. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. '179.

4. 1Ibid., p. 178.
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present in the shelter of Being. They are'the présenqiﬁg ‘
relgtién to Being as Beling."5 . : ' g

Only men die. : By thi§ Heidegger means:- "to die means
to be:éapable of death as death."6 Animals,-fo;lhim, do not
die. Heidegger says they simél§ "perish."7 But just what
does it mean to say éf‘maﬁ that only he can die -- that is;
~only man is éapable of death, as death’ In the case of maﬁ,

the fundamental 1ssue here hlnges on.the clalm that: "Only |,

t

* men die because they can"-' that 1s, 1t is bepause they are‘_'
capable of death, as death, that they are mortals But what

~is death itself? 'Heidegger calls it "the shelter of Being,“8

'

and says of it that, "...death.harbours within‘itSelf the

presencing of Being,"9

a

tals are who they are, as mortals, pEesent in the -shelter

and of an Heidegger says that "mor-

--\

of Being. They are the presencing'relation to Being as

Being."lO

Death thus conceived is not a dlscontlnuatlon of human

existence. Death is Being. It is its toponymy or "shelter"

r "house." It is the whereabout of Being's presencing.

L

-

Preséncihg here‘means the historicity of Being, so the pre-

sencing of Being unto itself in death means the historicity

/
5. Ibid., p. 179. ‘
6. Ibid., p. 178. .
7. 1bid. | |

8. 1Ibid., p. 179.
9.. Ibid., pp. 178-179.

10. Ibid., p. 179. .

R



s

138

v

of Being, in deatJ, ox the historicity of death, or the coming

of death unto itself." All these mean the self-unconcealing,

It

self-concealing (er its converse) historicity of Being (death)

of which man is its ‘topos. Man brings all to pass; that is,

Vo 1 ’
Death presences, reveals itself to man, and conceals itself from

him, ‘that is, W1thdraws unto itself from him(or its converse)?

'Thus, the presenc1ng of Death unto itself in man is the bring-

ing of Death unto itself in and by man, and this, in the moment

of vision and in anticipatory resoluteness, amounts to the see-

'ing, ,that is to say, disclosing of death by man when he brings

its presencing to pass.
But to "see" death does not mean to die as perlshlng N
It is not an end to human existence at all. To "see," or

dlSClOSE, Death is to "see" Being, and of this only men are

capable. Only man dies, and this means only man can "see"

N

Being. Only man can have an affective and intimate relation
to Being, as Death...This is what Heidegger means by: ‘“They
[mortais] are the presencing relation to Being as Beings."ll
Butlto 'see" or disclose Belng, which means to be caEable of <‘
aeath, is a task, not of the eye nor of the mlnd but of

one that pu%s at stake the very Being ef man. "For to be

a human being [safs Heidegger] means to be, on earth as a
mortel,"lla and a mortal is ﬁe who can eie, that is, can "see"
or disclose deéth as death. In the case of death, Heidegger

makes man's Being consist in "seeing,” that is to say,

"11. .Ibid.

lla. Ibid., p. 147.

|

~
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disclosing it. For can die means czﬁ "see" or disclose death
as-death; but just what does it mean, for Heidegger, toc hinge
man's entire Being on "seeing," that is, on disclosing?

That man is able to "see" at all depends entirely on
the fact that he had "seen" already, so claims Heidegger.

For he writes: "Only when a man has seen already does he truly see.

To see is to have seen. What is seen has arrived and remains

for him in sight. A seer has always already seen. Having

seen in advance he sees into the future. He sees the future
wll

tense out of the perfect. If to see is to have seen al-

ready, then seeing is, as it were, a re-seeing. For the latter

is made possible by reason of the former, but what is it that

one had seen already and on which actual explicit seeing, \\\

that is, re-seeing, depends? Heidegger answers that "what h\\\

-

is seen in such a seeing can only be what comes to presence

. 13
in unconcealment."

. On that account, "to have seen" is related to self-
illuminating presencing. Seeing is determined, not
by the eye, but by the lighting of Being. Presence
within the lighting articulates wll the human sense.
The essence of seeing, as "to have seen," is to
know. Knowledge is remembrance of Being. That
is why Mnemosyne is the mother of the muses. Knowledge
is not science in the modern sense. Knowledge is
thoughtful maintenance of Being's preserve.

Only men can die. This means only man "sees" or dis-

¢loses death. But to see is to have seen already. That which

12, Early Greek Thinking, p. 34 fBom "per Spruch des
Anaximander” in Holzwege (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann,
5th ed. 1972), my emphasis.

13. Ibid.
14. 1Ibid., p. 36.
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one had already seen is the presencing of Being, that-is (in'l
this particular case), Death. Thus, man is the only be}né.in,
before and by whom, Death (Being) presences. For he is capable

of being all that. This capabilit? stems from man}s constitutive
Being ——Isehunerst%uMis. Its fore~ structures - fore—hav1ng, fore-
sight, fore-conceptlon ~- enable man to preserve what he had
already seen, that is to say, he is able to fore—have what he

is actually yet to have; he is able to fore-see what he is ac-
tually yet to see; he is able to fore-conceive what he is ac-
tually yet‘to conceive, so whatever man'projectl'in an actual

explicit manner is something He had had, seen, and conceived

in memory, the mother of muses.

already beforehand, preserved
In the case of death, however|, maﬁ, for the most part, exists
as though it is something h does not already fore-have, fore-

see, and fore-conceive; and for that matter, stays indifferent

+

and oblivious to it. It is at thls pomnt that "to have seen"”

l4a.
comes as "a remembrance" or re-seeing 'of what man had al-

ready seen, had and conceived and preserved in mother mnemosyne.'

*

»

In this re-seeing man is, as it were, called to let lie before
h1m what was already there before hlm, but to which he irreso-
lutely remains indifferent and oblivious for the most part in

"his everydayness. It is as if mapn is called "to remember" (as
14b

Y
the quotation above says). This "being called” is, to
‘use Heidegger's term, “appropriation," that is, man is ap-
propriated to re-see what already lay there before him gather-

ed ﬁogethet and kept in mother memory; and "what is seen [as

Heidegger says] in such a seeing can only be what comes

l4a. Ibid.
14b. Tbid. /

J
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to presence in ﬁnconcea]-_ment,"l5 that is, Death as Being. When

man re-sees or remembers Death, it simply is a matter of homer
coming unto, or retrieving, himself he alrzzgwas, but to which
" he remains indiffe;ent, irresolute and forgotten for the most
part of his evérydayness. In a word, he Es called to become
himself as tnough hé'were lost in this sort of re-seeing. Seeing
or disclosing Death (Being) then amounts to a return from seldf-
ob11v1on to self-recollection -- the retrieving of oneself whlch
is nothlng else but historicity. This is, rather, obtained
from, and happens in the réturn of Being (Death) from self-
unconcealment unto .itself in self—concealm?nt for its converse) --
that is, its‘historicity. Thus, the historicity of Being (Death)
-- its self-unconcealment self-concealment happening (or its con-

‘'verse) -- is that from which man gets his historicity.

3.2 The Toponymy of Tradition

Tradition,’ in Heidagger's eyes, is one's origin. "But
origin [says Heidegger] always comes to meet us from the fu—

ture w16

It lies never behind but before us. One’ flnds one-—
self retrieving oneself in it. In Heidegger's case, he finds
himself'historiologically in the Western tradition which begins
from Homexr; he needs to go back to tpe remotest antiquity

to recover or discover himself in the sayvings of most of the

pPre-Socratic thinkers. Following this is what Heidegger sees

as "the metaphysics of Being." It began, in his view, with

- 15. 1Ibid., p. 34.\

) \\_____../’——_"\-w,\
16." On the Way to Languagetfﬁf;lo.
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Plato, and finished with Nietzsche who is an expression of
today's "needy time." Heidegger's own historiological re-
trieval of Western tradition is a clear indication of his
notion of historicity. It is self-recovery and this is how

he did it.

" 3.2.1 Insights into Some Fragments and
Concepts of the Pre-Socratic Thinkers

Heidegger thinks that th%gkiﬁ§rﬁistorically is
"ontic"” and needs "onto%ogical“ foundation. 1In other words,
the former is history, as science, and the latter is
historicddy. In his case, he is concerned with both, but
more so with the latter. fhis means thinking, not the thought,
but the "un—‘thought."17 Therefére, thinking in terms of his-
toriéity consists in thinking the unthought in the thought,
or in saying thé'un-said in the said, and not just repeating
the said. Such is Heidegger's belief, and it is with it that
he approaches those with whom he diglogueg and calls this
.thinking "das andenkendf Denken. " It is the one that re-collects,
seeks origins, thinks deep down to'the ground of the thought,.
to the‘roots of metaphysics.

In "Holzwege," Heidegger cénsiders what is-often thought.

to be the oldest fragment of Western thinking: ‘“Der Spruch des

= Anaximan de‘.’rs "

A

' ' 17. What is Called Thinking?, p. 76-77.
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...the source from whi&h existing things derive
their existence is also that to which they return

at their destruction, according to necessity; for
they give justice and make reparation to one another
for their injustice, according to the ordinance

of time.

In Heidegger's view, this fragment stili says something to

us but "only in thoughtful dialogue [he says] with what it
says can it be translated."l? "Thoughtful traﬁ%lation to
what comes to speech in this fragment is a leap over an abyss.
The abyss does not consist merely of the chroneclogical or
historical distance of two-and-a-half millenia. It is‘wider
and deeper."20 Mostly, Heidegger takes issue with: genesis,
origin (onta or ousia) , beings (dike) (adike)and others. About
"origin," Heidegger "repeats"Anaximander. Heidegger says o%
it (origin), that "But origin always comes to meet 'us from

w2l and there is always a "...mutual calling of

22

the future,
origin and future." Anaximander, in Heidegger's view, also
sees origin in the same manner. For, in his case also, it

is where things are heading, tﬁf;géqie it comes to meet things

—

« 18. My translation of: "Bk én de & géneis ésti tois olsi,
kai tén phythorin eis ltatta ginesthai katd td chreon. Diddnai gar aiitd
diken kai tisin dllélois tés 'adikias katd t&n tod chronou tixin. "
Diels Kranz, vol. 1, p. 89.

Diels, translates: "Woraus aber das Werden ist den seienden
Dingen, in das hinein geschieht auch ihr. Vergehen nach der Schuldigkeit;
denn sie zahlen einander gerechte Strafe und Busse fur ihre Ungerechtikeit

nach der zeit Anordnung." Ibid.

19. Early Greek Thinking, p. 19 (translation of
"Der Spruch... ") PR

20. 1Ibid. &

21. On _the Way to Languaée, p. 10.

22. 1Ibid., p. 12. -
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from the'future. In both Heidegger and Anaximander, origin
céﬁes as if it lies_ahead, in front of things, ané towards
which things are approachihg.. The fundamehtal sense, accord-
ing to Heidegger's interpretation, which Anaximander conveys
with origin, is that its sense is futural and that "there is
always a mutwal calling of origin and future."22a

With this interpretation, Heidegger naturally departs
from traditional interpretation according to which Anéximander's
fragment is always interpreted in the light of cosmogonf and
cosmology -- that-?figin is from where things come into b?ing
and into which they pass dway in the ordinance of time, and
things recompense for injustice for encroachment, and this
origin, which is the first principle of everyﬁ#ing that is,
is apeiron. Heidegger, of course, does not dispute'thié inter-
pretation. ft is the thought, but he thinks the unthought.

Heidegger places historicity in the task of retrieving
one's own "having—béen—futﬁre,“ of which future plays a very
fundamental role. Traditionally, history is seen as having
“everything to do with the past. But Heidegger reverses this
view. He makes history hinge on the future. Past, for him,
becomes an integral constituent of future, and not past, as
past, dead and gone. Therefore, past becomes something to- -
wards which man is heading. Past thus comes to meet man from
the future. But past is one's origiﬁ. ‘It is one'iz“has—
been." ‘Thus, past, being 6ne's "has-been origin," ﬁeverthe—
less 1ieé”ahead in front of man, and thus comes to meét man

from ahead of him -- the future. With this interpretation,

22a. Ibid.
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Heidegge: retrieves or discovers himself in Anaximander, de-
parting from the "orthodox interpretation." He does the same
thing with gike and adike. Heidegger makes them correspond-
to the self-unconcealment self-concealment historicity of
Being. "As it rev;als itself in being, Being withdraws."23
"Dike, thought on the basis. of Being as presencing, ‘is the order-
ing and enjoining of Order. Adike, d%sjuﬁdtion, is Disor(_ier._"24
The lqtter corresponds to the withdrawal of Being from beings
unto itself, and the forﬁer, the fevel&tign of Being in beings.
Such, in Heidegger's view, is the truth of Being. Heidegger
retrieves himself also in Heracleitus' Fragment B.50: Logos

When you have llstened not to me but to the Mean-

ing, it is wise within the same Meanlng to say:

One is All.25

In Heidegger's view, something fundamental remains

unthought still in Heracleitus' Fragment B.Sd. In‘ Akouein,
"héaring" and "having heard" say the same of 1égos. To hgar,
for Heidegger, means to have heard already. Thus, he writes:
"hearing and having heard,'@mdomﬁn,' say the same, ofléém."zG

By logos, Heidegger does not mean’ discourse, account, law,

explanation, word, or any of the multifarious meanings 1dgos

23. Early Greek Thlnklng,'p 26 {translation of
"Der Spruch.. ")

24, Ibld., p. 43.

25, Ibld., P- 59. Heldegger quotes Snell! S translatlon
of: “Ouk emoli, 3113 tou 16gou &kolisantas omologez.n sophon eéstin en panta
einai 0 ei phesi." Diels-Kranz, vol. 1, p. 1l61.

Diels translates: “Haben sie nicht mich, sondern den S.mn ver-
nommen, so ist es weise, dem Sinne gemass zu sagen, alles sei eins." Ibid.

26. Early Greek Thinking, p. 59 (translation of
(l?er Spruch..."}. : .
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is traditionally given to mean. Logos, in Héﬁdegger, ﬁeans
that of which hearihg and saying are the sort 6f things they“
are. In other words, 1dgos is what one hears in hearing, and
says®in ﬁsa&ing) speech. 1In Heideggefiaﬁ phraseology,lagas,
comes to pass in hearing and in saying, but in the heariné
and saying of man. “What.lbgos is [Heidegger claims], we gather
it from.légehq-"27 Légein, in turn, means, for Heidegger,
"...the laying-down and laying-before which gathers itself
and others.'.'f‘8 "The middle voice,jégesumi,means to lay oneself
down in the gathering to rest.“29 In simple terms, it means
":..bringing—together—into—lying-—before...."30

Hearing is what ﬁeidegger calls "...gathered hearken- -

2

w3l but both 1égein and akouein are of logos. Heidegger's

ing,
interpretation takes légein and akouein to“belong-togethef be-

cause "heardndy [he says] is actually thé19athering of oneself'
whic ﬁomposes)&tself on hearing the pronouncement and its h
claimy That is to say, hearing is of the saying of 1légos
For the sayiﬁg of 15gos makes the claim upon man and demands

hear;ng, that is "hearkening attunement."

,N»
But the saying of man -- which is already the saying

b3

27. 1Ibid., p. 60. "

28. Ibid.

29. Ibid.

L ~

30. Ibid., p. 61, ‘ z

31. 1Ibid., p. 65.
32, Ibid.



. ' ' 147
K_.of‘ légos . —— conversely means hearing of légos , that is, man
spe'aks,.because he has already heard the saying of 1égos,
hence to .speak or be able to do so presupposes or mplles
to have heard already the saying of logos Thus, just as
to hear presupposes the saying of 18gos , to speak, likewise,
Presupposes the hearihg of 1légos . Therefore, hearing (akouein)
and speaking or saying (1égein) belong to;gether in the sense
that boéth a. of the same thing, légos. Thus, to speak is to
have heard already the saying of 1égos , and to hear is to
have already been spoken ‘to in the hearing of logos. .-Omolégein
thus means, for Heidegger, the same saying of légos- that man

»

hears and says.

.Heidegger's main points are as follows: a) . It is
4 .- ©

to Iogos that both hearing (akouein) and saying (légein) belong.

b) For hear:.ng is the hearing of the saving of logos

and saylng is the saying of the hearing of 1égos. c¢) The

'saying of man thus;pr.esupposes b) both the heariné of légos
and the saying of lggos. Thus, J.nk the case of man, to speak
or be able to speak at all is to have already been spoken

to, and tj hear also means to have already heard -- (omolégein) )

the same thing, that.is, the saying of 1ogos.

Such, )in Heidegger's view, is what fragment B.50

(Heracleitus) says. For Heracleitus, in Heldegger s eyes,

o

' says "Suk émou alla... that "not to me should you listen but
. ."33 “to mething else "A113 tod 1dgou, " 34 but to 1635?.}
Q PR , '
3 - I,

33. 1Ibid., p. 67.

34. 1Ibid.
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With this interpretation, Heidegger finds himself re-
trieving the unthought side of Heracleitus' Fragment B.50. Hei-

/
degger's views on language, thinking, poetry and art illuminate

this Heracleitean fragmént in much the same manner as interpreted

-

above. All these -- language, thinking, art, poetry, all the on-

tological facticities -- are fateful gifts that take place in man

'in the event of . das Ereignis. Man, for Heideggery~-receives them,

preéerves them, cares for them and then lets them come to pass
in and by him. Thus he is only the vehicle of their presencing;
that is, man is onlf the messengér who, having received, kept
and cared for, Being; lets out the,presencing of Being in

him. Man'S‘speakingf for instancé,_is thereforé“;he saying

of " language that comes to pass in hiégsﬁeaking. So is poetry.

Man's poetizing is, likewise, the coming-to-pass of Being,

and the same is true of all man's ontological facticities.

One can see how Heidegger "Heideggerizes" (that is, thinks

the unthought side of),Léome fra%ments of the pre-Socratic
thinkers. To him, -they understood the functional role of

man vis-a-vis Being énd.ﬂnﬁgnia Man®s entire Being was placed
at the service of Beiné's historicity. This, for Heidegger,
is that from which man geés his own essential nature, as the
topos of Being. For man, in Heidegger’'s eyes, sees becauéé

he had.already seen, hears because he had alreadf hqud, speaks
because he had already been spoken to, knows because he had
already known -- all of which mean that man always fore-has,
fore~sees, and fore-conceives that which he comes fo bear

out in poetry, thinking, language; art, traditipn, death,
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historicity, temporality and all those toponymies of Beiné.
In simpler terms, han pre-constitutes what he comes to re-
constituté.explipitly,’so his actual, explicit "ontic" activi-
ties are based on, and presuppose, his prior expg;ienée with,
that from which he ontologically received those activities.
The pre-Socratic thinkers, in his mind, understood.this essen-
tial Aature of man vis-a-vis Being and the It that "gives
it." Heracleitus enjoins m;n not to li'sten to him but to
légos, and Parmenides' Fragment III, in‘Heidegger's eyes,
intimates the same thing (Parmenides Fragment III "For think-

ing and Béing are the same.").35

In this, Heidegger has
Parmenides saying the same thing as already pr&nounced in
Heracleitus' Fragment B.50. Traditionally, both are seen

as poles apar;_but Heidegger intimates gpat Thinking and BEiQE
beléﬁg together. Heidegger traces the origin of Thinking (noein)
to légein, From this, Heéidegger derives his view of "letting-
lie-before." Thinking, for Heidegger, then means letting-
lie-before. He dwells on auto (dasselbe) o0f nocein and einai

to interpret that "Thinking énd the thought.it“is are the
same. For without the being in relation to which it is ut-
tered, ybu cannot find thinking.'-'36 Heidegger holds Epgggt
ihe traditionél inﬁerpret&tion summed up in Bishop Berkeley's

" 37

"Esse est percipi. This means, in "metaphysical terms,"

LY

35. Ibid.,px=79. "T® gir alitd noein &stin te kai einai."
Diels-Kranz, vol. 1, p. 231. Diels translates: “denn dasselbe ist
Denken und Sein.” Ibid. '

36. Early Greek Thinking, p. 79 (translation of "Der
Spruch...").

37. Ibid:, p. 82.
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"Being is being represented. It is'by virtue of representing
8 —

thaEnBeing is."3 Heidegger's interpretation traces the be-
longingness of nocein and ’‘eon from legein. To this effect he
writes:

Noein, whose belonging-together with 'eon we should
like to contemplate, is grounded in and comes to
presence from legein. In legein, the letting-lie-
before of what is present in its presencing occurs.

+ Only as thus lying-before can what is present as
such admit the noein, the taking~heed-of. Accordingly,
the noema as nooumenon of the noein is already a
legomenon of the legein.39

With légein being that to which being ('edn) and Thinking (noein)

belong, Heidégger makes Parmenides say the same thing as has .
Heracleitus in Fragment B.50. For, with 1égein, Heracleitus'
“légos” comes into play, sMce "what logos is, [Heidegger.says],

we gather from légein ,"40 and' "legeinproperly means the laying-

down and laying-before which gathers itself and others."41
Légein and akouein also belong together in the sense that both
are of 1ogos. Heidéggér says of Heracleitus that the "all >
is one,"42um panta)intimates the "omolégein, to say the
same,"43 that is to say, that légein and akouein are of légos

Saying is the saying of 16gq0s . Hearing is also of the saying

of 1égos.

38. TIbid.
39. 1Ibid., p. 89.

40. 1Ibid., p. 60.

41. Ibid. A
42. 1Ibid., p. 59. -

43. 1Ibid.
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Having thus established the mutual and simultaneous
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identity of hearing (akouein) and saying (legein), in terms of r
logos, Heidegger retrieves the idea‘that‘man, in'akouein and lege{“
lets-lie-before~him, what he receives in the event g% appropriation,
not from man, but from the event. that givéL it. Having'thus recei-
ved, man then preserves and cares for the Received (Being), and
then lets-come- toJpass in and by him the Received (Being). That

is man's role, Hz; Being consists just in that. Man is able
to perform this functional role in which his entire Being
consisfs, by reason of his seinsverstindnis. Its fore-
structures enable him to g§£§t his Belng which consists in
being the topos of Belng Sucb 1s how Heidegger retrieves

the unthought of Parmenides and Heracleitus. They come to

presence in him when he recovers himself in them,

3.3.2 A SketcH for a History of Being
7 as Metaphy51cs44
_ Heracleitus says “Nature loves to hide its essence."4$'
Heidegger thinks that the truth of this saying is what éscaped
"metaphysics." In Heidegger's eyes, the truth of Being lies
in revealing itself.in/g;ings and simultaneously hiding itself.
from them. The preééncing of Being in such truth is its his-

toricity, but "metaphysics," ever since Plato, has been one-

44. The following is derived from Heidegger's Nietzsche, |,
vol, II. . ’
45, "Phiisis dé kath'erikleiton kriptesthai Phlei." Diels-

Kranz, vol. I, p. 178. Diels translates: "pie Natur (das Wesen)
liebt es sich zu verbergen.” Ibid.
o -

Ao . -_ - v f-‘
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sided. It took hold only of Being's revelation, and forgot'
itgﬂself—hiding_nature. ©n this account, metaphysics thought
- Pf Being as sométhing that comes to stand endgringly and sub-
stantially. Therefore, metaphysicé represents Beiné as
being{s).

. . .Metaphysics THeidegger writes] never anéwers fhe

question concerning the truth of Being, for it never

asks this question Metaphysics does not ask this

question because It thinks of Being only by repre-

senting Keings as being....It refers to Being and

means beings as beings.

But when he undertakes his sketch for a history of

Being, as metaphysics, Heidegéer's main interest lies only
in showing just how metaphysics came to represent Being.
Heidegger's insights into the history of Being begin with
his pre-Socratic investigations. He #&etrieves Anaximander's
apeiron , t.:hrough Heracleitus' logos, hen pan‘ta., alethela, physis,
Parmenides' moira, ousia =-—-— all'saying the same thing abput
the Ergph of Being. -After the'pré-Socratics, hoéever, Béing
‘was elevated to the level of agmhma'iﬁ the hands of Plato.
Its perceivability is reached only through eidos which became
the aitia 6? the mundane wdrld of appearances and pecoming.
Aristotle took Béing from there and gave it the form of
ex;ztelecheia as 'energia and logically as the hypokeimenon which
becomes the subject'of predication of everything. From then

N .
on, the scholastics had it in the ¥orm of creator - ens creatum

the "really real"” which is the "causa prima," creator of every-

46. In Kaufmann, "The Way Back into the Ground of
Metaphysics," p. 211. :



153
thing that is. 1In & word, the scholastics took the theologi-
cal view of Being as handed down to them by Aristotle and
saw Being not aslidentical with philosophy (as the study of
the first principle of everything with which the First Philo-
sophy [metaphysics] is concerned), but with theology, as the
study of God. Philosophy, here, becamer theology or theosophy.
But theosophy came back down to earth again with thg birth
of modern philoscephy beginnihg from Descartes, as “certitudo”

in his ego cogito cogitationes. Leibniz continued the ancient-

medieval division of Belng 1nzemmn1a,'"what—qulddlty, and

Existentia, "that—quoddlty," vis-a-vis his monad in perceptio~

appetitus, Then Kant represented it in his Transcendental
Unity of Apperception from which beings are determined and

made to stand together. Unity becomes the condition of syn-

“thesis and connection of beings; and ‘then as the will that

w1lls nothing but its own dutiful will. Hegel absolutlzed

the will. Being became an absolute Geist whose representation
integrated all particular wi%if unto itself. But it became
will, as lote, in Schelling, will to power -- external recurrence of
the same — in Nietzsche, the last metaphysician to whose thought
modern world of “Enframlngl(ceﬁmell) ‘gives expression. It

is the presumptuous world in which “God is dead " and in place
of whom man sits in judgement of everythlng that is. It is
the technologlcal age of the world-picture wherein everything
is a Picture of man. 1In Heidegger's view that, in brief,
surveys the metaphysical‘voyage of Being as it reveals itself

in the West. .

%
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3.3 The Toponymies of Art, Poetry,
Thinking and Language : A

) . Ko

These toponymies of Being have been grouped together

here for the sole reason that the_coming of Being unto itself
in’ each of them operates on the same basis as the others.

In view of this sameness, only cne of them (Art),'using it

as an example for all -- to avoid repetition which is too
much already —; will be examined.

Art, for Heidegger, reveals Being. 1In it, Being comes
to pass. .The same is true of language, thinking, poetry and‘
of all Being's toponymies. In Art, Heidegger claims there
happens what- he calls: "The setting up of a world [and] the
setting forth of Earth."47 These, he claims, "...are two
essential features of the work-being of the work of Art.
"They o%long together, however, in the unity of the work --

being."48

- "The world [he says] is a self-disclosing open-
ness... [while] the earth is. self—secluding "49 and con-
cealing The latter representsytpe 'setting forth of earth,"
the former, "the settlng up of a world." Their unity invokes

a struggle. The world, Heidegger wrltes, "as self-opening,
cannot endure anything closed. The earth, however, as shelter-
ing and concealing, tends always to draw the world irito itself

4

494 ‘o :
and keeps it there." ~ "The opposition of. world and éarth is

47, 'Poetry,.Language,.Thought, pp. 48, 49,

48. Ibid., p. 48.

49. Ibid.

49a. Ibid., p. 49.
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a striving."so

That which instigates this striving in the’
setting up of a world and setting forth the earth, is the .

work in the work, of art. For, Heidegger claims tRat "the
work-being of the work'consists in the fighting of the battle
between'world’and eart‘h."51 "Setting up a world and setting ‘
forth the earth, the work aecomplishes this.striving."52 . But |

- hS
work is human activity, so mortal or man enters into the pic-

- -

ture. It is by his suffering that work is engendered and

for which earth and world enter Jinto the battle to set forth the
work of{man in that earth and world enter 1nto a struggle

in the work of art. Heldegger says of art that it 1s "...the
happening of truth This happeniﬂg we think of as the fight-

53

ing of the confllct between world and earth "

"In the work,
the happenlng of truth is at work. n>4

él In simpler terms, the setting up of a wdrld and the Hh\\
setting forth ef the .earth may be interpreted to represent
the nature of the happening of truth -- that is, the presenc-
ing of Being. The presencing of Belng con51sts in unconcealing
hnﬂ;conceallng itself of which the latter represents the self-

secluding nature of the earth, the E£prmer( the self-disglosing

nature of a world, "...truth [Heidegger writes] is the oppo-

50. Ibid., p.. 49.

51. 1Ibid.

'52. Ibid./~//‘\~/
53. IB;df, p. 57

7

54. TIbid., p. 58.
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sition Qf clearing and concealfng,"55 that is, the-self—
unconcealing and self-concealing nature of Being. "Truth
[he says] happens only by establishing itself in the conflict
and sphere, opened up by truth itself."56 It is by virtue
of this conflict of the setting up of a world and the-setting
forth of the earéh —-— that is the self-unconcealing self-
concealing nature of Being -- in the work that truth origi—
natqg, that is, Being comes to pass. "Art ie%s truth prigi—

37 yrites Heidegger, that is, Art is where Being comes

nate"
unto itself, Art is Being's‘goponymy. "Art [in Heidegger's

words]) then is the becoming and happening of truth"58 and

"truth is the truth of Being.“59

-~ The setting up of a world and the setting forth of
i [

“the earth only describe the nature of Being's presencing --

that is, the coming of Being unto itself, or in other'terms,
the origination of truth. Truth originates by the opposition
and struggle of earth and world. This means Being comes unto
itself in unconcealing itself in beings and conceéling itself
simultaneously from them. This self-unconcealing self-
concealiné happening of Being is the truth of Being;. that
is, it is its nature. What art doés is to describe and bring

to light this unconcealing—cdncealing truth of Being. Heidegger

55. ibid., p. 61.
'56. Ibid.

57. 1Ibid., p. 77.
58. TIbid., p. 71.

59. Ibid., p. 81.

4
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‘worlds.

to-face eqpounter of the world's fourfold."

157
onlly uses metaphors to describe the truth of'Being in taking
recourse to: "the setting up of a world" and “"the setting
forth of the earth" and many more, but only to degcribe and
illuminate the unboncealing—cpncealing truth of Being. The
reason for his use of metaphérical and poetic lénguage at

this point in his thinking is presumably because he has "undér—
gbne an experience with language."60

Work, in the work of Art, .plays a very prominent role.

It is that in-which the "conflict of earth and world" .takes

place. Interpreg?tively, work is that function through which

.Being comes to pass or, to use Heidegger's language, "world

1161 '

1
r

»
The "worlding of world" he says is "...the face-
2 The fourfold,
being men, as mdrtals, earth, sky and divinities, belong to-

gether in a mutual appropriation by the event 6f appropriation

(das Ereignis) and expropriation unto their respective selves -

N
by the same event. ' . \

In 51mpler terms, ‘Being comes to pass in the work of
Art. It is by man (hlS work) that it comes to pass. It comes
to pass in unconcealing itself (the setting up of a world)
and concealing itself (the settlng forth of the earth)\\ Work,

being the function through whlch Being comes to pass, ig man's

role. That makes him the topos of Being's coming to pass. Earth

and world only describe the truth of Being. The truth of Being {/j

60. On_the Way to Language, p. 57.

61. Poetry, Language, Thought, pp. 179, 180, 182.

62. On the Way to Language, p. 107.

- B ~? ) | o

P\



158
is its self—unconcealing—self—concealing héppeqing (oxr its
converse). The role of divinities is as functional as that
of men. They carry forth messages from the godhead. Heidegger
says: "The divinities are the beckpning meéssengers of the
godhead.“63 Interpretatively, the godhead may be taken to
represent das Ereignis. It appropriates all, the four-fold, each
playing its dutiful part, and in playing which Being comes
to pass. .

In Art, man, in the event of appropriation, receives
what he brings® to péss in the work of art. What ﬁe‘brings.to
pass is the coming to pass of Being, in and from which something,
a being, comes to stand in the work of art. THe coming to pass
of Being mahifésts the truth of Being -* unconcealing and con- .
cealing itself at once. This truth is what art describes in
oppgf}né earth to world. Man receives from the messengers of
tﬂ; godhead -- divinities -- what is sent by them from the
godhead. Thus, all the fourfold enter into what goes to en-
gender the coming fo pass of Being. Heidegger puté it as thus:
"The fouring presences aé fhe worlding of wdrld."G4 -

The same event takés place in the topoﬂ&mies of poetry,
thinking and language. Man in the event of appropriation,
receiveg, as.ip art}.what he bringg to Pass. What he brings
to pas§ is the coming to pass of Being. The coming to pass
of Being, is manifested in ﬁhe‘ﬁfuth of Being. The truth of
Béing is its self—uncohceaiing—self-concéaling event‘(or

its converse). Art describes this truth in metaphori-

a4

-

63. - Poetry, Lanquage, Thought, p. 178.
64. Ibid.; p. 180.
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cal terms of “"the setting up of a world," and "the setting
forth of the earth," that is, pinching earth against world
in a-mutual conflict of the self-opening up of a world and
the self-sheitering, secluding nature of earth. The gods
from whom man receives the gift of Being have as much func-
tional role as man.. They are messengers of the godhead. (In
Stefan George's poem "Words," the twilit norn }s posed as
an ancient goddess of fate who drawsiup names. It is from
her that the poet waits to get names for his treasure } The
role of man is to receive Being, preserve it, take care of
it and‘let it come to pass in and by him. This role is func-
tional in all, art, poetry, thinking, language, ana in all
Berng's toponymies. |

Heidegger inter?rets some fragments of the pre-Socratics
(e.g., Heracleitus' B.SOA,Parmenides' Fragmeﬂt IIT and others)
only to describe and illuminate the functiopal role man plays
in being'.Being's topos; 1£ retrieving himself from those
bre-Socratic thinkers, Heidégger describes man's functional
role in terms like: )"letting—lie—gathered—toéetherabeforef‘

oneself-and-taking-to-heart being is beings.“65 HeideGger

65. What is Called Thinking?, the whole lecture.
Heidegger interprets Parmenides' Fragment B.6 1J1’WEslmusst
Denken." ‘“Chre to lege.m te noein t'adh & emmena.l Bsti gar einal, meden
d'otik €stin. T3' s'égd phrazestha.z. anoga. Protes gar s’ dph' &dou taiites
.d.r.zesrs {eirgo), alitidr épeit 3pd tés, &n dé Brcto_l eidotes oidén...
K&leuthos." Diels-Kranz, vol. l, pp. 232-233, '

Diels translates: “Notig ist zu sagen und zu denken, dass
nur das Seiende ist; den Sein ist, ein Nichts dagegen ist nicht; das
heisse ich dich wohl beherzigen. Denn das ist‘der este- Weg der Forschung, -
.von dem ich dich Fernhalte. Aaber dan...Bahn gibt. " (continued)
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sees Par@enides' Fragment B.6 and III as saying the same thing
as said in Heracleitus' Fragment B.50. All describe the func-
tional fsle of man in receiving Being, tendering and preser-—
-ving it in mother muses Mnemosyne and then letting it come to
pass in.and by him. His own Being consists in just this,
being tpe topos of Being. . Man;s Beiﬁg consists in bringing'
Being tolpass, and in so being brings his own Being to pass.

This happens in all Being's toponymigs.

3.4 The Toponymies of Time, Historicity and
" Seinsverstandnis "

»

Historicity. is Bigﬁg's toponymy. It is identical with.

" the coming to pass of Being. This historicity is finite.

Being reveals itself in beings and simultaneously withdraws

-

from them unto itself. Time determines it. The historicity

of Being has been so much talked about in tﬁe.previous chapté% o
that' saying all again is, in my view, unnecessary, so only
fundamentals shall be touched on here. The same shall‘be
the case with Time (and with man and his Seins-versté'ndnis).. Time -

is the unity of its three ecstases —-- having been,.present,
future. Time works out explicitly the unity of its three -
ecstases. 'The coming of Time unto itself amounts to working

. 4

My translation: It is necessary [Héidegger translates:
it is useful...) to say and think that Being is;. for, to
be is possible, and hot to be is impossible., This I bid you .
to consider, for I forbid-jgg from the latter way of seekingy”
I also forbid you from that Way along which wanders mortals

.-.against itself." - (emphasis added} ' \\

: . <« . ' .
Y .

N
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out explicitly its th%ee cstases but this happens in the
‘historici£y of Being.

The finitude of Bei g's.historiciﬁy is determined by -

Time. Tim its three ecstases is determined

by Being. .Being and Time determine one another. Eﬁe coming
of time unto itself amounts t? the coming of Being unto itself,
and the reyerse is the éame. At the centre of both, however,
is man. Manh is his Seinsverstandnis. Seinsverst.'a'ndnis_conéists

of its fore-ﬁtructﬁres --‘fore-having, fére-seeing'and fore-
conception. Its historicity‘cbnsists in understanding coming
unto itself. This means working out its own fore-structures.
Working it out explicitl; meanéLEhe coming to pass of Being
which naturally means also,that’ of time. More elaboration
on the historicity of Time, Seinsversféndnis and historicity, )

as Being, however, is carried out in the next chapter. All

are,. however, toponymies in and where Being

comes to pass.
k] A

3.5 The Toponymy of Being-in-With
/

Beingéwith is Being's toponymy. It is characteristic

of man's everyday exiétence. Indeéd) it[is existing itself, -
and existing, in the present indicative sense, means the coming
to pass of Beiné in Ehe existent, man, who brings it to pass.
Heidegger writes that "Dasein in itself is essentially Being-
with, " this f,..has an.existential-oﬁtological meaning.“66

"Being-with is an existential characteristic of Dasein even

-

66. Beifig and Time,'p. 156.

P



8

162
when factically no Other is present -- at-hand'o;_perceived.
Even Dasein's Being-alone is Being-with in the world,"67 S0
";..Dasein—with remains existentially constitutive for Being-

in—the—world."68 - . .

Being-with is the achal, explicit making-present of
the ecstases of tempbrality - having-been, future, and their
revefsé‘reciprocity. Ontologically, it is "primoridial tem-

Eoraiity"sg -

in which Being's, Time's or man's "has-been-future"
gets executed, Ontologically speaking, Being-with is present

which unites in itself having-been,future and their reverse

reciprocity, so it is that facticity in which man busies him-
self engaged in all sorts of ontic everyday activities.
Being-with is a toponymy in and where Being comes to pass.

b

It is the presencing of Being in man who may let it come to

pass authentically'or inauthentically, resolutely or irresolu-

tely.

67. TIbid., pp. 156-157. o
68. Ibid., p. 157. *

e /

Ibid., p. 376.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE HISTORICITY OF ﬁEING, A5 DISCLOSED

IN ITS TOPONYMIES

¥ 4.1 A short Introduction

Chapter Three has established seven -things. ‘
o B |

(1) The relationship that exists between man and Being. Man
brings Being to be, that is, to presence. This is man's Being.
It cqopsists in just that, bringing Being to be. From it,

he, in turn, gets his Being. Hence it is from the use and
need Being makes of man, when man brings Being to be, that

man attains his own.

{2) Being and man belong together in bringing each to attain
its own or his own. Because of this, man's ontological fac-
ticities are also described as Being's toponymies.

(3) The nature of each toponymy, or facticity, has been
examined, showing: a) what they respectively are, .b) how

they harbour or "shelter" or "house" Being, c¢) how they are man's
Gewesenheit and Geworfenheit, Being which are as his given possi-
bilities, Entworfenheit as well. L

(4) Art, Thinking, Poetry and Language have been grouped
together to avoid too many repetitions because their nature's
vis-a-vis Being, Ereignis and man are the same.

(5) Time is interpreted to be {(the "how") the temporal open-
ness where Being presences, but Time also extends itself in
the presencing of Being. . T T N
(6) Historicity is Being itself because it is the presenc-

ing of Being. Put differently, the historicizing (presenc-

ing) of historicity (Being) is hstoricity (Being) itself,

sO historicity is Being itself.

+163
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{7) » Magis constitutive privileged Being that: a) distinguishes"
him from other beings, b) enables him to fore-have, fore-
see and fore-conceive his future possibilities and exist them
anyhow, ¢) constitutes his ability to receive Being,- care
for it, fore-have it, fore-see it, fore-conceive it before
letting Being out expllc:Ltly is Semsverstandn.r.s . In other
words, it is that which enables man to be the topos of Being.

-This chaﬁ!er (Chapter Four), examines the \historicity

of Being as disclosed in its toponymies. Historicity is,

as everywhere, identified as "Become thyself," the meaning

of which is.indicated ip‘the becoming of Being unto itself

in, .say, language, when language comes unto .itself in l§nguage
(speech of man); or when Being comes unto itself ln any of
its topopymies. This process of self-becoming constitutes

the hiiéiricity of Being's self—ungpncealing self-concealing
event. Such is the truth or destiny of Being. However, it
historicizes its self-unconcealing self-concealing nature

in the extending of Time. Time:-extends the unity of its three
ecstases in the historicity of Being. Man[ however, is the
"centre" of_botﬁ'ﬁeing's finite historicity and that of time.
Ereignis 1is the "singulare tantum" that appropriates all to theif®
own. The historicity of Beiﬁg, Time or man ié co—cons;itutiye,
co-effective of, and co-present with, one another.

"

Assuming all these (everything said up to now, namelyw*

the notion of historicity as "Become thyself" “Werde was du bist"l

according to which Being, Time and man, as Seinsverstandnis ,

Fl
each comes unto itself. in their own respective ways, in that

. ' : n
"Werde was du bist" of each is co-gonstitutive, cq-effective

- { 7
1. Sein und Zeﬁ,p. 145. '

-

/
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of,land co-present with one another were the case), were

true also of Heidegger's hermeheﬁtics of them, one ﬁevertheless

must, just fof the sake of argument, justify such interpretapion also.

"It is nof secret to- find in Heidegger's writings‘such

//;xpressions as: "Being unconceals and conceals itself," "Being

presences itself as presencing," "Being as presence is presenc-

ing," "Being comes to be, or comes to pass," "Being reveals
itself and withholds itself,"” "Being discloses and withdraws
itself," etc., etc. But what do all these really mean ort)
say? One can answer that all these describe the nature of

-, Being, or the truth of Being. One is right to answer that,
and Heidegger would have no difficulty in-ééying that himself,
Sut then another.question arises. sWhy is the nature or truth.

»

of Being, as describedAabove, described as historicity of

Being -- a description according to which Being comes unto
itself it already is? - Can it not b&\splled something\elseh
say, the "Chronicle of Being" or the "biography of '‘Being." -
w It coulé, if it could be sQ'inéerpreted and justified in Hei-
dégger, but the reason for calling my interpretation of the |

-

truth or nature of Béﬁng, its historicitx) must be shod?’to

be so justifiable 1n Heidegger that Heldegger himself would
agree to the‘lnterpretatlon . . ,

Te do this, there may be many ways, but there is,
in my view, one Heideggerian way that stéﬁds out -- namely,
the way via Time. That Time is very .critical in Heiegger
is wi but guestion. For, without Timé; there can be no

F

"Werde wak du b.is’t, " no. self-presencing, no "pie spezifische -
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.Bewegtheit de; ERSTRECKTEN SICHERSTRECKENS nennen *wir das GESCHEHEN des
Daseins,"2 ho self-unconcealing, self-concealing GESCHEHEN des
Seins," in short, no historicity, man's or Being's. Time is’
the'hidden‘basié upon 'which or that open horizon in terms
of which the historicity 6f Beiné, or of man, is determined
and interpreted as "werde was du bist." .

As has been shown on several occasioné in the thesis,
by Time Heidegger does not mean'?ngjtne of its three ecstases,
Oor anything temporal that itself ®£xists in time. Rather,
Heidegger means the unity of Time's three ecstses, past, future
and present. Their unity is Tiﬁe; Time, thus, cﬁmes to have
a I"four-dirru:ensicmality“ in Heidegger -- past, future, present
and their unity. Their unity is the four&h one, and it is
what is most fundamental in all for Heidegger, because he

~

says that it is "...that giving which brings about to each
.its own presencing, holds them apart thus qpened and sé holds
them towards one another in the nearness by which ;Ee three
dimensions reﬁéinunear one anothg_r."3 Hey calls the fourth
one, that fs, the unity "nearing.n'earness“4 and sayg of it
that "Nearing nearness has thé‘character of denial and with- !

holding. It unifies in advance thé;y§ys in which what has

been, what is about to be, angd thé;present reach out towards

éach'other."5

N 4

\ ' ' . .
2. 1Ibid., p. 375, emphasis added. ) -7/?

3. On Time and Being, p. 15.

4. Ibid.

5. 1Ibid., pp. 15-16..

ST 2
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What all these mean has been explained in the preceding

examinations, but to briefly recapitulate what Heidegger is

saying here, one must riote that:

sense of Geworfenheit.

2. What is about to be is the "Apprbaphing,"6
the "not-yet present"7

as Heidegger's Entworfenheit (im Wurf, Entwurf). 3.

1. What has been has the

Geworfenheit is Heidegger's Gewesenheit.

and it is

and the sense of it is the futuré,

being not yet present, at the same time gives and brings

about what is no longer present, the past, and &dnversely

what has beén offers future to itself.

tion of both at the same time gives and brings about the pre-

sent."8

~-

cribes (in Sein und zeit, page 328) as

The reciprocal rela-

LY

What present, in other words, means is what he des-

"Gegenwirtigen." Notice
” -

»

that Gt is not just present, as Gegenwart , but "making-

present" or (presencing) as Gegenwirtigen. .But as presencing,

or making-present, it is the making-present equiprimordially

-

of itself, having-been ahd future.. Heidegger‘designates

that is, "primordial temMporality."
=

9a

- making-present (as‘pre!senc-g'.rig)._ as (Urspringlichen zéitlichkeit),'

. - "‘.— :
Such, in brief, describes tﬂﬁgnature and character

of Heidegger's ontological Time; now,\pow_does that become

the hidden basis of human historicality as claimed, -...

66 Ibid., p. 13.

7. 1Ibid.
8. Ibid.
9. Sein und Zeit, p.

9a. Being and Time, p.

die

v

9

"Approaching,
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Endlichkeit der Zeitlichkeit, .ist der verborgene Grund der Geschicht-
lichkeit des Daseing?" 10 In other words, how does Time (herein
called Teﬁporality) determine human historicality? Likewise
how does Time determine Being's historicity%

4, Human historicity, or Being's, is finite. Its
f}nitude lies in the fact of its temporality,'not ephener-
ality, but that it is time-bounded, and has a "beginning"
“~and an "end, " in between which human\existence is the actual
and explicit exist-ing of the "bet eetnessﬁ which.is a tem--
porality; Being's self-presencing is alse a }inite presencing
in that the whole presencing event is temporal, not ephemeral,
but that in presencing, Being has the character of denylng
and w1thhold1ng itself in its self- dlsclosure, 's0 it is time- *\
boundedqby the event of cemlng to presence and to absence
at the same time, or to unconcealment and to concealment at
the.same time.in that doing not one but both (in fact "both"
cannot really be said here because it ithe event) is not twe\\"“///’ﬁ
things taking place, but-one and a singular event) is the
actual and explicit self-presenc-ing itself.

11 ' |

b. But: a)'ﬂasiyﬂe" is not a finishing but "the
Appn-.ching“l2 as "the ndt-yet ﬁutﬁre."lgbrmber das andere
Ende, der Anf_ang"14 is not a beginning but a Gewesenheit as

10. Sein und zeit, p. 386.

\J 11. 1Ibid., p. 373. .. “

12. On Time and Being; p. 13.

13. Ibid.

14. - Sein und zeit, p. 373.
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15

“gewesen sein”

"Und es (Dasein)'KANN nur gewesen.SEIN, solar;ge es ist."” 16
c) "Approéthing, being. the not yet present, .at the same.t;me gives
and brings about whét is no longer present, past and cqn‘ersely
what has been, offers future to itself.“17 d) Making-pregsent

'or_pres_enc‘ing, of a, b andy@ ent as ‘"Gegewiirtigen. " 18
- - LY N

€) Human existence, given a to d,/goes like thus: "zukunft, .
. a T ,
Gewesenheit, Gegenwé'rt:‘zeigen_die pha ‘gmenalen_ Charaktere des 'Auf-sich-zu', des
19

'Zuruck auf' des' 'Begegnenlassens VON'." In other words, human exis-—

tence is a going towards Ffrom and a goiﬁg back to éneself. Exist-

ing thus "...holds within them that mysterious guality that we

' can walk them forward and backward, and that indeed only the way

back will ‘lead us forward. " 20 There is therefore a "...mutual

calling of origin andlfuture“21 because "...origin always comes

to meet us from the future."22 The self to which one goes and '

the self from which one comes, in Entworfenheit and Geworfenheit

is the same self, hence the going towards from and the coming

back to or from, the self one already is, describes, in

@

15. Ibid., p. 328.
l6. 1Ibid., emphasis added.

17. On Time and Being, p. 13.

18. Sein und zeit, p. 328.

T~ . ,
19. 1Ibid., pp. §28-329. ("The future, the having been,
the present, show the phenomenal characteristic of the 'towards
oneself', the 'back -to oneself' and the letting oneself be
encountered by." emphasis \gdded) -

20. On theVWay to Languaée, p. 12,

21. Ibid.

Ibid., p. 10.
r

~

<

TN
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my view, the event accordng to which one comes from, and goes

towardé, the same self one élready is, herein interpreted as
"Beqome thyself," "Wwerde was du bist." Needless to say, the unity
of Time's ecstases'—- im view of which the having been, the
approaching, and their converse relational reciprocity, the
present, all are the "how determinants" -- is that in termé”
of which the "Werde was du bist"is interpreted. 1. Future

is the forward to, 2. having been is the backwards to, the

same self one already is, and present, as making-present

(Gegenwartigen) 1is the equiprimordial exist-ing of itself, 1

and 2 as the letﬁing—oneself be .encountered by (Begegnenlassens

VoN) or Being-along-side-with. But this, although having

shown in xespect of human existence that Time de%ermines it,
does ﬁggjilow yet that the same is true of Being itself.

It has been maintained that the historicity of Being
takes place in its toponymies (or "houses" or "shelters")
and the presencing of Beiné in them amount’s to their réspec—
tive presencing as well. Nevertheless, it must be remembered
always that Time everywhere determines the historicity of

Being when such takes place in them, that is, in the topony-

it remains to be shown how Time determines the

of Be*sﬁ}g i‘fxrt, Language, Poetry,sThinking, in

Taking poetiil for example, Heidegger says of poetry
. e : . _
it is a "projective Sa‘ying."23 "What poetry, as illumina-
23. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 74y/’ < -

.

in all its toponymies. . -t

¥
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.

ting projection, unfolds of unconcealedness and projects ahead
into the design of the figure, is the Open which poetry lets
. o

happen, and indeed in such a way th§t only now,lin the midst

of beings, the Open brings beinés tb shine and ring out."24
Having said that, namely that poetry is "illuminating projec-

tion," Heidegger quickly moves to add that "Projection is
/

the release of a thrdw by. which hnconcealedness submits and

infuses itself into what is as such."25 Needless to say,

4

the “two fundamental expressions, "projecting saying as "re-

leased from thrownness".gmmediately draw one's attention to
Heidegger's interpretation of“Geworfenheit-Gewesenheit” as
"Entworfenheit, " both of which are interpreted as deter-
mined by Time's Approaching"” for the latter, and having-been
for the former. It has bgen said several times that there
can be no projecting withogt thrownness out of which such
takes place, 42ereas thrownness itself springs ;rom project-
ing as Approaching. |

Now what is this "Open that opens up and in opening
which beiégs shine forth and ring outé" And how does the
Open do its Opening, in opening which'there-comes a clearing
of, that is to say{ an unconcealedness of what is? (quotation

above) Heidegger answers that: "Rather, the opening up of ~

the Open, and-the clearing of what is, happens only as the

24. 1Ibid., p. 72. )

25. 1Ibid., p. 73.

» ' !

S



\.::: ;.;. w

C/\/‘? ‘ ‘
- . o

' _ . 172
openness is projected, sketched out, that makes advent in
. - ! '3
thrownness."2§ Here again, one sees that projection is of

thrownness, and thrownness is of projeg¢tion, and their con- -

-verse relational reciprocity is the presencing (present) of

both in the "illuminating projecting" which poetry- is. Ap;
parenti&i "Time timing itself" is at work here. Such provides
that open and free horizon wherein pyajection is the projec-
tion of what is yet to come (future). But what is yet to
come, comes from Time's having-been.. ‘ Both in force

-~

and at the same time, determinihg one another, is present,

in that the three together in unity equiptimordially determine

poetry as "illuminating projecting."

Looked at from another perspective, Heidegger explicitly
calls the kind of historicity this thesis has been describing
"...the destiny of a Providence, or as we now call it: .His—
tory."27 'Heidegéer (in here) was elucidating the.poetic jour- .
ney abroad and Homecdming in his interpretation of HS8lderlin
in "Remembrance of the Poet." What éhe poet had joﬁrne&ed
abroad for is what Heidegger here calls "the Réserv"ed"28 and

about the "Reserved" Heidegger says: "That théﬁthich has'/

already been given and is yet at the same time being withheld,

is called the Res.erved."z-9 Here again, thélhaving been and

26. -IbidS, P~ 71.

27. Existence afid Being, p. 244.

28. 1Ibid., p. 245.

29. Ibid.



the not yet come up as constitutive of one another and it

is” the “destiny of a Providence" he calls "History."BOv The

v ) N
unity of Time's gcstases, being present here is self-evident--

T 1737

"The ng jyet—still—being—withhe%é’Approaching" (future) and

R < Y
iak'hlready been given" (past) and retrieving their

: “ '
converse relational reciprocity includes. the present in them.
In Language it is the same. ‘Language [Heidegger séys],
by naming ,beings for the first tiffhe, just brings beingé to word
and to apﬁe;ranpel« Only this naming nominates beings to their

being from out of their being. Such saying is a projecting

of the c;earing....Pfojecting is the release of the throw?,."3l h

Here again, projecting is a way towards, but out of thrown-
! - L 1Y . P .
ness. - In talking about "the way"alé ¢in "the nature of language") ™

in how to undergo an expefiénqe with poetry, Thinking, and -
Language, Heidegger says that: .

What is necéssary here is not only that on our chosen

way we stay within the neighbourhood of poetry and
Thinking. We also mu look about us-in this neighbour-
hood, to see whether n what manner it shows us some-
thing that transforms relation to language. But of
‘the way which is to leddlis to the source of this possi-
bility, it was said that{\Nit leads us only to where we
already are....The way allows us to reach what concerns us,
in that domain wh e already staying. Why then,

one (may ask, mtill find a) way to it?..[JIf one recalls,
-this\ is the game question] asked earlier in respect of
undeystanding§ as to why seek to understand what one already
foretunderstands? Or why seek to know what one already
knows? Or wHy become what-One already is? Well,
Hfidegger ndw-asks: Why then, one may ask;'gtill

v

30. Ibid., p. 244.

31. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 73.

32. On the Way to Language, p. 93. ' - é;
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find a way to it, that is, to where we already are,

if, in fact, we really already are at the same place

we are finding a way .to?] Answer: because whete we
already are, we are 'in ch a way that at the same

time we are not there, bacduse we ourselves have not

yet properly reached what conterns our being, nor .

even approached it. The way .that lets us reach where

we already are, differing from all other ways, calls

for an escort that runs far ahead.

This is no doubt a long quotation, but it describes in clear

terms the same not yet Approaching (futu}e), the where we al-

ready are (past) and at'the same time we have not vet propérly
) > \
reached our being (present) as described everywhere in the thesis.

Present is included in "the at.the same time" as this:

we are: 1. where we already are,(pést) but 2. not there vet

(future), both being one -- being here and not here -- or, the

e ) ‘
reverse,: 2. we are not there yét (future) at where 1. we al-

" R
ready are (past), both being one, at the same time, gives pre-
- . - . .
sent as consisting in the relatidnal’ reverse reciprocity of 1
and 2, or conversely of 2 and 1. Their converse {eciprocity,

‘ A
being in 1 and 2, or 2 and 1 at the same time, is present.
. . - .
Yy present is.described as "Being-along-side-with"

34a

That is wh 34

or "falling."

But falling, in Being and Time, describes that
mode of Being in which Dasein is Mit—daseil?.’ Or Mit-daseinden, in‘ \1 '
short, it is a Mit-sein. _In ﬁeing wiﬁh, man is busy engagéd‘in

his everyday concernful dealings with entities of ﬁis-kihd or

otherwise. It is presencing as "rﬁaking-p}i‘esmt‘,"34b "Gegenwéirtigen,l"Mc

2 s

-

33. On the Wa§ to'Language;'ﬁ. 93, emphasis aéded}|'.'

34.'-Being'and'Time, pp. 375, 377, or as "making-present, "
Ibid., p. 378.

34a. Ibid., p. 376. : . » S
34b. Ibid. ' ' ' e Y

34c. Sein nnd Zair. n 7R
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Anyway, Heldegger is saying (in the long quotation) !

that in language, poetry, Art or in Thlnklng, where one already

'\ls,rs where one is, at~the.same’;iEET’approaching, all of

which goes to demonstrate the temporal horizon in terms of @

which the presen01ng of Being in Language, Thlnklng, Poetry |

and Art (1n all the toponymles) is determlned In Language

and Poetry, for example, Heldegger 1n51sts.thaF: WTHe en-

'(countering saying of mortals is answering. fﬁvery spoken word *

."351 In all, what

is already an answer: counter-saying...

man says is what he has had already, and in fore-having which

-

he re-says it. 1In here as in everywhere the~already'havinq

been and the prOJectlng Approachlng are in place In think-

1ng, the same is the case. Heldegger says that: "When we
think what is most'thought-provoking we thinkhEroEerly. When _ t#
we, in thlnklng, are gathered and concentrated on the most h ¢
thought-provoklng, then we dwell where all recalllng thought R

w36

2
‘is gathered. Thinking properly or thlnklng what 1s most

thought-provoklng is recallﬁng, but recalling is always of

kK
what one already has had, and in fore—havrng Wthh one pro-- <?\\\ s

jects it in recalllng thought. Here again, the_hav1ng—been

N . ’ - . .

and Erojecting are in place. In Art, the same thing is the ~
. kS . . _

case. Heidegger says: "Art then -is the becoming and happen~

ing of#{;ﬁfh,"37 and then Heidegger goes on to ask and anﬁwer?' ;l
35. On thé Way to'Langugge p. 129. - ;"

! ) ) L . "‘l

36, What is' Called Thlnklng°. p. 143, T Ty

. ) . ' ' . .' . . _/.J"\J_\n :".\

37! Poetry, Language, Thought,\p. 7}5 . - . ._é

‘ .. B Lt
- A
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"Does truth, then, arise Qﬁt of'nothing?...Truth is never
gatﬁered from objects that are preseht and ordinary. Rather,
the opening up of the Open/® and the clearing of what is, hap-
pens only as the openness is projected...that makes its advent
in thrownness."lﬁ Here again, projecting and the having-been thrown-

ness are in place, and the same goes for all the toponymies.

In respect of Tradition, Heidegger, for instance, says thati

The resoluteness in which Dasein comes back to itself,
discloses current factical possibilities of authen-
tic existing, and disclosing them in terms of the
heritage which that resoluteness, as thrown, takes
over. 1In one's coming back resolutely to one's
thrownness, there is hidden a handing down to oneself .
of the possibilities that have come down to one....

Here also, the resolute projecting of possibilities being
disclosed in terms of coming back to one's thrownness,"ua?sQ
entschlossene Zﬁr;zckkonmen auf die Geworfenheit.. . 40 is in plac.e.

The same is true of all the toponymies. Being histori-
cizes in them in the samé manner described as a "tﬁ;h;%—
projecting.” Time is the "how-determinant," 6r.that open.
horizon in terms of which the historicity‘of Be;ng in its

.tdponymies is carried out. The unity of Time's t?ree ecstases pro-

vided the determination of the disclosing of Beiﬁg in its

toponymies in the manner of projecting itself from its own

thrownness, in that the "noﬁ—yet—Approaching“ (projecting)

is'always out of the having-been’ (thrownness) and vice versa

38. 1Ibid.

3%9. Being and Time, p. 435.

,

40. Sein und Zeit, p. 383. ("in one's coming back resolu-
tely to one's thrownness....") : -

\__.:.) ’ ) ! :
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but all together \\constitute (thé presencing) the dis-

closing event in and through which Being comes to presence.

But in this thrown-projecting or projeéting—thrownness manner
iﬁ and through which Being pfesences, also lies the temquali—
zation of the ﬁnity of Time's ecstases.

Given all the interpretafion done above, it is believed
to be apparent now that Time is the basis upon which the his-
toricities of Being and man are determined, but determined
in such a manner that, iﬁ it, the resulting release of what
actually takes place in respect of either Being or of man

. Rt 4
is: MWerde was dU‘Qgst," 1

-a becoming according to which Being
becomes what it already ana'essentially is, and so is man
aléo; henée, the advent of my interpretation described in
the illumination of "Become thyself" (of man, Being or of
Time itself) -- historicity.

'l

The h¥fstoricities of Béing:s toponymies are to be shown
iﬁ the néx%-;ages in this chapteri(chapter.four). Immediately
préceding thi; is.éhe interprepation of the historicities-

6fAArt, Language, Poetry and Thinkiné! In‘this, the reader

is advised to keep in mind the following éeven'points {re-

peated many times in the thesis) .- ?he seven points

§

only sum up the relationship of Being, Time and man {Seinsver-
standnis ) insofar as their respective historicities are related
to one another in the presenéing of Being in its toponymies,

or of man in his-ontological facticities.

41. 1Ibid., p. 145.
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4.2 Historicity: Being, Time and Man

(1) Being and Time determine one another. The entire lec-
- ture On_Time and Being establishes this fact.

(2) Being historicizes itself in its toponymies in the tem-
poralization of time, and time temporalizes itself in the
historicity of Being.

(3) Both arenot beings, nor are they in time. But the tem-
poralizing of Being's historicity. (Being's finite-historicity)
and the historicizing of Time's temporality (Time's finite-—
temporality) need the use of man.

(4) Man is the topos of Being (the locus and organon) ap-

propriated for boththe finite-historicity and finite-temporality

of Being and Time.

(5) Man exists his "Being-topos” by virtue of his Seinsverstandnis.

Seinsverstandnis is the "centre" by which Being and Time co-

historicize their respective "having-been-future." In other
words, it is in man that the finite—historicipy of both Being
and Time via the historicity of Seinsverstindnis happen. The

historicity of Seinsverstindnis consists in understanding coming
unto itself. This lies in working out explicitly its fore-
‘'structures -- fore-sight, fore-having and fore-conception.

(6) But every such undertaking is tantamount to the presenc-
ing of Being unto itself in man. For Heidegger himself says
in Being and Time that: “All our efforts in the existential
analytic serve oneaim of finding a possibility of answering
the guestion of the meaning of Being in general. To work
‘out this question we need to delimit that very phenomenon

in which something like Being becomes accessible -- the phen-
omenon of the understanding of Being."42 In other words,
every historicity of Seinsverstiandnis amounts also to the his-
toricity of Being, but every historicity of Being amounts

to the temporalization of Time.

(7). Therefore, the historicity of man (that is, the histori-
city of seinsverstindnis) or of Being or of time {or any one
of them) is at once co-present with, co—affective and co-

constitutive of one another. It is therefore a co-historicizing

of all, each unto itself. How such is the case is shown in
the following pages. :

-42,' Being and Time, p. 424.
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4.3 The Historicities of Art, Language,
Poetry and Thinking

Like’Senunersﬁmdnis, historicity and tempprality, these
(art, language, poetry and thinking)are man's ontglogical
facticities. All are integral constitutents of Being-in-
the—wor%d. As ontologlcal facticities, they are Being's topony—
mies as well. But Art, Thinking, Poetry and Language have
‘been grouped together here for the sole reason that the his-
toricity of one (séy, poetry or language) operaées on the
same basis as the others.

Thinking, in Heidegger's eves, is Art. He shows in

What is Called Thinking? that Thinking -- which, like all
the ontological facticities ("...is in no way of man's making
or within his power.,,,but a fateful submission to a power

which comes from what the Greeks called proiesis -(poesy) and

..43

Techne - . ) is "...handicraft par excellence‘."44 But, as Hei-

degger claims, "all art, as the letting happen of the advent

of the truth of what is, is, as éuch, essentially poetry."45

Pro;ectlve saying (he says] is poetry..., poetry
is the saying of the unconcealedness of what is.
Actual language at any given moment is the hap-
pening of this saying, in which a pe0ple s world
historically ariseés,...Projective saying is saying,

L

'8

43. What is Called Thinking?; p. 22.

L4
-
v

44, 1Ibid., p. 23.

45. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 72.
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which, in preparing the sayable, simultaneously
brings the unsaying as such into a world,46

Thus, “language itself [in Heidegger's eyes] is poetry i |
the essential sense."?7 \4/,)Puﬁf\,-\w'

Essentially speaking, Art, Thinking, Poetry and Lan-
guage -- "...as the setting-into-work of truth...“48 -- are

the same.

1

Art lets truth originate. Art, founding preserving,
is the spring that leaps to the truth of what is,

in the work. To originate something by a leap, to
bring something into being from out of the source
of its nature in a founding leap....49 . '

is Art. Thus, "Art bestows and grounds being,"50 afd "Language
alone brings what is, as something that is, into the Open for

the first time. Where there is no language,...there is also
) 51

no openness of what is...," thus, "only where there is lan-
guage, is there world...."sg Pcetry, in turn, is a form
of language for Heidegger which "...as illuminating projection,

unfolds of unconcealedness and projects ahead into the design

of the figure, is the Open which poetry lets.happen, and indeed

in such a way thatonly now, in the midst of beings, the Open

.

46. Ibid., p. 74.

47. TIbid.

48. 1Ibid.

.49, Ibid., pp. 77-78.
50. Ibid., p. 76=77.
51. Ibid., p. 73.

:.52. "HOlderlin and the essence of poetry," in Existence
and Being, p. 276.
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53

brings beings to shine and ring out." In the case of Think-

ing, Heidegger says of it that "when thought's courage steﬁs
from the bidding of Being, then destinyfs language thrives.'.‘.sﬂ4
All are essentially the same to the effect that man,
by virtue of his privileged Seinsverstandnis, 1s the "Be_ing-
topos" of their historicity -- the historicity of Being in
them. In other words, man, by being the topos'(locus aﬁd

organon), of Being, brings out the coming of Being unto itself

(historicity) in Art, Languagé, Poetry and Thinking. To show

how, Heidegger takes recourse to Parmenides' Fragment 6:55“

"One should both say and think that being is.">®

Parmenides attacked the "Pluralist" view (e.g., Hera-

" cleitus and his disciple, érytalus, and others, who hald a

pluralistic view of the ultimate principle of the cosmos),

claiming that it is, in principle,impossible to think and

say that which is not (Tome on ). For there is no such thing

as nét—being. Thinking and saying then, is of being alone.
”Buf sgcﬁ classic interpretation is not what Heidegger thinks.

For-thinking, for Heidegger, means the "bidding of Being..."57

.

53. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 72.
54. Ibid., p. 5. '

55. “Chré to légein te noein t'édn émmenai. “Psti gir eindi,
meden d’'ouk éstin.” Diels-Kranz, vol. 1, p. 232.-

Diels translates: "Notig ist zu sagen und denken dass nur
das Seiende ist; ~denn Sein ist, ein Nichts dagegeq is nichsﬁr.." Ibid.

56. What is Called Thinking?, p. 168.

57. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 5.

1
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58

and is it of the "unthought” in a thinker's thought. "The

unthought ‘[he says] is the greatest gift that thinking can

!
bestow to man,“59

,and'tﬁ think the unthought is to "...maghify
still further whg; is great in..."60‘a thinker. Such is the
view with which ﬁéiﬁegger retrieves Parmenides and others.

In retrieving Parmenides, in or¥der tofshow how Being
comes unto itself in Poetry, Language, Art and Thinkinq, Hei-
degger first takes issue with chre. Etymoclogically speaking,
it ‘comes from a thematic vérb '.'chrao or chrestha.i"'.Gl_ in a passive ‘
middle.voicé (athematic),. bofh in the present indicative sense,
meaning "tb,give the needful answer." Heidegger maintains

a &hat it comes from %meir;'sz meaning "ha;nd,"63 "giving a hand
to," in ?hrao, which in‘tﬁe middle Qoicé,'iends itself to
"having to useP? myself for something in iending a hand,

that is,'to use myself for something. ¢hré thus means “to

58. What is Called Thinking?, p. 76.

59, Ibid. ®
60. Ibid., p. 77.

61. Ibid., p. 186>

62. Ibid. -
63. Ibid. - ‘ Co
64: "To use [says Heidegger] means, first, to let

a thing be what it is, and how it is. To let it be this way
requires that the used thing be cared for in its essential
nature -- we do so by responding to the demands which the
‘'used thing makes manifest in a given distance." Ibid., p. 191.
"Using commends the used thing to its own nature and essence.
In this way there is concealed a command, a calling. In the
chre of Parmenides' saying, a call is identified, although

it is not thought out, much less explicated." TIbid., p. 196.
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use, " "it is useful," "it is needful,"

all of which
imply, in'ﬁeidegger's eyes, "fitting i:esponse.'{68

Heidegger then understands‘iegeba from the ﬁeaninq'of

logos, from which legein comes and with which "Latin's legeré"69
is identified. Butlégeﬁe for Heidegger means "to lay,"70
and to lay is to .lay before us,for lay out, lay to. Thus

legein from logos, and as legere qg;ns "laying before, laying

out or to," soO . legein is "laying."71 Therefore,"chré to legéin..."
then means "It is useful: to lay, to let lie before us...."72
- Then comes noein. "Noein [he says] is taking something

73 By this he means, "“thanc[thanc - means memoryl],

74

t6 heart."

devotion, memory." When all is said and done, however,

Heidegger understands Parmenides' Fragment Six: “chré to, legéin

-
LN

te noein t' eon emmenai,” as "Useful to let-lie-before-us so [the]

taking-to-heart aiSO: beings in Being."75
65. Ibid., p. 191. ’
66. Ibid., p. 196.
67. Ibid., p. 189.
68. Ibid., p. 187.
65. Tbid., p. 198.
70. ;Ibid.
71. 1Ibid., p. 199. o ' ?
72. 1Ibid., p. 202.

73. TIbid., pP. 203. R
74. Ibid.

75. 1Ibid., pp. 225, 228.
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Thus understood, the whole fragment is interpreted
by Heidegger in terms of man's functional role, as the -"being-
tppds," vis-a-vis Being and Ereignis. In other words, Heidegger

places man at the centre of Béing's historicity. Egreignis,

he claims, appropriates both Being and Time to their

;, own. But man stands in all "the events of givingness® as the

topos. .He is -so constituted that he exists precisely as the .
-%*;tapos«whose need and use bring about the giving -of
Being and Time. - It is precisely in so existing,’

that his being consists; placed at the centre, however, man,

ontologically is seinsverstindnis. For it is by virtue of it

that he is able, in the event of appfopriation; to perform
his functional role (Being—topoé) for the ﬁiétoricity of’%eing,
Time and therefore his own; siﬁce it is rooted in theirs.

In the event of the "es gibt Zeit," "es gibt Sein," however,
man, when appropriated, responds piously to the claim made
upon him. To this effect, Heidegger says that “The way is

appropriating,"76 and ‘

we [men] respond to the way only by remaining undeér-
way. To be underway on the way in order to clear
the way....In order to get underway, we do have to
set out. This is meant in a double sense: for one
thing, we have to open ourselves to the emerging.
-prospect and direction of the way itself; and then,
‘we must get on the way, that is, must %ake the steps
by which alone the way becémes a way.7

Heidegger elsewhere describes the same event as ﬁndergoing

76. - On_the Way to Language, p. 129 (emphasis added).

77. What is Chlf;d Thinking?, pp. 168~169.
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an experience with something. C 3 -

To undergo an experience with something--be it , .
a thing, a person, or a god--means that this something
befalls us, strikes us, comes over us, overwhelms
and transforms us. When we talk of 'undergoing' .
an experience we mean specifically that the experience
is not of our own making; to undergo here means .
‘that we endure it, suffer it, receive it as it strikes
* us and submit to it. It is this somethiny itself
~ that comes about, comes to pass, happens’ 78

79

It is "Appropriafing that appropriates man" and in're5ponse

to which he undergoes an experience.
| It.is in-undergéing such an appropriating experience
that man -- in "chrs to leégein to noein t'édn Emmenai” -- "lets—
lie—before-hiﬁ-and—takes-to-heart" Language, poetry, Thinking,
(and Art.  Heidegger is of the view that man rgceives Language,
Art, Thiﬁking, Poetiy and, as a mattef of fact, all his onto-
logical facticities in the event of‘appropriation.. For this .
many-iﬁ Heidegger's eyes, is so constituted as to be able to

do so, and he identifies this ability with "memory"S°

he says, "...is the gathering‘of thought."81 Memory, for

which,

Heidegger, is wﬁat fendefs it possible for man to reconstitute

. 4
78. On the Way to Language, p. 57.

79. 1Identity and Difference, pp. 31-40; On the Way
to Language, pp. 128-35; Early Greek Thinking, p. 75. Poetry,
Language, Thought, pp. 208-209. L '

80. What is Called Thinking?, p. 3.

8l. 1Ibid., pp. 3, 10, 11. "Dame Memory is Mnemosyne,
Mother of the Muses...which is the gahté?ﬁng of recollection,
thinking back. It safely keeps and keeps concealed within
it that to which as each given time thought must be given
before all else, in everything that essentially is, every-
thing that appeals to us as what has being and has been in
being." 1Ibid., p. 11. ’

.j\> " ‘
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~ his "has-been" and what-he is "yet;to-be " ThlS, no doubt,

is a manlfestatlon of the nature of Seinsverstindnis. - .
Man is he ﬁho brings out Being's.historicity.n To bear
out Being, man must have pre—posgessed it; thus must have
received it. The reception of Being is what Heidegger'ées: {
cribes as underg01ng experlence with "somethlng“- _that.?some-
thing" befalls man, strikes hlm; comes over~h;m, overwhelms
and transforms him; all of which are‘n9t of man's making
but in undergoing whiéﬁ he receives the gift of Being..“Having
thus received Being, man (as mes;age—beateg) owing tq_"Mothér‘
Memory" keeps it, séteguards it; thus pre-possessing it before
‘bearing it out. o '; -
. Such.intérpretatibn’élucidates Heidegger's_cumbersomé
expression: "Lettiné—lie;before-man—and—taking4to—heart."
As said earlier, Heidegger ﬁﬁderstands to legein , ts laying
before us. This indicates the receiving of ﬁeing by man. Sub-
mitting to this laying out, —man receives Being and thls in
turn indicates letting the received Being lie before him.
Then comes noein of which h% says: “Nbaﬂ;impliésla perceivipg
which never was nor i; mere receiving of something;_ Thé noein

perceives beforehand by taking to. mind and heart. The

heart is the wardship guarding which lies before us...."82

The heart that 1s, taklng—to—heart which he says comes from

"noein, " 1s"ﬂmnc" 83 By thls, Heldegger understands."devotlon,

s

82. Ibid., p. 207.

83.- Ibid., p. 203.
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x'Taklng—to-heart then means the keeplng,,safeguardlng ‘and

*:daring of the recelved Belng. But the recerving and caring
ef'hhe recelved Belng only beglns man s functlonal duty as a

) beareriof.ﬁelng.' For sugh undertaklng only stlpulates that ﬁan
is alfeady.pessessive of'Being1 Ih other words, this means.
that'.n.1a‘n', by virtue Vof the fore—anaﬁony -:Df Sein.;versta'ndni“s has
already_“fore—had," "for-seen," and "fore-conceived" Beihg. )
ﬁekt (althongh it is.;imultaneous wii% recentinity—aspect

of it) to this is bearing Belng out ékpllCltly This takes
place when, for example, mangflﬁ the cagse of langnage! éQeaks.
It is therefore in the speaking of man fhat'language cgmea. * o
to pass. But man ebeaks, and- is indeed abieﬁto speak afza%ll
only because his speaking'is},in faet, hhe speaking of lan- e
guage itself-that speaks via the speahing of man. In" this,

) man‘is'only a vehicle by ‘whom language;speaks.

Strictlyrspeaking then iﬁ is language itself that speaks,
not mah. .Thia is what Heidegger means by histgelebrated dictum:
"Language‘speaks."85. Man speaks because language epeake,
but Language speaks in the speaking of man. "Language nheeds

human speaklng 86 in orde; to come unto itself. Thus it

is man who, through his speaking, brinés Language untofitseIf.

The historicity of language, that is, the coming of language

unto itself takes place in the speaking of man. But the speak-

84. TIbid.

85. Ppetry, Language, Thought, pp. 206-216; On the
Way to Language, p. 124. <

86. On the Way.to hangnage, p. 125,
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1ng of ' ‘man 4s the. speakrng of language, so man: speaks only
“
because he had already been: spoken to; already heard, or
g
O
llstened to, the speaklng of language, already received Lan-
. _

guage and caring gt in "Mother memory : thus already fore-,
—had fore—concelved and fore-seen language - thanks to the
fore anatomy of his Semsverstandms -- that is, he (man) had

-already "let-lie- before —him and taklng to-heart" the gift

of language, . and then let-come- -to-pass, the speaklng of lan—
guage through him, Sych acts of receptrvrty, guardlanshlp,
preseruatlon, tenderlng and car%ng the recelved, and letting
the received Being lie—gathered~together before him;'thus, -

fore-having, fore seelng and fore- -conceiving the recelved

Belng in his &nnswustmum;s, and(then)lettlng the recelved

-Being come to pass in, through and by him, explain man' s func-~

tional role in Heldegger s 1nterpretatlon of Parmenldes'\

» M
- -

"Chré to legéin te noein t'&n...," that is "le‘tting-lie—before—

a

him and taking-to-heart.",.But‘all"theseiinstruﬁental func-

tional acts are made possible by virtue of the fact that man

is so constituted as to be able -- this is die to his con-

stitutive structure of Ssei andnis -- to perform these

acts. Such is that in whilh man® Being consists. Man is

"gﬁing-topos."_ He comes umto himself in the oonlng‘of‘Being
unto ltself. Hé is historica
coning of Being unto‘itself'
unto 1tself 1n and through ‘the speaklng of man;_ and the same

is true of Art Thlnklng and- Poetry.. All operate on the same

procedure. In all, man is the topos of Being's historicity
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when Being comes unto itself in its toponymies. It is in )

so being that he attains his own. The historicity of ~
Seinsverstandnis, as said edrlier, lies in the coming of under- '
standing unto itself. This in turh consists in working out
explicitly its "has-been" fore-structures in which man had
already "let—lie-beforq—h;m," and "taken—to-heart"” the‘receivéd
Being after which he executes as'we}l the explicit working

out of the "has-been" fore-structures of understanding by
letéing-coming—to—pass the presencing of the received Being,

that is, bearing out Being's historicity in its toponymies
(e.g.,inLanguage, Art, etcf). Therefore, the historicity of
Seinsverstdndnis means the historicity of Being, and‘both in

turn also mean that of Time as well; since the historicities
ﬁof Being and Man, and the temporalization of the unity of time's
fhree ecstases, are co-constitutive of one anéﬁher. That

of Time and Being determipe each other inﬁzggt_fespect and

man gets his determination by being the topos (locus and or-
ganon) of théir historicit;gm It is therefore ‘a co-histerizing

of all, each unto itself. Man, aska topos of Being and Time;¥
constitutes the historicity of his Seinsverstindnis when under-
standing comes unte itself. 1In it, Being is received and let ocut,
thus coming untc itself in unconcealing and concealing itself simul-
_taneo&sly,(or its ¢onvefs@, and naturally, that of time, temporali-

zing the unity of its three ecstases =-- having been, pfésent |
and future -- is invoked therein. Man, as the topos, is there-

fore the éentre. Time, as the "how-determinant" determines \

\\%/
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the historicity of man and the temporalization of time. Man

is appropriated for both. It is from all of these, that'is,

" the historicity of Being, in which that of Time and man are

inveoked, that beings are and come to be what they are. Next
to these come émmenai and &dn.
Pmmenai is an older form of &mai, arnd means to-be, and '’

eon is Being. Bon, émmenai are, grammatically speaking, the

‘object of the whole sentence. But they are not so for Hei-

degger, and he understands both as "beings in Being,"87 that

is, beings céming~to-be by Being. Thus understood, the whole
Fragment comes as follows: "It is‘useful to let-lie-before-
us and so the takiﬁg—to—hgart also: beings in Being."88 In
simple terms, all mean as follows: man receives Being, safe-
guards‘énd'kéeés it, cares for it and lets it come to pass

in and by him. It is byﬁall these that beings come to pass
in and by him. "It is by gll these thafhbeings come to be.
The cumbersome "iet—lie~gatheritogether—before" only des-
cribes the topos nature of how man receives, safeguards, keeﬁs,
cares for, Being in the fore-anatom‘y of Seinsverstidndnis

as "mother muses." The "taking-to-heart" ohlx expresses
man's devoéional ca{;ng vocation.in w@iph his Being con-
sists. It is on the grounds of his "téking—to-heart" devo—.

tional Being that man is seen as the topos of Being. Man's

performance of this “Chré td légein te t'&dn Smmanai,” that is,

87. What is Called Thinking?, -see.pp. 220-224.

~ 88. Ibid., see pp. 221-225, 228.
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“It—is-useful-to—let-lie—before~hs-and-taking—to-heart: beings
in Being," that beings come to be, but only in the coming

to pass of Being in, through and by man. “(

4.4 The Historicity of Being-in-Tradition

Like the others, tradition is man's ontoloéical facti-
city. He is thrown into it but only to become it. As both
thfown and projected, an existénce re-constitutes that
of which it is alfeady constituted. The process here, as
everywhere, expresses the same hermeneutical circular struc¥
ture of retrievf%g man's own "factual has-been-thrownness” j
but in which projected future possibility is inhéééﬁt as well.

Heidegger's,own "Overcoming of Metaphy’sics"89 is an
oot

example tr ng oneself in and from one's own has-

.beenness (past). fradition (the Western oﬁe} of coﬁrse)
preceded him. But being born into or (as Heidegger would
say) "thrown" intd it*in spite of himself; it is as if it

was éiven to him as:a gifﬁ. IAs facticity, however, Trédition'

is his past Being, ahead of whom it is given, but fof him

to retrieve himself and in retrieving which he recovers the

89. "Uberwindung der Metaphysik" from "Vortrige und Aufsitze"
does not mean defeating and leaving behind something thus over-
come. It means incorporating or appropriating something for
use, hoping to cast new light on ot elevate it. This is what
Heidegger speaks of as "The Task of Destroying the history of
ontology" in Being and Time. Here again ‘"Destrucktion" as ‘"Uber-
windung” does not, in the absolute negative sense, mean wreck-
ing or tearing down something, but, in the strictest Heideg-
gerian sense, finding oneself in one's has-been Tradition.

For him, it simply means self-recovery or discovery, and this,
in my view, is his view of historicity -- "Become thyself."
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self hg alréady irs. ,Self;retrieving ié historicity. For it
execaéésifnd completes the repetitive circular structure of
explicitly working ouévone's own has-beenness.

As one's own haé—beenness, Tradition femains futural. For
it is yet to be taken up. It is as though it is waiting around
for one to take up. Thus, it is future has-beenness. Working
it éut'explicitly, that is, retrieving oneself in and from it,
represents éélf—becoming and such is Heidegger's notion of his-
toricity. It is finding oneself in.one's own has-beenness as
what one, nevertheless, already is. Doing historiological in-
vestigation of history, for Heidegger, then amounts to the same
process of self-retrieval, in doing which «hat one finds or
retrieves or recovers is one's very-self, not another's, as
"philosophy of‘history“ would have it.

Historiological investigaﬁions.of history, when fouhded
oﬁ historicity, for Heidegger, is therefore not tied to the
Leben&zusammenhé'nge of another. It is reconstitution, but of
oneself in one's own has-been facticity, not another's. It is
understanding oneself in one's factical has-beenness. It is
seif—becoming, in that origin and destination are thé same
self from whiph one comes and unto which one be-comes. It
is retrieving one's own Tradition. ’
| ‘But Tradition is Being's toponymy as well. The self-
becoming of man unto himself in retrieving his Tradition is,
in fact, the self-becoming of Being unto itself in its:toponymy,
Tradition. Man exists for this. He is only the topos (locus
and organcn) of the coming of Being unto itself in Tradition.

It is therein, and in so being, that his own historiéity
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consists.

ébmparatively speaking,-@ust as language (as Being's
toponymy) comés unto itself in fhe speakiné of man; or just
as Being comes unto itsélf in language when lahguage (as Being's
toponymy) comes unto itself in the speaking of man, so does
Tradition. . Tradition (as Being's toponymy) comes unto itself
in the thinking of man when retrieving his Tradition; or Being
- comes unto itself in Tradition when Tradition {as Being's
toponymy) comes unto itself in the thinking of man. In the
West, the coming of B?;ng‘unto itself in Tradition is indi-
cated in, its being thought by, say,. the pre-gocratics as:
Apei;on,.logos, henpanta, aletheia, etc. and as Idea-agathon in Plato,
energeia in Aristotle, to Descartes' concern for certitudo, down to

the "last man,"90

Nietzsche's wWille zur Macht, and lastly to Hei-
degger himself, as Eresencihg —-—- the historicity of revealing
énd‘withholding itself in beings and from beings (or its converse).
Heidegger, for that matter, could think of the entire western
tradition as "metaphysics" -- a history of Being's ﬁistoricity.
For he sees Tradition as a toponymy of Being, and he says

of it "...that what is handed down to us by tradition...comes
towards us because we are its captives and destined to it."91

The historicity of Tradition therefore consists in the coming

of Tradition unto itself in the thinking of man; or in the

coming of Being unto itself in Tradition (its toponymy) in

90. What is Called Thinking?, p. 46,

91. Ibid., p. 76.
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the thinking of man. His (man's) historicity is, therefore,
and strictly speaking, the historicity of Being. He is, and

becomes, whatever he is, only because of Being.

, b
4.5 The Historicity of Being-in-Death

Being-in-or-unto-Death is man's ontological facticity.
As facticity, it is his possibility as well. He is both thrown
into his factical existence and projected unto his future
possibility. As facticity, Death is man's "has-been" Being-
As possibility, Death is man's "not-yet" Being, but both are
one and the same. For man's thrown-facticity and projected-
possibility constitute man's "future-has-been,” in whose actnal
presencing représents the inclusion of the present as primor-
dial temporality. The actual presencing of man's "future-
- has-been" is historicity.
) | Every historicity of man, hdwever, represents also
that of Being itself from which man, ds topos, gets his his-
toricity. Thus, the historicity of Death, properly speaking,‘
is the coming of Beiﬁg unto itself in it as its toponymy.
Man, as a topés, is only used for that, and ffom which he
comes unto himself in it as hi; ontological facticity. Death,
thus spoken of, precludes its beiny perceived simply as a
termination of life. It is that by which man gets delivered
over unto himself -- historiéity. In the language of Being

and Time, Heidégger speaks of Death as: "The possibility
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of authentic ex’iStence,"92 or "...potentiality-for-Being-

itself;ﬂgj ;

Like the other ontological facticities, however, man's sein-
sverstiandnisenables Him to assume his functional role, as a
topos, in bringing out the presencing of Beling resoiutely
or irresélutely in its toponymy, Death. By means of the fore-
structure of S&hwvmmt&uhisrman is-able, in a moment of vision,
to projectihimself in reéolute anticipation of his future-
possibility, Death. From this projective and bold anticipa-
tion, Death (Being) discloses itse;f to him in listening—
attunement. In Death, its historicity therefore happens,
like others, in man when he authentically and boldly com-
ports himself to it and exists it accordingly -and understand-
ingly. 1In this man always understands himself authentically
as a sojourning mortal for whom Death is diéclosed as his

own most possibility. In Heidegger's words, "Dasein (as man)

discloses itself to itself as regards its uttermost possi-

bil-ity,"g4 Death. Thus "...Being towards this possibility,
as Beingﬂtowards—Death, is so to comport oursel¢es towards
death that in this Being, and® for it, death reveals itself

as a possibility. Our terminology for such Being towards

this possibility is anticipatidn of this possibility."gs-

92. Being and Time, pp. 307, 311.

93. Ibid., p. 318. . | —
94. 1Ibid., p. 307.

95. TIbid., p. 306.
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The historicity of Death thus lies in its revelation to man
and simultaneous'withdrawal from him in such a manner that
man, as the topos (locus and organcn) comports himself boldly

and authentically in anticipation of Death as its possibility.

Thus, Heidegger writes that "Being-towards-death is anticipa-

tion of a potentiality -- for-Being of that entity whose kind

of Being is anticipation itself. In the anticipatory reveal-
.ing of this potentiality-for-Being, Dasein discloses itself
to itself as regards its Qﬁn uttermost possibilify.“96
"Anticipation [therefore] turns out to be the possibility

o]

of understanding one's ownmost and uttermost potentiality-

for-Being ~- that 'is to say, the possibility of authentic
existence."97 ' The coming of Being unto itself in Death, or

the historicity of Death consists therefore in its revelation

>

te, and withdrawal from, man; who, by being the topos of
such an event, is also disclosed unto himself thereform; and
thereby comporés himself resolutely and authentically to such
disclosing in anticipation of Death as his ownmost fac£ical
possibility. It is'the coming of (Being) Death unto itself
in the coming of man unto himself. Man brings {Being) Death
to be in order to bring himself to be in authentic constant

anticipation of it (Death) as his own possibility.

96. Ibid., p. 307, emphasis added.

97. Ibid.
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4.6 The Historicity of Being-With

Like the rést;.Mitsehi is man's ontological facficity.
Like them again it is an integfal constituent of Being-in-
the-world. Man is thrown into them and pre-constitutes them
_ but only to reconstitute them in becoming the ‘very con-
stitutive Being he alfeady is. The ontological constitutions
of man are both his facticities and possibilities. They are,

as facticities and Egﬁsibilities, both thrown and projected.

As thrown facticities, they are man's "has-been-Being." As
projected-possibilities, they are m;n's "future—Being.” Thus,
as both thrown-facticities and projecteq—possibilities, these
cntological facticities are man's_"future-has—beeh;?.in exist-
ing which he reconstitutes what he is already constiguted,
that is to say, he becomes the self he already is -; histéfi—
city. |

Mitsein 1is presenging, that is, the actual presencing RS
of Being unto himself in the presencing of man untd himself.
.Por ﬁan,rit de;éribes his everyday preoccupation and con-
cernful dea;ings with other beings {(his kind or otherwisé)
amid which he is thrown, despite'himself, and with which he,
likewise, deals in his everyday activities. )ﬁtseﬂa is thus
the aétual exiéting itself of which present, as presencing, is
representative. -In other words, Mitsein is the actual working out
equiprimordially of man's "future-has-been," so it is the explicit
presencing of man's ﬁhrown-facticity and projected-possibility.

Mitsein 1is "present," it is the between of having been, as

man's factical having-been, and of future, as man’s future-
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possibiliéy. Existing {(in the present indicative active sense

of -ing) expresses the actual and explicit E;gséncing of Being

(as mitsein ), thérefore of man also since he is its topos.

In the language of Being and Time, Heidégger, in regard to

mitsein , Seen as present or presencing, writes that:

The unity of the horizontal schemata of future,
present and having been, is grounded in the ecstati-
cal unity of temporality. The horizon of temporality
as a whole determines the whereupon (woraufhin) facti-
cally existing entities are essentially disclosed.
With one's factical Being-there, a potentiality-
for-Being is in each case projected in the horizon
of the future; one's "Being-already" is disclosed
in the horizon of havindg-been; and that with which
one concerns cneself is discovered in the horizon

of the present.98 ,

Just as the Present arises in the unity of the tem~ . -
poralizing of temporality out of the future and
having been, the horizon of a Present temporalizes

itself equiprimordially with those of the future
and of having been.99

Temporalizing is present, and present is mitsein.
For, all constitute man's everyday preoccupation and concern~

ful dealings with others in which case such involvement expresses

actual and explicit existing of his Being, that is, the actual and

explicit existing (presencing) equiprimordially of his having-been

future. Thus it is the actual and explicit becoming, equiprimor-

dial with future and having-been, of man unto himself, and this
naturally amounts also to the historicity of Being itself.
But mitsein also expresses man's "...lostness in the

'they', that factical potentiality-for-Being which is closest

98. TIbid., p. 416.

99. 1bid., p. 417.

A L]
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to it (the tasks, rules and standards, the urgency and extent,

of concernful and solicitous Being-in-the-world). ."100

In
this, "Dasein (man) makes no choiée, gets carried aloﬂg by
the nobody, and thus ensures itself in'inauthenticity."lo;
From an ontological staqdpdint, this sort of Being is not
less or more of anything than the authentic one. . For both
express the two basic modes which indicate and attest man's
authentic and ;nauthentic existence, ’Maq can be either; But
both express that primoraial temporality (present), equiprimorQ
. d;al with future and hééing—been, in which man (exists) becomes
the self he already is, authgntically ;r not, resolutely or
not. ‘Both are, again, due to Being. But given these two
basic modes, man's historicity, therefore Being's also, may
be authenﬁic or inauthentic; neither of which bears any moral
associatiqn. In either, man, nevertheless, remainsg qhe topos
of Being's historicity, that from which he gets his histori-
city. inauthenticify only expresseé a’ particular mode of
the historicity Of mitsein . Its attestation is brought about
\ by the hlStOIlClty of Death which delivers man upto himself
\huthentlcally In general terms, and ontologically spegking,
mi£§i\J/}s primordial temporality and it is thus the eqﬁiprimor—
dial Ereseﬁcing of man's “havihg—been-future," in presencing
which Being comes unto itself in the coming of man unto him-

self.

100. 1Ibid., p. 312.

101. 1Ibid.

&



CHAPTER FIVE

-

HISTORICITY IN HEIDEGGER II:

rl
Y

A Hermeneutical Construction of the Notion of
[ ]

Historicity in Heidegger's Later Works ;

‘551 Short Introduction !

Chapter Four ha ’g;;7the historicity of Being as
Being unconceals and conceals itself in its toponymies. Three

facts are established here.

(1) Being presences itself in its toponymies, so their
Presencing is, in fact, the presencing of Being itself. The
speaking of language, for instance, is the presencing of Being
in language, and the same is true of all the toponymies.

(2) Time, naturally, determines the presencing of
Being in its toponymies in extending the unity of its three
ecstases; but such is likewise done in the presencing of
Being. :

(3) ‘But man is in the centre of all these. He brings
Being to presence in the temporalization of time, and in so
doing, brings himself to be. '

This chapter seeks to construct the notion of historicity
in Heidegger "II.

Heidegger's thinking is a sort of "...single pathway

bound."~ Heidegger himself maintains that "every thinker

E]
w

1. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 3.
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thinks only one-thougbt,f'2 and "to think is to confine yourself
to a single thought that stands still like a star in the

3

World's sky." This is, no doubt, true of Heidegger, although

it may not be so in the case of others. Equally true of him

also is his acknoWledgement that "...all true tHoughp remains
open to more than one interpretation —-- and this is by reason
4 | '

of its nature."

By reason of its nature, Heidegger's "das andenkende

.Denmmfﬁ' has been, interpreted in many ways,6 and speaking of

Heidegger in chronological terns, SQholars7 today talk of

.Heidégger I and Heidegger'II. The former consists of his

so-called earlier works beginning from the "per Zeiébegriff"
Y "

essay (1916) through Sein und zeit(1927), was ist Metaphysik (1929),

-~

2. What is Called Thinking?, p. 50.

3. Poegtry, Language, Thohght, p. 4.

4. What is Called Thinking?, p. 71.

+

5. Kaufmann, "The Way Back into the Ground of Meta-

6.. To name a few, one should see: 1. Werner Marx,

.physics,” p. 219é(

Heidegger und die Tradition (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1961). Hei-

degger is “intérpreted here via Aristotle and Hegel. 2. Michael
Wyschogrod, Kierkegaard and Heidegger (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1954). By way of Kierkegaard the author attempts

to interpret Heidegger, and thus falls into the temptation.

of giving an existential view of him. Prof. Alphonse de
Waelhens, a noted Heideggerian interpreter, also sees early

. Heldegger "existentially" in La Philosophie de Martin Heidegger

(Louvain: Nauwelaerts, 1942). The same is true of Thomas
Langan's The Meaning of Heidegger (London: Routledge & Kegan

Paul, 1959). More can be cited but this is not the main con-
cern of the thesis.

7. The whole of Father Richardson's great Qork,
Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought is organized
around such lines. §Fe also Kaufman's Existentialism: "Above

?llésfhere are two Hedideggers...the early and the late one..."
p. . -
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Vom Wesen des’'Grundes (1929) down to the middilie of‘the nineteen-

thirties. The latter begins with the so-called "Kehre" (spoken 

‘of for thg.first time in his published writing in 1947 in

Le£ter on Humanism, p. 71) and all his subsequent works.

All in all, however, Heidegger's works are mostly organized
N . ) )
around Heidegger I and II, and no difficulty is mentioned
in locating Heidegger's notion of histoficity in Heidegger
I. In thesé earlier-WOrks; Hei%ggger's notion of-histoficity
is everywhere, and looms so abundantly conspicuous, gspecially

in Being and Time, that even qriticsalget spellbound and

tantalized by it until disaépointed.
With Heidégger II, however,.the situation is completely
different. While critics have no time to waste on p¥etic

language, even “Friends of Heidegger" suddenly find them-

g 3
selves in a quandary wondering what has become of so funda-

mental a notiqn:as that of Geéschichtlichkeit of which so many

ambitious minds were captivated in Heidegger I. In Heideg-

ger II, even the word "history" itself is hardiy menticned.
Also, it is .replaced by, aqd couched in,-exﬁressiohs from which
any ontic (ord%nary'or customary) notiocn of history is hardly
discernablé..‘ |

Strangely enough, Heidegger puts “history"'in unortho-

dox places -- for example, in Poetry and Art -- where it is‘
least expected. The language he uses to present it is so poetic

and metaphoric, that it is not improper to.say of Heidegger

8. T. W. Adorno, Negative Dialectics, trans. E. B.
Ashton (New York: Seabury Press, 1%73), pp. 128-131.
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that he has no taste for "the language,. Qf history." Concepts

LN

he uses to examine history are: "sendlng,' "granting," home-

et .-:-'."

coming," "event," "appropriating" and maﬁyimore; * But this,

no doubt, incenses even his sympathizers, let alone critics

In Heidegger's min&f;howéver; he believed himself to
have reached a point in his‘single.pathway where he has

,llg

"undergone an experience with language.

This means a trans-

formed relationship betweem man and'languaée. Thus Heidegger

-

writes: "We who speak language may thereupon_ become trans-

formed by such experiences, from one dsy to the next ‘or in’

the course of time.“lo- Such, presumably, explalns Heldegger S

own transformed relationship to language ' But 'if one accep

Heldegger s metamorphlc "undergo;ng experlence w1th languag
- somethlng which is 1nherent w1th1n the matter Of“hls thi
ing ltself -~ in- the course, of hls 51ngle thought then thi

should be so in its own=terms; that is, one should also accept

Heldegger S thlnklng as a stretph of a "51ngle pathway boun

that’ conflnes ltself to a 51ngle theught, and in the course

- -
- ~ - gt

-t . -

- 9. of the Way to Laqguage; p. 57. Heidegger expila
that SN

_To undergo an experlence with something -- be it a
thlng, a’ person, a god -- means that this something
befalls us, strikes us, comes ‘over us, overwhelms

and transforms us. When we talk of "undergoing"”

an experience, we mean specifically that the experience
is not of our own making;  to undergo here means that
‘We endure it, suffer it, receive it as it strikes us
and submit to it. It is this something itself that
comes about, comes to pass, happens.

10. Ibid. ' -

11. Poetry,-Language, Thought, p. 3.

L4
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\

65 which he undérwent an experience with 1anguagé. If, again, .
one accepts that such a view vis-a-vis Heidegger's single
- thought, then one should again accept his own insistence that
"";..only by wéy of what 'Heidegger I' has thought does one
gain accesshto Ghat is.to be thouéht by 'Heidegger II'. But
the tﬂought of,Heidegger I becomes possible only if it is

12

contained in Heidegger II." Such being his contention,

then Heidegger is right to say of himself that

I @ave left an earlier standpoint; not in order to
ex%%gnge it for another one, but because even the former
stéddpoint was merely a way-station along a way. The
lasting element in thinking is the way. And ways of
thinking hold within them that mysterious gquality that
we can walk them forward and backward, and that indeed
only the way backe will lead us forward,

for there is always a "...mutual calling of origin and
future."l4
With this insight into Heidegger's &ay of thinking,

it is misleading to say of Heidegger II that it -- in terms of

the matter of thinking itself -- does not have N or has less

of, what Heidegger I has. The subsidiary and minot aim of
- ) .

this dissertation is to exhibit the presence of Heidegger's

notion of historiciﬁy in Heidegger II and use it to show the

unity of his thought as a single pathway bound. But first

it has to be located and extiapolated. Second, it has to

12, W. J. Richardson,. Heidegger through Phenomen-
aglogy to Thought (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1974),
P. xg&i.. ‘

o

13. On the Way to Language, p. 12.

14, Ibid.

L
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" be constructed but done in keeping with Heidegger's own way

of thinking, and with Heidegger I -- Being and Time. Third,

it has to be so furnished as to not only illuminate the single
pathway of both Heidegger I and II, but so as to be able to
answer also to the quandary and misgivings with which Heideg-
ger's notion of histoficity in Heidegger I1 is associated.

such is the task of this chapter.

5.2 The Way To Do It

The problem of hisﬁoricity in Heidegger 1II is extremely
complex and thorny. It is entangled in perlems of language,

poetry, thinking and art. All are diffused, especially in

the eésays in Holzwege {1950) , Vortridge und Aufsatze (1954},

Unte:rwegs zur Sprache (1959), Erl3uterungen zu Holderlins Dichtung

{(1944), and many more in his later lectures. FFom among these
'léctures, pertinent topics are arbitraril§ selected for con-
structing Heidegger's notion of historicity as enunciated

in his later works; and what is exhibited here is interpre-

tation.

5.3 Heidegger and Poets

Heidegger's admiration for poets is not secret, and
of them he is most reverential of "Fredrich Hélderiin.(l770-

1843)."15 In Heidegger's view, HOlderlin differs from all

4

15. Werner Brock,.Existence and Being (Chicago: Henry
Regnery Co., Gateway edition, 1949), p. 167 (hereafter cited
as Existence and Being, followed by page number(s).)




206
earlier. great poets by being 'the poet of the poet', i.e.,
the poet who, ?med%tating throughout his work upon the very
nature of poetry, was destined to put it into words."16
Holderlin thus poetizes on poetry itself. But poets, for
Heidegger, have a mission for which they are sent to under-
take.‘ Heidegger claims that "poets are the mortals who, sing-
ing earnestly of the wine-god, sense the trace of the-fugitive
gods' tracks, and so trace for their kindred/mortals the waygﬁf

17

toward the turning."” In non-poetic Eé;‘s, Heidegger inter-

/
prets the functional fole of poets as exemplifying that of
men. Poets, for him,‘are messengers of him from whom they
receive the message, for whom they carry the message, and

at whose service they are placed. 1In a word, poéts are a
topos, like the Greek god Hermes who brings a message of des-
tiny. On account of this,Heidegger assigns to them a special
abode in between gods and men. Thus, he maintgins that "the
“poets himself stands between...gods and the people. He is
one who has been cast out into that Between, between gods

and men. But only and for the first time in this Between

is it decided who man is and where he is settling hié éxis—

rnl8

tence. 'Poetically dwells man on this earth. All these

only emphasize the nature of human existence; that is, that

le., 1Ibid., p. 170.

17. Poetry, Language, Thought, p. 94.

-

' 18. Existence and Being, pp.288-289,



207

man is a topos of Being. He exists in Being, for Being's
"~ historicity, and for his own which he obtains from that of

Being.

5.4 Heidegger's Interpretation of H&lderlin's
Elegy "Homecoming"I19

"To Kindred Ones": An Interpretation

The meaqing of the elegy "Homecoming" is in the title ~

itself, says Heidegger: .

According to its title, the. poem of Holderlin's tells
of homecoming. That makes us think of ‘arriving on
the soil of one's homeland and meeting again the -
country-people of the district. The poem describes

a4 voyage over the lake "coming from the shady Alps"
to Lindau. '

Literally, homecoming is coming back home, and Heideg-
ger takes just this literal meaning. But Heidegger builds
a puzzle in this. For, even thdugh he understands homecoming
literally as said above, Heidegger maintains as well that

homecoming is not simply returning home to what he call

/ w

“...a mere arrival to'the land of one's birth.'!21 Heidegger

contends that although the poem says that at home:

All seems familiar, even the hastening greetings

seem the greetings of friends, each face seems
congenial, 22 - :

"But as yet they are not really so. Thus they shut away what

“al

19. "To Kindred Ones” can be found in Appendix A.

20. Ekistence and Being, p. 243.

»

21. 1Ibid.

22, 1Ibid.
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-

23 Heidegger's point here is that: "even

is most their own."
with his arrival, the returning one has not yet reacheg home
.-..homé is difficult to win, they shut-away....Therefore,
the newcomer still remains in search of it. -Only what he
seeks is already coming to meet him. Tt is near. But what
is sought is not yet found if 'find' means to receive what
is fouﬁd as one's own, to be able to dwell in it as a posses-
sion.“24
The gist of thé puzzle raised above only répeats the
"somewhat paradoxical, "hermeneutical,circular and repetitive
structure of the notion of historicity ~— .becoming the self
one alfeady is. - ‘
Looked at very closely, although the poem says that:
"That which théu seekest is near, and already. coming to meet
thee."25 "Yet what is now already approaéhing sEill remains
the -sought—after."26 "It is still being held back.'_'27 "It
is near. - But what is sought is not vet found, if 'find' means
to receive what is found as one's own, to be able to dwell

28

in it as a possession." "That then which has already been

r3

given and is yet at the same time being withheld is called

the reserved. In the quise of what is reserved, the discovery

23. 1Ibid., p. 244.

24, 1Ibid.

25. Ibid., pp. 244, 245, 254, 259.
26. 1Ibid., p. 249.

27. 1Ibid., p. 245.

28, 1Ibid., p. 244.
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is approaching and remains still the sought—after."29 "Then

homecoming really consists solely in the people of the country

- becoming at home in the still withheld essence of home...it
30

consists in...learning at home to become at home." "The

innermost essence of home is already the destiny of a Provi-
31
"

dénce, as we)now call it; History.

Signified in all these poetic and metaphoric enuncié-
tions is Heidegger's notion of historiéity. Interpretation
is, however, needed to articulate it.

The poem has it that the poet takes a poetic-journey
abroad. He leaves home, now a wanderer. Heidegger puts it
thus: "The poet must 'go over' to the 'Alpine range'; but
'loyal-mindedly' implies that out of loyalty to his homeland
w32

he wiil return there....

Homecoming is the return into the proximity of the
source. But such a return is only possible for one

29. 1Ibid., p. 245.

doxical" nature, or let it be said the circularity _ofhis-
toricity is postulated. Learning at home to become AF home —-
that in which homecoming really consists -- gives itself to
be understood as though one never was at home to begin with,
A Platonic would intimate it as learning to have knowledge
one already has. But this is possible only when home has
become un-homely; or that knowledge one already has, has
become blurred or forgotten, or something other than vivid
knowledge. But one is already at home, yet he learns to be-
come at home where he already is. Then the main task here
is the word "learning." While in the case of Plato "learn-
ing" becomes dialektos , in Heidegger it becomes "becoming, "
but knowledge which ensues as a result of learning, in both
cases, is Anamnesis. Heidegger (in Early Greek Thinking,

P. 36) echoes Plato in saying that "knowledge 1s remembrance
of Being.” But whether or not he realized it, Heidegger,

in my view, is more Platonic in some sense than he, thought.

31l. TIbid., p. 244 (emphasis added).
32. 1Ibid., p. 256.

30. 1Ibid. (emphasis. added). Here again, t%fgfﬁara—
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who has previously, and perhaps fér a long time now,

borne on his shoulders as a wanderer the burden of

the voyage, and has gone over into the source, so

that he could there gather experience what the nature

of the sought-for might be, and then be able to come

back more experienced, as the Seeker.33
"That is why anyone who has to foresake this point of proximity
[his homeland] does so regretfully."34

Not being at home is the condition for homecoming,

for the latter presupposes the former. But not being at home
indicates not only the poetic-journey abroad to which one
can compare what Heidegger sees as the "metaphysical voyage
of the history of Being" (from Plato to the last man Nietzsche),
all of which typify the same sort of homelessness and in-
authenticity suggested in the poeétic-wandering abroad, or
what Heidegger calls "the oblivion of Being." For Heidegger,
not being at home is also the sort of uncanﬁiness or inauthen-—
ticity with which actual human (existing) existence, seen
as man's "average everydayness" is associated. More clearly,

it is indicative of presencing, as "primordial temporality."

The voyage-making is the actual existing of human existence

from which Heidegger constructs his concepts of inauthenticity
and authenticity. 'Existing means, for Heidegger, going out
of oneself (inauthenticity) but only to come back to oneself
(authenticity). It is the Between of the whereto and where-
from. It is historicizing itself. All expresses that,that

from where one comes, and to where one goes, is that very

33. Ibid., pp. 258-259.

34, Ib.d, p. 258.
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same self of which one already is constituted. The actual
explicit working out of coming from, and going to, the saﬁe
self one already is, is existing one's existence, or histori-
cizing one's historicity.

At any rate, however, the poetic-journey abroad is
not a journey ;or good. It is like sojourning mortals whose
e#istence is finite. But this is due to homecoming. Home-
coming terminates the poetic-journey abroad. It gives to
i£ its finitude. Once the journey is undertaken, homecoming
is undertakén as well. Just as, as‘born, one is already dying
as well,

Thus, homelessness and homecoming, inauthenticity and
autpenticity, the history of Being, as métaphysics, that is,
the oblivion of Being, and das andenkende Denken, self-unconceal-
ment and self-concealment, Ab-grund and Ur-grund, Ge-stell and Ge-
viert, etc., either of each pair inherently has its other as
its constitutive condition in such a nature that neither is,
nor can be, without the othexr. In as much as such is the
case, however, homecoming, like death, is futural and as such
it is, in Heidegger's eyes, that from which one originétes.

To this éffect, Heidegger always maintains that "origin al-
ways comes to meet us from the future.“35_ As futural then,

homecoming is the origin of the poetic voyage abroad because:

1. it terminates the journey, thus endows it with its finite

Jnhature; and owing to which the journey becomes a journey

35. On the Way to Language, p. 10.
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as such. That the journey is finite and tempbral, therefore,

_ stems rém ﬁhe fact that it is not for good, and this is due

to homecoming. 2. On account of 1, homecoming establishes

the temporal significance of the journey as something which

is determined in the extending of "True Time" when Time tem-
poralizes itself in the unity of its "has been" three ecsta-
ses -- having been—future—present (this will be shown later

in due course). 3. Homecoming is the completion of the jour-
ney, thus endowing it with its wholeness in much the same
manner as death establishes the possibility of Dasein's Being-
a-whole. "In fact, the journey as such [in Féther Richardson's
words], is from the first moment a returning {(homecoming) X
for it is only then that the poet learns to make his own what-
.is authentically his,"36 that is, 6nly thus does the poet
‘become a poet as such, enriched with experience, posséssing

the gift of message for which he, as a poet, messenger of

the gods, is commissioned to bring to his people.

5.5 The Temporality of the ,Poetic-Journey
Abroad and Homecoming

4l

The journey, having been made, has homecoming as its
impending undertaking. Therefbre, homécoming is its not-
Yet future possibility. 1In poetic terms, Heidegger's ﬂélder—
lin puts it thﬁs: "It is the time of the gods that have fled

and of the god that is coming.' It is the time of need, be-

36. Richardson, p. 450.
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cause }t lies under a double lack and a dbuble not: the no

more of the gods that have fled and the not-yet of the god

that is coming."37

The poetic—journgy may be interpreted to signify also
the "metaphysical journey of the history of Being" from Plato
to Nietzsche. For both indicate cases of homelessness, in-
authenticity and oblivion of the self. It is the time when
one is away from (home) oneself. Heidegqger calls it "needy
time."38

But homecoming (for Heiaegger) is the "saving leap
which his ‘“das andenkende Denken" instigates. Fér homecoming
is, as he calls it, "...the return into the proximity of the
source"390f oneself. But it is a not-yet future possibility
of the poet which has also been given as well in advance of;
but simultaneous wiﬁh, the poetic-joﬁrney itself. 1In a word,

homecoming is futural, but one that hag already-been, there-

fore it is the poet's "having-been-future." Irt the language

of Being and Time, Heidegger identifies such a "past-future”

with the ontological name Existentiality. The poetic-journey

itself, into which the poet -is th;own, is his héving—been,
as Facticitz. Ihlédvancing'one, the other is advanbgd'as
well, and the actual advancing of both "future-Existentiality"
and "having been-~facticity," represents present, as presencing

(or "primordial temporality" as he calls it in Being and Time),
P

37. Existence and Being, p. 289, emphasis added.

38. Ibid., p. 290.

39. 1Ibid., p. 258.
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and this is also identified with Fallingness or Forfeiture.

Time, as everywhere, makes possible the unity of Existen-

tiality, Facticity and Fallingness, and constitutes also the

totality of the structure of human existence as epitomized
in Heidegger's poetic interpretation of HSlderlin's elegy
"Homecoming." Father Richardson sums it up as thus:

In so far as the process of poetizing involves a

- thinking-upon-what-is-past ‘that comports the three
directions of past-present-future, clearly the pro--
cess is a temporal one. Time is the foundation of
history, and therefore the process of the poet's con-
cern is as profoundly historical as it-'is temporal.
The law, too, which dictates this tri-dimensional
structure-of his poetic function, SC. which demands
that he voyage-abroad to experience what is foreign
to his initial -situation, then,.return, then learn
to be "at home" in his native land by thinking in
abiding fashion on his experience —-- the law is the
'law of (his) historicity'.40

The historicity of human existence is here (as interpreted _ ’

in keeping with Being and Time) indicative of the poetic-
voyage abroad and homecdming. The journey is as finite as
human existence. The actual undertaking of the journey is

the actual undertaking of homecoming.. Both are one;

three ecstasé

Or presencing of the poet's Existentiality (future), Facti-

city (having;been) and Fallingness (present). Not only is

the historicity of man seen in Being and Time reiterated here

in Heidegger's interpretation of HOlderlin's elegy '"Home-

40. .Richardson, Heidegger Through Phenomenclogy
to Thought, p. 464. *

-~
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coming, but Heideggerlgoes beyond it to situate the whole
problematic of the historicity of hupan existence in that

of Being. Homecoming and £he poetic-voyage only express the

nature of human historicity as shown in Being and Time, bgﬁ

the bringing of the mes?age the poet receives is expressive

.of a higher historicity. Heidegger interprets this higher

one in his later work, for example, "Words" (George's poem).

5.6 Interpretation of Stefan George's
Poem "Words"4l

The main points conveyed by Heidegger with his inter-
pretation of George's poem "Words" are two: 1. the histori-
city of Being itself which happens in the historicity of man,

and 2. the historicity of human existence as portrayed in

existence as shown in the preceding interpretation o

H6lderlin's elegy "Homecoming" in ‘light of Being and

In “Words, " Heidegger deals mostly with the last stanza
and turns the final line into a statement which reads thus:
"Where word breaks off no thing may be."42 Like HOlderlin's

homecoming,” the poeﬁlin "Words" takes a poetic-journey abroad

from which he experienced something. "...to experience (here)

41. "Words" can be found in Appendix B.

42. On the Way to Language, p. 141.
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. 4 . . . ’
means to learn," 3 ana "to learn means: to becoming knowing...,

one who hasyseen, has caught sight of something, and never

o

again loseslsight'of what he has caught sight of. To learn-

[in other words]l means: to attain to such Seeing...To this

n44

belongs...a journey. Just what the poet learns is renun-

ciation. "The final stanza gives the directive."45

So I renounced and sadly see:46

The fundamental issue here for Heidegger is "learning

renunciation."” The poet first takes his poetic journey and

then returns with a treasure to his own land. His own land
here means his own assured area but what his poetry' needs

are names for.what visits him in dreams or from the distance -
‘as something full of wonder. He, as&a topos of Being, or
as a message—bgarer, brings a treasure for which he needs -
words. For this, he waits, hoping~to get it‘from the ancient
goddest of fate, the twilit norn who draws up names from the
bourne, the well from which names are drawn for things.

The poet composes himself, reméins self-assured, self-
complacent, and so confident that'words would be found. But
the goddess searches and searches ﬁntil in Heideggeg's words,

it is as if "something undreamed of, somethlng terrlfylng

stared him in the face -- that only the word lets a thlng

.an_ sl

43, Ibid., p. 143.

44.  Ibid. . ) o .

45. Ibid. '

46. Ibid.
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be a th.i_ng."4 ‘This "...bends him to the ground as the storm

bends’the'tree."48 ‘Now. the poet learns that: “"Where word

R break's off .no thing may be." But:

What is disturbing [as Heidegger writes] is the fact
that with the absence of .the word, the treasure dis-
appears. Thus it is word which first holds the trea-
sure in its presence, indéed first fetches and brings
it thére and preserves it. &Suddenly the word shows ,
a different highexr rule.- It is no longer just a name-
giving grasp reaching for what is present and already
portrayed, it is not only a means ofsportraying what
lies before us. On the contrary, the word first be-
Stows presence, that is, Being in which things appear
as. beings. This different rule of the word glances
abruptly at the poet. At the same time, however,

the word which thus rules remains absent. Hence

the treasure slips away.

"And straight it vanished from‘my hand,
the treasure never graced my land....50

Where word breaks off no things may be, >t
Heidegger's point is that the poet learns something,
"renunciation." By it, Heidegger means "saying" which, in

52 Bf it, Heidegger.means

[ - the poet's case, is "self-denidl."
-~ that the poet must relinquish the claim to the assurance that
he will, on demand, be supplied with the name for that which

he has posited as what truly is. This positing and the claim

47. 1Ibid., p. 148.
48. 1Ibid., p. 149. e = ' .a
49. TIbid., p. 146.
50, Ibid.

51. 1Ibid., p. 147.

. - o 52. Ibid. .
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he must now deny himself. The poet must renounce having words
under his control as the portraying names for what is. posited.
As éelf—éenial; renunciation is a saying which says to itself;

Where word breaks off no thing may be. !

-

The renunciation-lesson the poet learns-unfolds to him
that he must give up his presumptuous, dogmatic, "metaphysi-
cal" and representationmalattitude to words {(language) and Ehings.

He learhs that it is not him but word, that, in Heidegger's

ll‘53

words, "bethings the thing. This "bethinging" (die Bedingnis)

is beyond man's power but under it he is himself controlled.
Thus, the poet is brought to know himself, his essential Being,

_that is, he is taught a lesson by which he has now come to
S, ;

see" himself as the topos of the word. What has been given
to.him is himself in the new insightful revelation from which
he comes to know himéeif, who ‘and what he is, and his place
in the universe of beings and Being. He has become himself
in the self-knoﬁledge that words or language are more power-
ful ﬁﬁan man, that it is lahguﬁ%e that "houses" Being and
from which beings are disglqsed;"that he is Der Hirt of word
or- language (Being); that he is’theréfore a topos of Being.
In a word, in this “"renunciation lesson" the poet has
comé to become the self he already is (historicity), although

he coloured it with preéumphxmsnéss and behaved as though.

he were "Der Herr" of Being. 1In the language of Gelassenheit,

53. 1Ibid., p. 151.

o>
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>4 "metaphysical’ representa-

tional” attitude to things, and "been-released-into the open-

_hess of that-which—regions."55 The poet becomes the self

he already is -- historicity -- but this naturally means also
the becom;ng of Béing unto itself, for neither happens in

the absence of”the other. But how, in the. poet's case, does
Beinyg histori;ize its self-unconcealing seif—céncealing destiny?
Like the "sigetic"‘(that is, an ove}whelTing silence) seeing

of Death, the'self—unconcealment of Being to the poet and

its simultaneous self-concealment from him, happens as though

the poet had,(S®en "something" about which he was speechless.

This'%omethigé”is the presencing of an overwhélming “sigetic
saying" which is, at the same time, a not-saying. Yet it
has much to say but nevertheless resumes all saﬁing into a
"chime of sileqce." Alllof a sudden, the poet was spoken
to by this "spméthing"undreamed of,’bomething"terrifying that

stared him in the face -- that only the word lets a thing
i

- be as a thing."56 Such describes the historicity of Being.

Its language is sigetic. 1Its presencing is apophantic, as
if being hit suddenly by Apollo; and its apophansis is trans—

forming.
s

The poet goes away from home and comes back, has

learned renunciatioh, given up his dogmatic metaphysical
\ .

o

54. Discourse on Thinking, p. 73.

55. Ibid., p. 72.

56.. On the Way to Language, p. 148.

\

. , "\
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repreéentation of things, enricheq with experience and now,
‘as if being born again, exists his poetic-vocation abidingly
in between Being and beings: "...like the wine-god's holy
priests, who gé froﬁ land to land...57; a poet, as Hermes,
is "...the divine messenger who brings the message of des-

tiny....">8

The actual explicit bearing of the message is

f ‘%enmmeuenL"Sg Hermeneuein is synonymous with historicizing,
for it describes the presencing (that is, the historicity)

of Being in man, by man and for man, sincg it.is from that,

and in so being, that he attains his own (historicity)'Being.

The poetic joﬁrney abroad, his homecoming and hdme—abiding,

all describe the hermeneutical naturé of man's poetic-

vocation, as a topos of'Being. Such hermeneutical vocation

describes Heidegger's historicity -- "Become thyself."60

Being a topos S?\Being, attains for man‘his (historigity)

%

57.- "Existence and Being, p. 291.

58. On the Way to Language, p. 29,
-3

59, Ibid.
60. The same is enunciated by Nietzsche in his "also
Sprach Zarathustra." Heidegger's jpterpretation of Nietzsche in
"Wer ist Nietzsche's Zarathustra?" iMVotrage und Aufsitze (Pfullingen:Neske,

1954), repeats the same observations made in regard to voyage-

making and homecoming. Here also, Zarathustra leaves home

at the age of thirty and goes into the mountains. Heidegger's

interpretation reveals that: how one becomes what one is,

and becoming what one is, are essentially a task of histori-

city which is a return to one's own. The convalescent

(Zarathustra) is on the road to himself, so that he can say

of himself who he is.. But when Zarathustra is told to be-

come himself, he recoils in horror. That horror stifles all

Zarathustra's self-assurance and arrogance from the outset.

He goes through the same "renunciation-lesson” the poet goes
s through, and from then on, Zarathustra sets out to turn in,

into one's own destiny. (English translation of this version

AN, “ ' o .
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Being when, in so being, Being comes to pass (in the case
of the poet), in a startling revelation of “someﬁhing" (Being)
from which he "learns-renunciation." All these show that
man owes his Being (histgricity) to Being in that his Being
consists in being its topos. The provisionality of human
historicality and other explorations Heidegger advanced in
Heidegger I, become more évident when seen in Heidegger II.
Heidegger I .only examines the historicélity of human existence
in the, light of, to use the language of Heidegger II, a "poetic-
journey abroad and Homecoming." In between both is existing.
Existing (in the present indicative sense) is the preSencing
of both, Existing unites in itself the two beginnings of
origin and destination. Both the journey- abroad and homecoming
are man's future-has-been. Future (as repeated many times)
represents Existentiality, that is, homecoming or Deaﬁh. Has-
been representé Facticity, that is, the journey itself.
Future-has-been thus represents Existentiality-~Facticity.
Present represents the actual coming to pass of Existentiality-
Facticity (or its c;nverse) and it is Fallingness. Thus, Falling-
ness is the present indicative, actual and expllql quiprimordial
'ex;atlng of man's future-has- beenness Time, as everywhere,
is what renders such ontological analyses of human istori-
cal existence possible. ﬁut all these, nevertheless, remain

under the provisionality of Heidegger I,

Heidegger II undertakes to a more comprehensive exege-

may be found in Review of Metaphysics, wvol. xx; no. 3,
September 1967, PP- 411-431.)
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sis of this human histéricality in the light of a higher oné;
the hisforicity of Beipg. That of man is ;ooted in that of
Being, where man's being is essentially that of a sherpherd
of Being. Man takes the journey and returns, but only'for
the sake of being a bearer of Being. There can, and would
be, no journey, no human existing, and no homecoming for mah,
hence, no human historicality, were it not for the sake of
being the topos of Be;ng. But_this reason is ar£iculated
more comprehensively,not in the provisional work of Heideg-
ger I, but in Heidegger II.

Unfortunately for some, howé;er, Heidegger, (II),_at
this point in his thinking, has undergone what he terms "an
experience Wi?h language"; in which case, he claims that
it is language itself.ﬁhat befalls, strikes-and transforms
him, hence his use of "ppetitc and metaphoric language." To
transcend Heideggér I therefofé means to take recéurse tol
this "poetic and metaéhoric language" of ﬁeidegger IT and
extrapolate from it the higher historicity of Being for whose-

eventual thematization, that of man, remains provisional in

Being and Time, and in which human historicaiity is rooted.

To this effect Heidegger's interpretation of the poets,
especially that of HOlderlin and Stefan George, provides a
clearer view of the historicity of Being in which that of
man (pogtic-journey abroad and homecoming) is rooted. The
~presencing of Being in man and by him provides him also with
his own. In the "renunciation—lesson," for example (ref.

"Words), man "saw something," in "seeing" which he came to
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"see" himself essentially as the topes of Being, as Der Hirt
not ber Herr of Beiné. All these, in my view, become clearer
in Heidegger II when Heidegger more clearly puts man where
he belorigs and charges him with his functional duty as the
topos of Being. But Heidegger II talks more tﬁematically‘

about (makes a theme out of, and dwells more on), Being itself

in the light of the toponymies of Langpage, Art, Thinking,

- Poetry, and of the "giving" event itself, Ereignis, all of which

resist the belief that there is as much analysis of human

~historicality as can be found in Heidegger I. To construct

and provide an analysis of human.historicality from Art or
Poetry, for example, is discomforting. None of these favour-
ite.topics'of Heidegger IT makes such an attempt inviting,
hut ;his is not to say that Heidegger II has given up the

brilliant exposition of human historicality one finds in

-Being and Time. On the contrary, this exposé gains more

articulation and becomes more comprehensive‘in Heidegger II,
although in different language and at places where it is least
expected. With Heidegger ITI, one becomes more assure@)of‘

the completeness, source and nature of human historicality,
why and how man gets it, and how he can authenticate or_in-
authenticate it: In Heidegger II, man's Being and place in
the universe of_ beings and Being is rendered complete, more
clearly and comprehensively in the interpre;ation of Being
itself in its toponymies of Language, Thinking, Art, Poetry,
Time and of the appropriating event itself, Ereignis. At any

rate, however, Heidegger, in his letter to Father Richardson,
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says, "...only by way of what Heidegger I has thought does
one gain access to what is to-be-thought by Heidegger II.

But the thought of Heidegger I becomes possible only if it

is contained in Heidegger II.“6l ,

61. Richardson, p. xxii.



- . CHAPTER SIX

7 MEDITATIONS

6.0 A Short Introduction

Chapter five has established the following conclusions:

(1) That Heidegger's thought is a unity grounded on
the single theme ~- die Frage nach depy Sinn von Sein —- he thinks
through and through.

(2) This Seinsfragehas man and Time entangled in it.
Being and Time began it with a thorough analysis of human
existence as founded upon Time. Temporality itself is the
open horizon of human existence upon whose hidden basis human
historicality is founded. Human historicality is described
as an existing, and this, in turn, is a stretching along in
that man stretches himself along his has-been-future possi-
bilities; that is, disclosing them resolutely or not.

(3) But human historicality itself is made possible
by a higher one, that of Being.

(4) To show how, Being and Time which is limited to én

analysis of human historicality, must be accommodated but transcended
to reach Being itself. i :
(5) Such is arrived at by récourse to the interpre-
tation of language and poetry in which the notion of home-
coming is invoked.

£

(6) Homecoming is given to consist in "learning at
\ home to become at home."

(7) "Learning at home to become at home" describes
that state of affairs in which: {a)’ home has become un-—
homely and so the poet has gone .oh. a voyage abroad; (b) The
poet, to receive the gift of Being in which he went through a
"renunciation-lesson,” must undertake the journey abroad and the
homecoming; (¢} The renunciation-lesson reveals to the poet
his finitude, his limit, his powerlessness in the absence

225
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of a higher power in the expression: "Where word breaks off,
no thing may be"; (d) Man learns that he is a speaking being,
but only because language speaks; (e) Man learns that with-
out language, no entity, including him, may be, therefore

that it is by the word that he is and comes to be who he is;
(£} Man learns that it is in and from the historicity of the
word (Being) that man gets his historicality. Man learns

that he is historical because of Being.

(8)The renunciaticn —lesson teaches man who and what he
is -- a topos of Being -- and puts him at his place in the
company of beings and Being.

(9). Man learns that he is whatever he is, whatever
he becomes, all because of Being and that man is der Hirt
of Being, although he can -- thanks to his constitutive pri-

' vileged Being Seinsverstdndnis that enables him to be himself

resolutely or not, authentically or not -- become der Herr
of Being also.

This (Chapter Six) is' the last chapter and it provides

- Canguding and brief summary of what the thesis contains.

In addition, it meditates upon the entire work by way of dis-

cussing what relevance and significance Heideggar's
ontological history -- Geschichtlichkeit ~- has vis-a-vis his-
toriology.

There are two. objectives which the dissertation aimed
to accomplish. Initially, the dissertation began with an
attempt at showing the unity of Heidegger's thought by taking
recourse to his notion of historicié& ~~ something which has,
for long, been a subject of controversy among Heideggerian
scholars. This was initially the‘objective with which. I began
the thesis, but as research progressed ig soon became clear
to me that this leading-°concept itself -- Geschichtlichkeit ——
cannot be taken for granted and thus must itself be examined
and articulated first. Yet as I entered into it, I, again, e

soon realized that Geschichtlichkeit is so -- if not the most --
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fundamental in Heidegger that his entire philosophical concern
with the herﬁeneutics of Being is, in faeﬁ, an interpretation
of the geschichtlichkeit of Being. But to cdnfront this is tanta-
mount to confronting Heidegger's éﬁtire philosophy, which
centres on his life-long preoccupation with the interpretation pf
the historicity of Being. This, then, came to be my first
and major objecpivé which the-'dissertation attempted to ac-
complish; ﬁamely, an interpretaﬁion of Heidegger's notion
of historiéity.

At the same time, howéver,‘I-did not giVe up my initial
‘objective which was aimed at using Heidegger's notion of his-
toricity to .show the unity of his thought which’is usually
broken up into early .and later"HeidEgger or Heidegger-I and
Heidegger II. This objective, however, assumed a secondary
and mihor position, and it is examined in Chapte; Fivé. That,
in brief, was how the thesis came to have two objectiﬁes,

a major and a minor one, the former being an interpretation.
of the ndtion of historicity in Heidegger, while the latter

uses that interpreted notion to show the unity of thought

in Heidegger I and II.

6.1 Héidegger's Notion of Historicity:
The Major Obijective

Heidegger talks ailot about Being. Being is his philo-
sophical theme everywhere, forAhe belfeves that every thinker
. L]
thinks one thought, and his is Being. He thinks nothing other

than the historicity of Being by which he describes how Being
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comes unto itself or, to use his own expressions, how Being
presences itself. The presencing of Being unto itself is

my interpretation of Heidegger's notion of the historicity
of Being, for it unveils the truth or nature of Being.

» This truth or nature of Being is expressed by Heidegger

as the 'es é.ibt Sein". The "es gibt Sein" is, ih turn, indicated

in the simultaneous act of unconcealing and concealing_itself

in and from beings of which it 'is not a part, nor one, nor

the sum of them, but tha£ by which beings are, or become,whatever
they are. It is in respect of the Simultaneous selfi-unconcealing
self-concealing nature (or its converse) of Being that Heidegger
charges western tradition with what he calls Seinsvergessenhelit.
Heidegger‘callsrhis-western tradition "metaphysics," by which

he describes the forgetful manner in which Béing has been

treated in the west. "Metaphysics [he says] refers to Being

. . 1
and means beings as beings."

Metaphysics, however, speaks continually and in the
most various ways of Being. Metaphysics gives, and
seems to confirm, the appearance that it asks and
answers the question concerning Being. In fact, meta-
physics never answers the guestion concerning the
truth of Being, for it never asks this guestion. Meta-
physics does not ask this question bgcause it thinks
of Being only by representi beings/ as beings. It
means all beings as a whole, ugh it speaks of
Being....From its beginning t completion, the
propositions of metaphysics have been strangely in-
volved_in a persistent confusion of beings and

Being.

1. "On the way back to the Ground of Metaphysics,"
in Kaufmann, p. 211.

2, 1Ibid.
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This, in brief, brings out Heidegger's charge of the obli-
vion of Being as metaphy51cs It forgets to see the self—
QW1thhold1ng aspect. of Being, thus fails to grasp its truth
which is expressed in its smmultaneous self-unconcealing 4in
beings and self-concealing from them as well. The truth --
Being's self-unconcealing self-concealing destiny (or %ts con-—
veree)-- Heidegger insists is Being's nature. As Being re-
veals itself in beinge, it simultaneously withdraws from them

unto itself, so it does not.. stay enduringly or substantlvely

to become one of them, nor the sum of them. It goes back un-

to itself.

| Therefore, when Heidegger says that "es gibt S§h1” he
expresses by it the truth of Being, thereby indicating the
self-unconcealing self-concealing nature of Being by which
Being comes from, but only to come back to, itself by self-
withdrawal. It comes from itself, ehd goes back.unto itself
or. its converee). It unveils itself, and veils itself (or its
converse) . It unconceals itself and conceals itself {or itsl
converse),all these describe the truth of Being. But the
points from which Bei%g comes and goes {or its conqerse) are
structurally one and the same point. It is this truth, or
nature, of Being that metaph&s}cs failed to grasp, .so in
talking about Being, it saw it.one—sidedlf in its self-~
revelation in beings only, but nof its simultaneous self-
withdrawal unto itself from them. Metaphysics thus rep-

resents Being in beings as though it were one of them.
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Thus, it talks about Being when it means being as beings. N
In other words, metaphysics reified Béing and lpst sight com-
pletely of its ' simultaneous self;wifhdrawal even;.

But when the "es gibt Sein" tak'es p_alace, Being, in this,
becomes itself, Being, not a being, i.e., m&n,'or beings.
When the es gibt Sein takes place,; Being does not bécome a sulln-L
ject, transcendental or not, not an ego} ébsolute or nat,
not man, Ubermensch 6r not, not any thing, not any being,
but ifself, Being. It is itself that it becomes, and.this .
is what Heidegger means by "Being presences itself;" But the be~
coming of Being unto itself, in. the truth of self-unéoncealing
self~concealing natﬁre(%r its converse) describes,q}n my view,
Heidegger's notion of the historicity of Being. Thus, to
beéome the self Being alreédy'is; ié its historicity. His-
toricity, then, is interpreted here as echoing Nietzsche's. '
injunction to Zarathustra. "Become thyself.". It-describe%
that eventful nature by which Being comes tb be .itself what
it already is. It is what Heidegger in his later poetib in-

q .
4 . .
terpretations describes as homecoming to one's very own source,

or what he, in "Wer ist Nietzsches Zarathustra' @;cribes as ,a.
return unto the, essential self. How Being coﬁes to be tht'

it already is thus describ;s that situational hermeneutic struc-
tural circularity with whoge interpretation Heidegger philo-
§ophically occupies himself in, say, lan%uage when he talks about

how language comes unto_(languége) itself, or in Art, Thinking,_

. ".

3. In vortrige und Aufsitze, all the lecture on Nietzsche
(Pfullingen: . Neske, 1954). . '
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Poetry, or in short in all those events whlch have been 1nter-

'

preted 1q~the thesis as toponymies of Being.

However, an exegesis of this situational hermeneutic

- Ll

structural c1rcular1ty by which Being betomes itself what

it already is, plunges me straight into Heidegger's interpreé-
tation of the historicity of Art, Tradition, Language,nutseﬂﬂ
Poe'try, Seinsverstandnis, Thinking, Death, and Tempora.lity -
toponymies of Being. For it is from these points of vieﬁ, or
better yet, from these events, that Heidegger interprets the
historicity of Being, thet is, how Being comes unto itself

in these events. .The historicity of each of these events
(that is, the historicity of Being), that is, how Beigé comes
unto itself, in each of these events is exhibited in Chapter

)
Four, preceded however, by thelr thorough examlnatlon in

Chapter Three.

But anytime and anywhere Heidegger talks about the

.historicity of‘Being, or the cqming'of Being ynto itself in

-

any of its toponymies, three basic realities -immediately stand
out. These are man, Time and!heﬂwus. They;are integral

and affective constituents which form the quintessential ful-
crum on which Heidegger's entire interpretatioh of the his-

toricity of Being is founded. In examining the historicity

of Being in its toponymies, they are therefore co-examined as well.

1 4

For the historicity of Being is determined in the temporali-
zatidn_of Time, and the temporalization of Time is, in .turn,
determined in the his%oricity of Being, but both, in turn,

need the "use" of man for Being to presence, that is, his-
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toricize itself, and for Time to temporalize itself; that

is, extend itself. Man, as it werif occupies the centre stage
of all, although 'Ha; Ereignis"is the one that appropriates

them aii to become the self each esséntially is. Man brings
\the historicity of Being and thg temporalization of Time

to become themselves, respectively, ‘and it is in and b;‘this
serviceablé—bringing function performed by man that he, in
turn, brings himself to become the self he essentially‘is.

In other words, man brings himself tc become his essentiél
self in bringing Bging ana Time to their respective essential
selves. Thus, man's historicity is grounded upon, and rooted
in, that of Being and Time. That man is historical at all is
theréfo;e owing to the "use" Being and Time make of him in
bistoricizing and tempofalizing their respective selves, but
man is able to perform this "use-role" thvirtue of his con-
stitutive Being, Seinsverstdndnis. Its structural components -—-
fore-having, fore-sight and fore-conception -- enable man

te receive, keep and care for Being thus implicitly having

it in advance -- thanks to mother memory'—~ before bearing

it out explicitly. Thus, every "seeing," for Heidegger, comes
as_3a re-seeing, for it is only when man héd seen what it is
that he cqyés to see that he isjabie to see at all. In other
words, gvery act of man, for Heidegger, comes-from a perfect

tense. He insists, for example, that "Only when a man had
) 4 -

seen does he truly see. To see is to have seen." This’Ere-
4. "The Anaximander Fragment," in Early Greek Think-

ing, p. 34.
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seeing which illuminates those human structural cbmponents of
Seinsverstandnis constitutes man's basic ontological state in |

and by which he does everything. Man, as Plato has said (e.g.,

L]
research seen as Anamnesis) prepossesses what he comes to re- '\\/,/“\
[i]

o

possess, and this act of coming to have, or be, what man al-
ready has or is, }é exXpressive of human historicality, and Time
deterﬁines it. Wwhat man had (past), and comes to have (future),
or what man fore-had (past) and comes to re-have {future), (or
their reverse),is what Heidegger means by his notions of
"Gewesenhé.it - Geworfenheit'" ~- "Enworfenheit," and this is what ac-

tually gets worked out; but it is in the actual working-out

of it (present) ~-- which represents the present, as presencing --
that the unity of Time's three ecstases ~- past, as having been,
future, an integral constituent of past, and present -- becomes

the equiprimordial basis upon which man historicizes, that is,
structurall; comes to re-constitute what he is already pre-

constituted of. When  Heidegger, for example, says of man tﬁat
he speaks, and is, in fact, able to épeak at all only because
he had already bgen spoken to, had already heard the speaking

of Language, or only because language speaks,'he only means that

man's speaking or speech stems from the pluperfect tense. This

is because his speaking or speech is a "repetition" or a re-
speaking of the speaking of language itself but all tﬁese are
possible by'virtqe of his constitutive Being —-- the structural
components of Seinsverstindnis -- which enable him to struc- ¢

turally re-constitute himself of what he is already pre-

constituted, that is, "repeats" or "retrieves" his "future
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has-beenness" -- historicity. '
But what man recenstitutes, that is, what man speaks
(in Language, for instance), in speaking, is the'speaking
of Language itself, that is, the presencing of Being, and
it is in and by virtue of that, that is, the speaking of Lan-
guaée,.that man speaks or is able to speak at all. It is,
rather, by being that mgaium in and by which the speaking
of language comes to passjin the speaking of man that man
attains his own.- 1In othe; words, it is by belng that medium _ .
in and by Wthh Being hlstor1c1zes itself in its toponymles,
that man, in turn, historicizes himself in his ontological
facticities. ' ‘ '
J o
6.2  The Minor Objective: Historicity in -
Heidegger I and II

Heidegger, in Being and Tiﬁe, describes the basic onto-

logical characteristic of man (Dasein) as'both thrown and

Projected. ‘“Geworfenheit” describ man's thrownness:

~that of which man's{ thrown being is gonstituted,
is that which has been_handed
handed over to man is man's "thereness," the pa of man, and

this "thereness" refers to those ontological facticities of

man in which man as the ba is thrown, i.e., Tradition, Death,
Language, Mitsein , historicality, etc. The "pa” or "thereness"

of man thus refers to the thrownness-facticity of man, andJ -

- )

these facticities are Being, Oor toponymies of Being. Man's

thrownness in his "thereness" thus refers to man's thrown-
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ness in Being, or those toponymies of Being which have been
handed over to man in advance of him. Being, or those topony-
mies of Being, are man's pa or "thereness" into which he is
alreadyrthrown, SO man's ps or "thereness," is a pa or "there- -
ness" in Being, hence his name "pa-sein. " The "Sein" in and of
which he is the pa or "thereness" is man's ontological fac—r
ticity into which he is thrown. These ontological facticities
are, as éeing, given "there," as if lingering and waiting
around éreceding man's being born, of th;ownlinto them, sinée
they are the Schicksal (fate) of man which has been handed
over, or'down,.to man in spite of himself.

| But man is also a projected Being, a free Being. Man,
in anticipatory résoluteness, is he who can freely -- because
- he is so constituted as to be capable of it, thanks to the
etructural components of Seinsverstindnis—- project himself in
anticipation upon his possibilities anyhow. Man, as a projec-
.'ted free Being, is his possibilities, and hie Being is futural,
?EnUEmfeﬁ,"'%nmnuf,” projection describes man's anticipatory
running ahead of; and forward towards, himself, that is, his
futural possibilities but the future possibilities# or him-
self ahead of wh%gh, and toward which man‘is running, are
the same ontqiogical facticities into which he is already
thrown, Thus, that into;which man is thrown, angd upon which
man freely and openly Erojects himself in anticipatory
.Tesoluteness, is structurally the same thing, the ontolog1~

cal fact1c1tles. Therefore, as both thrown and projected, -

man is thrown into, but only to project himself upon the same

A
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"there," that is,‘gis own oﬂtological possibilities. In short,
man is thrown to project himself upon (to become) the self he
already is -- historicality. Put differently, he structurally

comes to reconstitute what he is afxeady preconstitutive of; the

task, however, lles in the process Jf becom—lng the self he al-
ready is. Thus, becom-ing then is a task, free and open, not a

gift; and Heidegger, in Being and Time, describes this becom-ing

task in many such expressions as "the stretching along of maﬁ's
gxistence" or a fateful repetition of man's "having-been," etc.,
all of which are founded upon finite temporality.

In other expressions, Heidegger describes basic human on-
tological characteristics as constitutive of what he calls facti-

city, existentiality and fallingness or forfeiture. Facticity

represents man's "pa” or "thereness," his "being~there." Exis-
tentiaiity represents man's projected future possibilities,

and fallingness represents the actual and explicit equiprimor-
dial advancing of the two, but all of which are founded upon
tlme. Heidegger Qharaqterlzes facticity as past, past as
having-been, and ékistentiality as future, and fallingness as
the presencing (present) of both. Time thus‘$akes possible

the unity of man's existentiality,. facticity and fallingness

and is-also the hidden basis of man's coming to-be tHe self
he already is -- historicality. Existing -- which is the
stretching along, or a fateful.repetiﬁion, or historicizing

-— thus becomes the actual aﬁﬁ‘explicit preégkciné of man's.

"future-has-been" which is, at once, ;;Qextemporalization
of Time's temporality,"” that is, the/%xtending'ﬁfﬁk?e unity
) _ )

(



e gy

237
of Timé's three ecstases, past, present and future. Such,
in brief, describes human historicality as disclosed in Being
and Time. Human existence is,_principally, given to be under-
stood as bounded by a béginning and an end, in between which
historicality is posed as the actual stretching along, or
the_existing,.of—the two. Ontologically speaking; though,
the: two —- the beginning and the end -- are one, united by
its hidden basis, Time. The begihning represents man's
thrownness, that is, being born into it, and it expresses
man's facticity as past, but past as "having—been.T'.The end
——'Death —~ represents man's projected future potentiality
for béing a wholé,. ' and it expresses man's existentiality
whose primary meaning is in the future. But present is already

included in both "having-been-facticity"” and “"future-

existentiality" as the actual explicit stretching along,

or the existing of the two, and in this wéy makes humgn his-
toricality or human existing a repetition of man's "having-
been-future." Human existing or historicality thus becomes
finite, and Time, temporalizing its temporality, becomes its
hidden basis.
o :
This analysis of human .existence or human historicality

is ipso facto understandable. Intrinsjcally it is complete

and stands on itﬁKown; yet Heidegger sees the whole analysis

of human historicality in Being and Time as a provisional

work leading on to something higher; the interpretation of

‘the historicity of Being. Why? A simple and straight- ¢

forward answer to this why is that there can be no human
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historicality in the absence of the histogicity of Being,
for the latter is the ground and source of théxgsigfr; But

in as much as Being and Time provides some thoughtfﬁl hints

or clues as to the fundamentality of the presencing of Being,

it is elaborately limited to the analysis of human histori-

LS

.cality, not Being's.

"True enough, Being: and Time, however, tells us exyten-

sively of the interprefation of human historicality but can

it tell us why, that is, why human existence ~-- which it des-

cribes so much -- is, in its éssence, historical? Can iEs
tell us whence man attains his exclusive existential his-
tﬁricality? Viewed from its ground, can it tell us, out of
what ground does the root of human historicality receive itg
foundation? Undoubtedly nat, and for'this reason Being and
Time must be transcended by Heidegger's later works which |
answers to the questions raised above can be found. For Hei-
degger himself ‘'says, "...the %hought of Heideggef I beccmes
Possible only if it is contained in Heidegger ITI."°

Heidegger II begins with the so-called Kehre , the
“turn® or the "reversal" which was first spoken of in "Lettér

6 The "reversal" was not a "change" of mind,

on Humahism."
nor of the matter of thinking itself, but from Being and

Time to Time and Being, and in this "change," Heidegger,
g

presumably, suffers what he terms "undergoing an experience

e

#

5. Richaréson, p. xxii.

6. Ibid., . Xvi.
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with lénguage."7 This, he‘claims, means "...to le? ourselves
be prepefly concerned by the claim of language by entering
into and submitting to it....“8 In other words, the whole
turn, "change" or."reversal" is reflected in the fact that

in Being and Time Heidegger "used" language (that is, he still
had his meta yeical upbrinéing and was under the rubric of .
transdéndeézzi language inherited from his western tradieidﬁ)

that was in keeping with his traditicon,~put in On Time and

Being, for instance, it is the reverse: I, nguage "used” Hei-

- degger, so it was language that spoke, not he; thus his
’

speaking was actually the speaking of language that claimed-
and befell hdm, and to which he, 'as a medium, submitted
piously. Put differently, the matter of thinking itself is
the same in both Heideggers I and II, yet the language of

*

the latfer is poetic, mythological and metaphoric, whereas

the language in Being and Time was "traditional and trans-

cendental." But the language of Being and Time was no longer
adequate to utter and articulate something new, something
"un-metaphysical” and "un-traditional," something which cap-
ﬁured him, befell him and to which he merely responded sub-
missively as its messenger. At this juncture, Heidegger is,
more fundamentally, the medium, not Ehe'message itself, and
it is'in~and'through the former that the latter is uttered.

In Hejdegger 1I1I, human histeoricality is reiterated

7. On _the Way to Language, p. 57.

8. Ibid.
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but transcended as-well onto its ground-source, the histori—
city of Being itself; yet all are enunciated in his poetic
interpretation of his favourite ﬁoets and théir poems. In
Héléerlin's elegy "Homecoming" and Stefan George's poem
"Words, " Heidegger, in my view, reiterates hiS'analysis of
human historicality, a;though in "different language," and
also goes béyond it. - a

In Being ‘and Time, Heidegger called man care (Cura).

In His later works, the nature of man_ is illuminated in the
description of man assumed undersuch denominations as "a poet,"
"a mortal" or "an artist." In place of man, Heidegger uses
the word poet to bring out the significance of tﬂe place,
nature and the entire being of “Cura,“ man, in his poetic
interpretation.of his favourite poets. A poet, that is} man,
he says, is a messenger of gods and his people. He dﬁélls
among them, and brings a message of destiny from ;hg
gods to his people. That is his place. His role is one of
serviceability, serving both gods and?man; and it is in occupy-
ing such a place, and in perfgzalng such a serviceable duty
that hisqentire'Being Fonsists. Man, the poet, here is like
the Greek god Hermes, a divine messenger, who brings messages
of destiny. HEnm;euen: for Heidegger means message-bringing,
the carrying-forth and announcing of tidings of‘danger and for
a saving leaéz, That is man's functional role.

Heidegger Eﬁen goes on to describe what man's (poet's) .

nature must be in order to truly perform his functional ser-

viceable duty, that is, in order to do hermeneuein; but this
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is, rather, a task, free and open, for which Heidegger en-
treats ﬁan to undertake strenuous preparation. Man must work
at it by being open, and staying open to listoniﬂg to, or )
héaring fhe addressing, or announcing and receiving, of the mes-
sage (Beipg); but all these are a tésk, to perform which Hei-
degger's:Holderlin warns that Jlanguage"g or fpoetry"lo is

"...the most dangerous of possessiong}o

1

aFor, tﬁe "poet [man]

is- {here] exposed to the divine lightnings,“ll-from which

he receives divine gift (Being) to his people. Man (the’pdet),

having  thus receivéd the mésgage (Being) preserves~§nd cares

for .it —- thénks to the Mother of the Muses, Mnemosyne -

?nd Heidegger, in his interpretation of Heracleitus' Fragment
12

B50 and Parmenides' Fragment VIII, describes the entire

R
receétivity-affair in the cumbersome expression: "leftingh
lie~gathered—befpre-us and so-taking-to-heart-also: beings ,
in Being." In short, man;'the message-bearer, receives Being,
'preserves‘Being,-cares fbr Being and lets Being come to pass

in and through him, in his speech in terms of langu;ge, for
instance; or in the work of art, or in poetry, or in any

of Being's toponymies; ;In this way, mah, in Heidegger's words,

lets—lie—gathered-together—before—him, the gift of Being;

and then lets out Being in, through and by his acts. ' It is

9. See Existence and Being, p. 284 for details on

the nature of language and poetry. »
‘ 10. 1Ibid. :
10a. Ibid.

1-

11. Ibid.

121;':- From I;‘ortré'ge und Aufsatze, pp. 3-79, or in Early
Greek Thinking, pp. 59-79 and Was Heisst Denken? , the whole
lectures.
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on account of this that beings come to be but out of the goming'
to be of Being unto itself. However, man must, in this ser-
viceable performative functlon, not only be open, stay open
and listen attentlvely and subm1551vely to receive the gift
of message (Being), but he must, before-everything else, give
up his dogmatic and metaphysical attitude or arrogance.he
holds with réépect to things and let himself .be "used" by
the addressiqg event that captures and befalls him. Man,
in cother éords, must, in/the:language of Gelassenheit, be "re-
leased from" metaphysical representations by which hé conceives
of himself as haviné power over things, and be "released into"
that which gives to him his essence. Man must be a pure devo-
tion and subm1551vely dedicated to all that, and poetically
interpreted, Heidegger 51gn1f1es all those dedicated devo-
tional tasks of man in the poetic-journey abroad which, at
the time of danger, the poet must undertake in order to bring.
back to his people a message of a saving leap.  Thus, Hei-

, degger insists that "The poet must 'go over' to the 'Alpiné
range'; but 'lbyal—mindedly' implies that out of loyalty

to his homeland he will return there...'.“l3 In other words,
Heidegger's poetic interpretation has the poet emﬁark upon
the task of what he calls a poetic-voyage abroad. The poet
(man) leaves home, but only to come back home bringing a mes-
sage of destiny. The poetic-journey abroad is, at once, a

homecoming, a return to that ver source, one's very own,
g y  Very

from which one departed. Homecoming is, literally speaking,

.

13. Existence and Being, p. 256.
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comiﬂg back home, and Heidegger takes just this literal mean;
ing. The.poetic—journey abroad would not be a journey as
such, if it wére for good. At the very onset, it is finite,
but so is human éxistencek Thefe would be no meaning in either
or both were it not for Death and homecoming, both of which
in their own respective ways endow both with their respec-
tive temporal significance and completeness. The journey
bécomes cdmplete, finite and meaningful because of Homecoming;
but.there would be no homecoming also had the journey not
been taken, to‘begin with. That there is homecoming after v
ail is therefore owing to the journey. Thus, given one, thé
other is given simultaneously  as well with it; just as;
as born, one is already dying, in advanciﬁg_one, thé other
is advanced at once as wéil, but how does this poetic inter-

. B

pretation reiterate the analysis of human historicality Hei-

degger enunciates in Being and Time? More so, how does it®

go beyond it? @
Time, as we h#ve seen, is the hidden basis of human
historicality, and also that upon which the unity of man'g.
basic on%ological structu}es, facticity, Existentiality, and
forefeiture “or fallingness are delineated. In the poetic:
interpretation of the poetic-voyage abroad and'hohecoming, .
the ﬁoetic journey itself expresses the sense of man's fac- .
ticity, for it signifies the poet's "thrownness," his Ptheref
ness" into which he, as a poet, is thrown, in spite of him—ﬁ
self. Therefore, as facticity, it is his has—be?nness (that

is, his past) of which Heidéggér says "he is the one who has

e
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[already] been cast out -- out into that Between, between

nld

. gods and men. "Poetically dwells man on. this éarth"15

nl6 But homecoming, like Death,

so'"the'poet gggg.}go over'....
looms lingering ahead as if waiting to be taken'upon, fof;

once the journeyris mgde,‘it is made, or beiné made as well,
but- it expresseé the sense of the poet&g impending open future-

poééibility. It, like Death, is that towards and for which
the poet is adva ng; therefore,_as futural, it signifigs
man's e#istentiafgiy whose pfimary seﬁsé'is in the poet's
oﬁen future possibility. Yet it is one that has already beenr
given in advance but simultaneous\with the journey itself
as‘well.‘ Therefore, as one and aﬁ integral part of man's.
has-beenness, it is man's future-has-beenness, or man’'s
existentiality-facticity which exﬁ%esses the unity of the
poetic-journey abroad-and-homecoming as being one and an inte-
grated event wherein‘in advancing'one, the other is simultan-
'eoﬁsly advanced as well. But fallingness or forfeiture is
already_ingluded in both the journey-making-facticity {as

man's has-beenness) and the homecdhing—ExistentialityyXQQP;;n's
future) as £he actual and explicit advancing, that is, the equi-’
primordial presencing (as présent) of the two, Time here also

is that upén which the unity of the structure of man's onto-

logiéal poetic-vocation (that is, the equivalence of the basic

14. . Existence and Being, p. 288.-

15. Ibid., p. 289. ’

16. 1Ibid., 9; 256., emphasis added.
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ontological stquctufe ef human existenee) isifounded. The
whole poetic-vocation, like human existenee;lis intrinsically
historical and its historicality cggsists in the actual and
exﬁlicit advancing of man's future-~has-beenness of which Time,

temporalizing itself in Ehe'unity of its three ecstases, is

everywhere its hidden basis. All ‘this is (although more,

" for example, the description of man'’s nature and rode, re-

ceiving, caring, etc., i.e., "Iettihg—lie-gathered—together- _
before-us-beings in-Being" is added) a reiteration of Being |
and Time, that is, the analysis of human historicality Hei-
degger unfolds in it, although it is couched here in poe;ic,
mythological and'metapho:ic expressiéns, But that fg all

L.

Being and Time, as a provisional work, has to offer; therée-

fore it must be transcended if the historicity of Being itself

is the major issue to whicH/this dissertation addresses_

itself. 6.2.1 "Words"

In "Words,“ Heldegger s 1nterpretatlon has it that the poet
‘took the journey and made {at first) a happy return home to

his proximity but he needed a name from the tw111t norn for

the treasure of WhlGh he was in posse5510n She (the ancient
goddess of fate) draws up names from the bourn, the well from

which they'(names) are.drawn. Names are necessary and they are
words that portray, that is, establish f?frthe first Eime;

beings or bfin§ them to be. Standing on his own assured area,
the poet composes himself, so self assured and—eomplacent

and laying on author;ta;ive claim to the names . which he

is waiting to get from the goddess. He, having his dogmatic
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metaphysical representational attitude to things, acts as if
he is entitled to what he believgs is completely and assuredi&
his, until tHe-goddqs§ searched ip'vain and could not get him
names for his treasure. But the surprising thing was that
the treasure itself disappeared for want of name(s) and the
poet, dumb —-founded and flabbergasted, learned that: ;Where
word breaks off, no thing may bez.“:L7

From then on, the poet learns that ;t is words or names,
not he, that have power over things, or bring them to be,
and Heldegger charges that the poet "learns renunciation" ih
this traumatlc experience. Something undreamed of, something

terrifying, stared him in the face -- that only the word

lets a thing be as a thing, and withoﬁt-it, the treasure itself

~disappeared completely. Heidegger's point is that the poet's

self—assurance and security are“disturbed. The undreamed
Eé&ror did bend him to the ground as a storm bends the tree,

so that he may become open and stay open to a wholly different
and higher rule of words under whose governnance th;ngF come to
be, or ére what they are. The renunciation ;essqp.f£om which
the poet learns that words give Being to beings, rather, does

not render unfruitful the entire poetic-journey abroad and/ ™~

its homé&oming, even though the treasure,'borne out of that

adventure, disappeared r want of name. On the contrary,

it (the whole poetic—enterpr became more fulfllled in

the renunciation lesson. How? First, the poet came to know,

17. On the Way to Language, pp. 60-61, 63-64, 67, \
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that is, he was led to deny to hiiself the claim of security, arro-
gance and of having authérity he thought he had over things; and
the sense or meaning of this negative self-denial lies in (his)
being -transformed from seeing himself as being "der Herr” of

Being, to seeing himself now aner}ﬁrt of it. 1In short,

he is brought to give uﬁkthe metaphysical,représgntational
arrogance and attitude he had with respect to Being and beings.

He saw something, "something" terrified him, "something"” that

1

shattered his metaphysical‘and traditional upbringing, "some-

thing"” that aistprbed his entire Béing, "soﬁething“ that led ‘/f‘
him és if by the hand to comé'face to face with himself, that shéw—
ed him he is not thé lord but a shepherd of Being, that it is the
word that "bethings" things, not he. In all these renuncia-

tion lessons, the negative self-denial the poet undergoes

.has}to it a positive element'that is equaliy fundamental..

The poet, after suffering .self-denial in the renunciation

lesson, now as if purged and washed clean"with hyssop, as

if being born again, comes to know who he really is, his role,

place and nature in the universe of Being and beings. fThat

is the positive element. He is "released from" (the nega-~

tive aspect of renunciation) conceiving of himself as der Herr

of Being, and "released into" (the positive element of re-
nunciation), seeing himself as der Hirt instead. He comes to
be essentially himself -~ historicity -- but only in the see- -

ing of that "something" that is, only in the historicity of

Being -- the coming or presencing of BeinJ\unto itself. Man,

the poet, saw something, in seeing which, he, on account of
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that came to see himself therein, so renunciation, in the

positive sense, is an owning of the self,Jthat is, a self-
recovery of the pogl's essential self. ~This .is historicity,
staging a turning in unto the poet's very own -- becomiffg

the essential self he already is -~ but that which otherwiSéy
got inauthenticated by the Herr-like attitude the poet
previously had to things.

All these, of ¢ourse, show that human historicality owes
its roots to the historicity of Being upon which the former is
founded. The poeﬁ left home and came béék having the treasure
that visited him from distant dreams‘in his hénd, but later dis-
appeared for want of name. The poetichourney abroad and home-

coming, with Time as its hidden basis, got completed; reiterating

human historicality as enunciated in Being and Time. But then

came a higher event which transcended all that, yet endowed the

whole poetic—vocat;on With everything that makes it whatever it‘is.
First of all, there.would be no journey-making and home-

coming were it not for the'sake'of getting the messagé (Bging)

for whose presencing the whole poetic-vocation got undertaken,

and in and from whose presencing man obtains his own. .Thus,

there would be no human historicality were it not for the pre~

sencing, or historicity of Being. Existing, which Heidegger

terms in Being and Time as a ,étretching along of man's has-
beenness, is both consistent and equivalent with, therefore,
a reiteration of, the entire poetic-journey abroad and home-
coming, all of which are founded upon ‘Time. But.the entire

" renunciation lesson, suffered by the poet in "seeing that

-

te
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'something'," in seeing which the poet, on account of that,”

came to see himself, his role and nature in the universe of

Being and?beings, is an advance.of a higher rule whose funda-
mentality stretches past, but collaborates with,
human historicality described as the existing of man's has-

a1

beenness in Being and Time, or its reiteration in man's

ﬁoetiq-voyage abroad and its homecoming. But also and more

)

so, the higher rule disclosed in the renunciation lesson that

"Where word breaks off no thfﬁﬁ“may be," vividly disclosed
to the poet both his negative and positive self-denial from

which he learned that he must, in the former, "release him~

self from" inauthenticating the presencing of Being, that
is, give up his metaphysical der Herr-like treatment of Being,

and in the latter let himself be "releasag into" authenticating

the presencing of Being. Thus, as if being born again, the

poet, again came to see, in the renunciation lesson, of him-
self, thdat with the disappearance of the word, his entire |
poetic-vocation appeared devoid of meaniné, for his treasufé
that visited him from distant dreams also disappeafea and
therefore had'%othing in his Hand of which he Qas in‘Posses—
sion owing to the ﬁoétic—journey abroad and homecomingz In
other words, he appeared to have journeyed abroad, wandered
as a stranger abroad, and have come back home nakéd, or eméty
of.anything for the sake of which he dearted from home to
begin with. Hence, the whole poetic—vocatipnlwould have been

for nothing but a waste of everything; but this was not so,

thanks to the renunciation lesson. For in it, the poé%, though

C v
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he never had his treasure back and therefore went home look-
ing sad, géined himself, but purged clean of arrogance. As
if being born again, he suffered the power of the "word,"
saw his limit, his powerlessness underneath "some thing' that
did beﬁd him to the ground like storms do to trees, and saw
thagxhe is himself placeé under a higher rﬁle and power that
giYes to everything,‘including himself, their respective '

beings.f But all these are beyond Being and Time.

Fundamentally speaking then, it is the renunciation
lesson, learned by the poet, that gives to.the'entire journey-

r

making and its homecoming its significance. The poet learned
in it the source of his own b;ing, who he, Yeally or essen-
tially is, the power-6f "something" terrifying but higher
than himself, the limitfand powerlessness of his Being gnd
thus, making the entire poetic-vocation a-meaningful ontd—

legical experience to which human historicality owes whatever

makés it what it is.

6.3 A Concluding and Summary Discussion of
Heidegger's Notion of Historicity vis-a-vis
Ny "Ontic" Philosophy of History

L

6.3.1 History and Historicity

. ' » E .. ¥
Wg}story is the study of the past....History is indeed

the study of the human past,“18 50 states Professor Florovsky.

187 Ronald H. Nash, Ideas of History: The Criticdl
Philosophy of History (New York: E. P. Dutton, 1969), p. 351.

S

]
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Philosophers of history and historians agree with him.
The truth of his statement is, of course,‘unquestionggiga‘
Questionahle, however, is what is stated in the statement.
That historf'studies human past is.true, but why past and
not, say; present and- future? Professor Ralph Demos retorts
that that would be a contradiction.

...For history [he says] restricts its con-

cern to what is past in man's existence, to

that which is dead and gone. We hear now of

"instant history" but this, I dare suggest, is

a contradiction; if it is instant, it is journal-

ism and not history; 4if it is history, it is not

instant, surely.l

Thus defined, the present (as now) appears a-historical,

un;historical, or anything but historical; since it is be-

lieved that history is of the past, and past alone, and there

can be no history of the present, not to mention future. But

what is this human past in which the study of history con-

W/ .
sists? It is that which is "dead and gone,"20 50 answers

Professor Demos. It appears from this that .the living and
the unborhk are, here again, a-historical, un-historical, or

anything but historical. |

_/ 0

< . »

(hereafter cited as Nash, followed by page number({s) ). By

.history here, Professor Nash has in mind both "Geschichtswissen-

schaften” (history as science) and (but mostly) philosophy
of history. ' B

19. Ibid., p. 281.

20. Ibid.

Y
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From such analésis it appears that historical problems .
or matters are therefore.not of the living practicing philo—
'sopher of history, nor of the living pract1c1ng Historian
himself, nor of the unborn, but of the other or others,. dead
and gone. Therefore, the study of history, which is the study
‘of the past, is the study of the other(s), dead énd gone.
Only thus do the‘living and the unborn perhaps bécome historical
beings. In a nutshell, such a view of history sees the study
of human past in the context of (to use Nietische’s terms)
monumental and antiquarian interest only.
. But such being the only problem of history, ﬁhat it
is the study of the other(s), then why study it? 1In other
words, how does one understand 9nesef¥\historically, know
oneself historically, discover or recover oneself histori-
caﬁiy, see oneself and learn from oneself historically, if
problemns of history are those tied exclusiﬁely to the other(s)
dead and gone, and not té oneself as such? -
In stating the same in other words, Professor R. G.
Coll{ggwood is of the belief that the,business of history
is “r;—ehactment of thought" and in thiﬁ;the historian, he.

says, "..;looks,@not at, but through, to discern the thoughts‘

;,21

within them. Collingwood's main point is that the hig-

torian, in studying past events, penetrates to what he calls

"the inside" and deteifj/;he—thgught which they (the events)
hY

express. Strictli/jggaklng, the historian is concerned more

21. R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of Hlstory (0xfora:
Th? University Press, 1946), p. 214.

-
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with ‘the "inéide" than. the “outJZ;;" of past events. This
means a re-enactment or re-thinkjing of past thoughts which
the inside of past eventscg;r[ ar eipresses.On this Qiew,
Professor Gadamer's succinct criticism of Collingwood's "re-
enactment of thought" theory of history and of all those who,

-in various ways, subsbribe to it, is well placed. Gadamer

is compelled to ask:

Who is actually behind this thinking? Who ar€ the
prot@goniﬁts of history whose thinking we have to
penetrate? 1Is it the particular intention that a
man is pursuing in his action? This [he goes on])

is what Collingwood seems to mean....This depends

on the assumption that his acts were done on purpose.
If they were not, there can be no histary of then..
But is the reconstruction of intention really an
understanding of history?22

- .

In what sense does one understand oneself historically if

: 3
the study of history is constructed on re-enacting another's
tgpught_~- a thought that is based on the assumption that
Caesar's crossing of River Rubicon in 49 B.C., for example,
was donﬁ on purpose, therefore had thoughﬁ in it or behind it
which ig is the business of the historian to re-enact? ' Even
if it is assumed tﬁat the historian's findings are trﬁe, valid
and generally acceptable of Caesar, it still remains to be
seen how that ﬁelps one to understand oneself histo:icélly,
ort* even another, say, Brutus, not to mention the unborn?
But how about actions that are "thoughtless," or do all ac-
tions have thought in them? What becomes of those human

beings (say, a poltroon or fool), of whose actions it may be
]

22. Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method (New York;
The Seabury Press, 1975), p. 468. (trans. Sheed & Ward Ltd.)
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said that there are no thoughts to re-enact. This being so,
then do they also qualify to be hi§toricai‘beings or not?

More disturbing questions may be asked. But when‘
closely looked aq, most "ontic' theories about history stem
from the belief that man makes hfstory, that man is hiﬁself
the maker, master, both subject and object, of history. As
"der Herr" of history, he can do as he‘pleases with it, select
at will what constitutes history for him and can control the
course of history. 1In a word, hah is}>and becomes; the "mga-
sure of history.™ o

~This "reprZﬁpntational“attitudé" man adopts with respect
to his%ory,-for‘Heidegger; is presumptuous, and falls under
the rubric-of "Metaphysics," the\oblivion of.Being and tﬁé
- rule of man. Metaphysics, in Heidegge;'s view, teachesaman
that he'is 'Her}m;r"‘éf everything tha£ is. On account of
this, he forgets himself, ﬁho.hé is, his place in the universe
of Being and beinés, his very source, assumes the role of
apothesis, and submits everything, including himself, to his
will. “Metdphysical man" wills to will. It is the will that
wills itself. In Heidegger's mind, Plato began it and
Nietzsche finished it.

Heidegger's view.of historiclogical investigations of
history, as has already been seén in the dissertation, rever-
ses those principal assumptions upon which "ontic" views of
-history-are placed. Heidegger's history (Geschichtlichkeit,
of course) first teachés that the principal meaninglof his-

torical existence stems from the future, not past. Second,
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the study of historical existence is of oneself, hot of another
or others. Third, historical existence is man's constitutive
facticity, given in advance of him, into which_he is thrown,
but only.to exist {become) it, and in éxisting it he histori-
cizes his 6wn historicity in and because of that of Being.
Therefore, man factically preconstitutes his historicity even
before projectively reconstituting it. Thus, fourth, man's
historical existence is not a product of man. Man does not
make it. The Féverse is, rather, the case in so far as Heideg-
ger is coﬂcerned. Heidegger places man's Being in it, under '
its control, at its service and makes it the source of his .
"ontic" histories; Man, then, is and bécomeschr.&hw not

der Herr of historicity and he gets his historicity from being

'just that.  Fifth, an understanding of historiological inves-

tigation of history, since historicity is one's own Being,

.is therefore self-understanding. The historiological study
=

of history is the same. Historiological knowledée is, like-
wige, self—knowledge. In a word, the task of é hisfofﬁological
study of history is the task of a free and an.oéen_self—becoming.
It is the task of self-recovery. To explain all that the ex-—
planation must follow the chronological line of thought out-
lined above.

As has ab&ﬁdantly‘been stated, Heidegger sees past,
ﬁot as past, deaé and goné, but as an integral constituent

of future. He calls it "already-having-been-there," facti-

cally given "there already" in advance of man as though it

lingers "there" waiting to be taken to.’ Past, thus conceived,

[
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is something impending, something towards which man is heading;
therefore its sense is futural, so it is past which comes to
meet man from the future. Therefore, it is.a "futﬁre-past“sofo speak,
upen which man is, fréely and openly, projecting himself.

But past, factically conceived, becomes one's own, not

another's. It is given or handed down, like tradition, to
lone eveh'before'one is born‘into it. Thus, past is a pre-
constitutivé facticity éf man, but one that he comes to ré—
constitute freely and openly in projecting himself upon it.
- <

"Future-past”*is thus one's own Being which is a “pfbjecting—
fadticity."' Tt is a sort 01". "Geworfenheit im Entwurf" o0f which

human existence is constituted. The actuai,ekplicit existing

©0f this sort of "projected-thrownness" Being of man is the

- -

task of freely and openly becoming the very self of which one
is structurally already constituted -- historicity.

| History, conceived as historigity, is therefore not
an object of man. Man, in'Heidegger's éyes, does not make

-

it Eér'control.it. The reverse is rather the case,.for man
is and Eecomes what he is due tg the fact that his own Being
'consists in being the topos of Being.: Man is der Hirt of
historicity. |
Given all these, an understanding of history (Ge;ﬂﬁcht—

lichkeit is intended here) is therefore an understanding of
oneself, who one is, one's placeqand role in the universe

of Being and beihgs and\%f one's:vgry own source. The his-
téfiological-study of history is thus the study.of one's own

factical Being, therefore, historiological knowledge is self-

~
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knowledge and-;he task of ‘historiological study of history

is the task of self-becoming. Everyone is historical in his -
or her Béing, not because man makes history but beéause*man
exiéts in,and for, historicity,since he is its topos and historical
science itself'ié made poséible by human historical existence.
In other erds, man is historical not,beCAuse—of man but be-
cau® of historicity itself, that is, Beipg itself. Thus,

- Being is the source of man's Being or higtoricity is the source

. of man's historical Being.

6.4 Illustration 6f Heidegger's Historicity:
Stefan George's Poem, "Words," Revisited

. @ i

The poet went on a journey in the course of which he

acquired some treasure from an obscure origin. Now he needed
a name for his "rich and frail" treasure.- from the goddess of
fate who fetches names from the bourne, the well from which
the twilit norn, the ancient goddess of fate, draws up names.

.. .Names are necessary. They -are words by which

what already is and is believed to be is made so

concrete and full of being that it hencéforth shines

and blooms and thus reigns as the beautiful every-

where in the land. The names are words that portray,
and "where words are missing there can be no thing.“24

The poet, in waiting for the name, compcses himself

- 1 N -
in selﬁgcomplacgncy, waiting self-assuredly for that of which-,
he 1s-40 convinced is certainly his. Tradition has taught

him to believe of himself as having power over, and entitle-

23. On the Way fo Language, p. 144.

24. TIbid., p. 141.
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ment to, the name. Thus, he took with hlm his tradltlonal
upbringing, hlS metaphys;cal representational attitude to
~ things; until he saw "something“; something disturbing that

shattered his arrégant self—confidencé, "something undreamed

- of, somethlng terrifying stared h1m in the face -- that only
"25

the word lets a thing be a thlng
From this, the poet learns a "renunciation lesson."
From the lesson "something” (Being) was disclosed to him, by

him and in him, and in disclosing which he (as the topos of

that "something's" discldsure) got disclosed to himself. 1In
this self—disglosure, the poet, as it were; found hiﬁself_as
-though he wer; lost before; that iss he became the self he
essentially is, It is in thestask/of self-becoming, or home-
soming to one's very own, that.his'historicity-consisfs.

. ‘But such a view of hisﬁ&ry (Geschichtlichkeit, of course)
-has as its object sqmething which is yet.to-come. Therefore,
the object of Heidegger's history is "the impesding," the not-
yet or the possible,'becauseéfuture is iés most primary basis,

‘not past, as past dead and gone. Thus envisaged, then, “...

the‘way'to it [as Heidegger put%.it] must in general be.ggég

if we are to go ?agk.to;it sistoriologically."26 In other
,.wordsz if the objéét of ‘historiology is of the possibls, then
~ the approach by which historiological study of history is coﬁ-

*ducted must be so open and free that whatever comes or befalls

man tomes to him or befalls him out of its own power, not .
& b .

25. Ibid., p. 148.

, 26. Being and Time, p. 445,
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man'e But "it is by no means patent [so says Heldegger] that

‘anything of this sort is the case..."27 with the way historiol-

ogy is studied. For, "the ways of access to them [to the

sciences; in our case historiological study of history is the

et 'managed' methodologically, and the conceptual

‘e for interpreting them is outlired."?d

%eadegger s point is that the ways by whlch the sciences
( 1storﬁologlcal study of history here, of course) are studied
are tamed). ,Man,_ metaphysical man," has arrogantly given
unto himself a self-prescriptive wategtight defined "manage-
ment,'.I full of cdnceptual tools, beliefs and programmes with
which he studies “the possible," the not-yet. But this is
like a. . -man who, having experienced a bit of .

¥ - -
uneasiness in his health one morning, went to see his physician,

‘hoping to findgd eut what was wrong with him. But he went having

his diagnosis done already and holding it in his hand and then
asked 'the doe%or to give him a prescription for-it. But that
is not.all; on top of all these he g@ﬁﬁified the sort of pres-
cription he needed. So self-assured, so prepared, his disease
clearly defined its scope and nature patently outlin%§ in

e

short, like'the poet in Stefan George's poem, he was so con-—

v

fident that everything wdgid/;o as he deemed fit, or expected,
until the doctor told him that it does not work that way.
) 7 . - .
Such, 1n ﬁ%ldegger 's view, is, in some respect, the

case with historiological study of history and all the.

27. Ibid.

28. 1Ibid.
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sciences. "Science [he says in The Age of the World Pictune]

becomes research through the projected plan and through the

29

securing of that plan in the rigour of procedure." Thus,

"...research into facts...is intrinsically the establishing

30 <,

and verifying.of rule and law." In this, "...man contends

for the position in which he can be that particular being who

gives the measure and draws up the guidelines for everything

3L "Man brings into play his unlimited power for

32

that is."
calculating, planning and molding of all things." The same
is the case with historiological study of history. But, if
historiological investigation of history is of the not-yet, -
the possible,. taming the ways to it) is like tamihgrgeath;
Athat is, prescribing for onésélf Fhe ways po‘domesticate it..
Prescribimg for oneself the ways to the open and free dis-
closure of Being, therefore, of man also, may be correct but
only at the "ontic" level. But speaking in‘termsvof the

-

ground or foundation of "ontic history,” man, in Heidegger's

view, must open himself up and stay opened for the disclosure
of Being, from whose disclosure he gets his self-disclosure.

Thus "management" at this level would be presumptuous.

Although Helidegger does not disputewthe works of "ontic"

history, he is of the belief that the task of "ontic" hiétory

-

29. ' In The Question Concerning Technology, p. 120.

1
30, Ibid.
31. 1Ibid., p. 134. -. < ' &

- 32. 1Ibid., p. 135.

[V
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should beggroundedfupon the disclosure of historical beings
that "have already been." The disclosure should involve

a "repetition" of the factical possibility of one's own "having-

,peehrfuture," namely, one's tradition which involves the
hermeneut1cal_smtuéllonf . RS
Die .{c‘onkrete Darstellung des extenzial-geschichtlichen
Usprungs der Historie vollzieht sich in der Analyse der
Thematisierung, die diese Wissenschaft Konstituiert. Die
historische Thematisierung hat ihr Kauptstick in der Ausbildung
der hermeneutischen Situation, die sich mit dem Entschluss
des' dagewesenen Offnet.33

.In this case ontic history (that is, historiological, investir
gations of history), founded upon historicity, has "repeat-
able traézxion" as its possible object of inquiry. The rela-
tionship between history (as historioclogical investigations
of history) and historicity, in Heidegger, therefore becomes
so intimate that there is actually no difference at all be-
tween them in terms of the task and the object .which they
both confront. Their task is self-disclosure which happens

in the disclosure of Being, their object is the possible.

: -
Historicity is the root-source of both history and historio-
ldgical investigations of history. -The metaphorical analogy ¢
of Descartes is just accurate for whatis.intended here. Des- .

cartes, writing to Picot, who translated the Principia Philo-

i

33. Sein und zeit, p. 397. ("The existential-historical
source of historiology may be presented concretely by analysing
the thematization which is constitutive for this science.

In historiological thematizing, thé-main point is the cul-
tivation of the hermeneutical si}gation which* -- on the

historically existent Dasein has fmade its resolutiofh --
opens itself to the repetitive disclosure of what has been
there.") -
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sophiae into French, observed: "'Thus the whole of philésophy
is like a tree: the roots are met@ghysics, the trgnk %s'phy—
siés, and the branches that issue from the trunk are all the
séiences....'">4 Heidegger's hermeneutics of Being may be ¢
seen as the root from which all the sciences derive their
various vitality. History, philosophy of.hisﬁory, or his~l
torioiogical investigations of history, all derive their
"éburce" from historicity, but the root, trunk, branches or
leaves are all of the same tree: the historicity of Being.

) In Heidegger's ‘hands, however, neither historical .E>
sc;ence, philosophy of history, nor historioloéical investi-
gations of hiétory become denigfated, but supplemented. "Hig~.
torical science [in his words, for‘eXQEplel may tgproughly
AEXplore a period, for instéhce, in gfery possible respect,

and yet never explore what history is."35

The latter is a
work of historicity. Heidegger beiiev%s\jhat "by way of his-

tory, a man will never find out what history is; ' no more

than a mathematician can show by ﬁay of mathematics =--— by
~” oy .

: 5
means of his science -- what mathematics is."3§

For "it cannot

do so scientifically,"_%%g singce "the essence. of their sphef®
-— history, art, poetry, language, man, God, etc. -- remains
inaccessible to ‘he sciences. At the same'time, however,

the sciences would constantly fall into the void -if they did
. .

y 34. See Kaufman, Existentialism, p. 207. . -

-

35.° What is Called Thinking?, p. 32.
36. Ibid., pp. 32-33. S

37. 1Ibid., p. 32.

‘e
r
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not operate within these spheres.“38 The essence of this
sphere, Heidegger beiieves, is a higher one, a higher concern,
which,.by their very natufg, the sciences cannot enter. It
is a sphere_thgt beiongs to the ground of their being. This
sphere belongs to philosophy, and as‘Heidegger sees it, it
becomes a matter for the interpretation of the historicity
of Being. "Ontic histories" (in this case) need grounding,
and historicity provides that. "Onti yistories” reduce
everything to a univocity of conceptsg, programmes, in short

to a "management," but historicify must supplement it with

a challenge to offer its course of investigation free and

open to étartling revelation -- one that man may never have

thought nor d;eamed of. A self~imposed disclosure with respect
to retrieving oneself in one's own handed tradition only leads,
to a larger extent, to seeing things présumptuously and one-
sidedly. Historiological study of history, for Heidegger,

is the study of oneself that "has;been,“ and for Heidegder

the wéy to it musﬁjbg free and open and stay free and aben

for self—dﬁscovery, not &€losed and limited by "manégemeht."

Such, in my view, is the call Heidegger enjoins historians

-~ to seriously consider.- For history (él%'?ontic histories")

‘ e
without historicity is like a tree without .roots.

6.5 Critical’DiscuSsiongf
- _

/#,/ However, in spite of Heidegger's enormous achievements
. .
o

®

Q0 : '

38. Ibid., p. 33.

et
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and contr;butions to human knowledge in.numerbus disciplines,
he has not, iike*every great philosophar} been spared criti-
cisms and even lampoonery.-'For the sake oflpartinence, however,
. only those debates.deemed relevant to the area of histégy -
shall be isolated and herein examined.. ‘
As shown in the thesis, doing a historiological study

of history, for Heidegger, is a task, a free and open one,

which invelves a "repetition" or retrieval of one's own tradi-

tion handed down to one but in which are filled podsibilities
one is free and open to exist them anyhow. It has already

been p01nted out in the thesis that Heidegger's own deallngs

-

with Anaximander, Heracleltus, Parmenldes, Nietzsthe, Dllthey,

Holderlin and others glve an example of what doing "history"

in the Heldeggerlan way is llke But if d01ng’fhlstory" (not
as sciénce which studies facts, but as finding oneself'in
: ana's own hasbeenness) - as findiné oneself freely, boldly
and_dpenly‘in oﬁejs own hanbeennessqf- ;s : what ‘ Hei-

degger himself exempllflef in hlS treatment of Holderlln,
<,

Kant, Parmenides, Nletzschgéﬂnd others -- and this is what

the thesis has, in.all its facets, trﬁ@ﬁhto establish and ' .
_f?: gtlluminate ~- then there is little to‘tf/chaerful about. For .
:;‘1*'such a Heldeggerian way of doing "hlstory"'F— llke what he '
& had aone with others -- has generated much coatempt among "

experts for,what may be mildly called "convenient selfish interpre-
{

tation." Consider h{s book on Kant, for example, Xant und das_‘

Problem der Metaphysik (1929): while/ some admire Heidegger's

4

insightful and novel interpretatioe, others completely repudiate

%—;—-
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it (i.e., see Kaufmann, Existentialism, p. 35). Concerning

his etymological treatment of some key -concepts in other

philosophers, e.g., "Being," “thanc, " "memory," “aletheia, "

"physis, " "onta, " ‘fchré, " "emmanai, " "noein," "légein," "‘dike, " "adike,"
etc., etc., the following is the response in this respect:

In his later writings, the very violence he does

to language suggests to a new generation that he

is trying to say something new and, to use one

of Rilke's favorite words, unsaglich: something extreme
and unsayable. Heidegger's precccupation with

the roots of words, which results in false etymolo-
gies and plays on words according to his eritics, |
gives his followers the feeling that he is going

to the roots while others remain at the surface. .
HYS critique of all traditional philosophy from
- Plato to Nietzsche, his insistence that all modern
philosophic thinking is vitiated by Latin mistrans-
lations of Greek words, and the demand that we

must now recover the original experience of the .
earliest Greek thinkers, going back to ‘the begin- - AN
nings, communicates a sense,of radicalism and oc-—

casionally even the excitement of an archaeological

excavation. '

As layer upon layer of misunderstanding is exposed,
the reader feels that something glorious is about
to come to view. Alas, it usually remains about
to come to view. It is as if night had fallen
when Heidegger himself is at last ready to trans-
late -the dicta of the pre-Socratics. The great
discovery is made, but we cannot quite see it,

not because his version looks like what we knew
before -- it does not -- but because it is so very
dark.3? "

" "His detgactors see him as aﬂ/obscurantist whose involved

constructions with their multiple pPlays on words donceal é

-mixture of banalities and falsehood."40 Concerning his intef-

pretation of Anaximander's one surviving sentence, for example,

N . LI \
39. Walter Kaufmann, Existentialism from Dostoevsky

"to Sartre (New York: World Publishing Co., 1956), p. 38.-

40. Ibid., p. 35. . : ‘ L \
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"...classical philologists, . including even those who yield

to none in their respect for Being and Time, priding them- _

selves on being friends and former pupils, are agreed that

7
his interpretations are untehable."?l

Y

more had led to the charge of ".

- ]

common sense gnd his recourse hot merely to what' is extra-

All these and many

liberate defiance of

ordinary -- and here we find a striki

g similarity-with a
¥ -

4

'great deal of modern fiction -- to yhat is pathological. "2

.Not to mention the charge of not Meing "scientific" or of

. . . ' . 43
being "anti-science," names such as "obscurantlﬁt,"

. . 4
"unacademic, " 4

.

v

and others are commonplace in the deécrin

tion of Heidegger's late works. Justifiable or not,-all these

~

stem from.the way "he finds or recovers himself" in them in

doing "history" the Heideggerian way .

4

Concerning his late works, for example, wherein Hei-
degger is mostly concerned with Being as disclosed in %ts
toponymies of Art, Poetry,”Language and Thinking, as well
as the es (Ereignis) that appropriates Being; Kaufmann has this
to write:

What has provoked far more controversy than anything
else he has written is the growing body of his
self-interpretations. -[What and where this is,
the author, Kaufmann, does not say.] Most of

his old pupils who felt close to him in the period
TOfBeing and Time insist, though for the most panpt .

-

o

41. TIbid., p. 36.
42. TIbid., pp. 38-39.
43. 1Ibid., p. 35.

44. 1Ibid., p. 38. ' .
. r ™ ' P
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not in print, that he did not mean what he now
explains he meant. Seme are altogether embarrassed
by his later works and confine their admiration

to Being and Time and. such relatively early essays
as, fPr example, What is Metaphysics?.

hether or not 'such a view or criticism of Heidegger and his

" 'works "is fair, true, justifiable, is immaterial here. What

counts here is that doing history the Heideggerian way, that

is, a historiologicai investigation of history, leaves it-

>

self open to unfavourable protest from most "experts."

Of course, a Heideggerian may wish to dismiss.all that .

(all that Kaufmann says in his'book), on the grounds that

all such criticisms are based on misunderstandings; or ‘that
it is not vefy easy for "experts" to‘accept unorthodox alter-
nativesﬁto.doing things even if such an uncustomary way does
not in the least)threaten habit or the "normal" way of doing
things, and such is the dilemma in which Heidegger finds him-
self. Again, a Heideggerian, in answer to these criticisms,
may answer that Heidegger himself says that he thinks.not'
Ehe thought, but the unthought in a thinker's thought, and

this would naturally mean: to say what was unsaid in what

was said. But doing this oftentimes breeds controversy as

to whether or not saying or disclosing the unsaid in what

was said has actually not 'Eid too much as to raise. reserva-

tions in acceptiné the disclosed'fully or its legitimacy.
- L}

Needless to'éay,°Heidegger has had enough of the criticiéﬁ

that 'he says too much of, or ha says for others what they

45. Ibid., p. 36.

w.
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themselves would not dare say, on the grounds ahd pretext

that he is more interested in the unsaid or the unthought
%

in a thinker's thought. But anybody can use this ‘excuse for

the sake of convenience and selfishness.

[

But such .criticism really does not capture the point

¢

Heidegger puts forth in respect of doing a historlologlcal

study of hlstory In dqlng a hlstorlologlcal study of history

or 'in any 1nterpretation, what gets disclosed, what gets said,
-2

~what gets brought out and into light, is, in Heidegger's view,

not: somethlng that was not itself there already to begln with.
It was not something one manufactures and .puts there Rather,
what gets disclosed in doing,” say, a historiological study

of history, gets disclosed freely and openly but of itself

in and through the disclosing person who has taken up tﬁe
task of exploring freely and epenly "th concealed and with-
held possible." AWhat approacﬁes or gets unconceale@ is not
someth;ng one juse puts in there. It is already there, con-
cealed, withheld or withdrawn. The-approaching, for Heideg-
ger, is already there, given elready there as the possible

although concealed but to whose disclosure one remains free

and open because it of itself unconceals or discloses itself

in the medium of the disclosing person. Therefore, the charge ~

that Heidegger's interpretation of others makes those others
say more than what iﬁ is that they actually said; hence
deemed.untenablet is impossible in principle. For Heideg—
ger is not saying and cannot say for‘them that which was not

said in and by them already; unless, &f gourse, he made it
e ! .

)

r.
L
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up out of'nowhé£e or elsewhere; |
« .

However, saying or'disdldsing Athe possible,“_the not-
yet, or the apprdaching Eut concealed and withheld,fis not
easy, but a task; a free and open one. fn this, one‘must
let‘onese;f not be taken over by one's own presumptuousness
but must bé free and open to the disclosing something itself.
Yet to be f;ée and open, stay free and open to the disclosure
of the possible, makés one appear guilt§ of not following
the "rules,” the "normal" and rigourous customary ways of !
doing- things. ?o the experts, it means not submitting‘to o
"mangbement," but being different, obscure, Enscientific, anti-
logi:: anti-thinking.(rep;esentational metaphysical thinking,
oﬁ course), etc., etc. But should one not be free and open
to the disclosing oﬁ one's has beennessy of one's own possi-

bilities? No, the experts on Kant would repudiate Heidegger's

Kant und das Problem der- Metaphysik , those on philosophy would re-

pudiate Heidegger's per Spruch des Anaximander, Heracleitus' Logos,
‘ 9 /< ‘

Parmenides' Moira and others as untenable, because he.did -not
: et

-spbmit-himself to the rigour of procedure, rules, programmes,

which; had he done so, wouid have not allowed him to "go be-

‘ /

yond the limit," so to speak. 1In my view, it is impossible

in principle for das andenkende Denken -- a thinkling that re-

* calls -- to "go beyond the limit" because recalling is always

~a disclosing of what had hlready been there, a "Gewesenheit-

Geworfenheit* —— of the possi¥le, in the event of which one, in
this is free and open to do so, or even choose not to do so.’

Thus, what is "there" as the approéching cannot have been

o
®»

*

\
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"there" at‘all‘if it had ﬂot already been "thrown-there" as
the "possib;e" for one to yet approéch it in a free and open’ %
way.r Afﬁerlall. One can recall only what had been there
already, the'forgottgq or the vague thing, but not a brané-
new or.a é@éﬁ-manufactnﬁe& ﬁtpng ( )

~Still, it may be maintained, and vaiidly so, that it
is possible for one to make up, fantasize of-ﬁanufacture -

how?, is irrelevant -- anything and put it there as if it

, ™~
. were there before. Although the "manufactured" was not al-

ready there before, ‘and .such manufacturing could not have
k!

bégn pessible, or would be.easily defected if done, should

the "rulesh'or fmanagements“ have been followed. But_as valid
ag such a case-is, if presuppbse;‘twgbthings; 1. Aamely that
the approaching, the "posQiblg,” the/fnét—yet," which dis-
closing discloses, is indubitable, a known, self—eV‘ﬁént and

unequivocal "this" or "that" and cannot be otherwise than

its apodictic obviousness, so that should it be tained or

* tampered with in any way whatsoever, such can, given "the -

rules and managemengﬁ" then be detected or made impossible
altogether; 2. that, in the event of disclosing itself, it

is not the disclosing happening itself that befalls man_the;

discloser, in and through whom the disclosing happening hap-

pens, but rather, 'the opposite §é§és place. Iiio&ther words,

* man is here presupposed to be.der Herr of the disclosing -event

' -
itself, and not der hirt of it.
The first presupposition, which science calls "$cientific“J

is what Heidegge:'speaks about in "The Age of the World Picture,”

l
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saging .that'"science becomes research through the projected

plan, and through the securihg of that plan in the rigour
of procedure.“46 Heidegger goes on to say that: "research
into facts in the realm of nature isaintrinsicalljethe estab-

lishing and verifying of rule and'iaw."47' Even experiment ///Ff

...that methodology which, in its planning- and execu-

becomes

tion, is supported and guided on the basis of the fundamental
law laid down, in order to advance the facts that either veri--
48-
n

fy and confirm the law or deny its confirmation. This

is the presuppositidn 1 above hears in itself, but is it hot 7
gfesumptuous to use an experlmentatlon, a research or a me-
thodology such as descrlbed above to unconceal "the p0551ble,"
‘the not—yetf'or "the hpproachlng?" --Is one not limited and
closed w;thin a watertight methodology, such as Hescribed

above, that eliminateés all choices, all openness and all free-
dom in the sense that one,. here, has one end only one re-
course. to take to in the study of the "Approaching,"” gnd that

is, the laws and rules lald down for everyone, and on-account

of Wthh there is, and must be no alternative? The same

der Herr, not der’ of the disclosing event itself. ‘Accord-

Lt

ing to the former, man {e seen as the master -and maker of

the disclosing event; whe}eas in the latter, man is a shep-

I4
:
»
¢
L
N
:

S ' 46. See The Question Concerning Technology, p. 120.

47. Ibid.

48. 1Ibid., pp. 121-122.
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that is a counter—saylng"

‘gln that one can eX1st 1t anyhow, or can even choose not to.

. of hlstory,,Ls not, and’ cannot be an adventure inténded to

272

-

herd ot it. Needless to say, the latter is Heldegger S p051—

tion but does that pos;tlon not make man a mere pa551ve care-

_taker servant of the disclosing event? Yes, it does make,

man a caretaker servant of Being,‘but not a completely passive’

3

one. For submitting oneself to, listening and hearing‘and

rece1V1ng Being and lettlng it come to pass is. for Heldegger

not only a pa551ve but an actlve task also,\pne that is free'
and open but -to assume whlch Heldegger entreats man to work ‘

at it and be open and sta open to the dlscloslng of Being,
2 Y

in and from which he 1sAdlsclosed unto himself, resolutely
' e ’ - ‘
or not,” authentically or not. Going té& receive and bringing *

a message, for man, is an active task, a free and an open

" one in that man, for Heidegger, is like the Grgek god Hermes,

a divine messenger, who receives and brings mes

tiny, and such task is not only-bassive but active also.. For

example, Heidegger describes the sayinq of mortals -- that
- the speaklng of man -- as an answer but it is an answer
49

)

and:not just a mere answer. Hence{ (;\\\

the disclosin§ ofrBeing, in which that of man.is rooted,‘is

M)

not only a pa551ve but an' active task also, free and open,

4

be bothered by it. Flndlng oneself in one S own haqged-down
Tradltlon,.that is, d01ng 2 hlstorlologlcal investigation

. ® .

T

satisfy one's intellectual hunger of for the sdke of.anti~j

N . ) [ -
B
L R -

49. on the Way to Language, p. 129. ’f i SR /FPV‘.
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" .quarian and monumental convenience and selfishness because

it is a task of self-disclosing in one's own has-beenness.

It is self-retrieving to which history (as sciencé), groundeﬁ
B -

upon -historicity, belongs. It is a task of das andenkende Denken

that can ﬁggall only what hai been given there already..'It
50 - . .

- -

is, in his words, "...remembrance of Being."

50. "The Anaximander Fragment" in'Early Greek Thinking;

p. 36.

E-'



2 | o274

APPENDIX A - ' -
". TO KINDRED ONps;- . ‘ «

- . . L .

There amid the Alps it is still.bright night-and the cloud,

Writing of the Joyous, covers the night with the yawning
valley. T

There, thither, rushes and roars the boisterous mountdin breeze, .

Steep down through the firs there gleams and dwindles a ray.
The joyously-shuddering chaos slowly hurries and struggles,
Young in' appearance, yet strong, it celebrates loving strife
Beneath the rocks, it seethes and toters in the eternal lists,
For morning dawns more bacchanalian there. T
For the year grows more unendingly there and the holy
Hours, the days, are more boldly ordered and mingled,
Yet the storm-bird marks the time and between
Mountains,-high in the air he hovers and calls on the day.
Now too the village watches fearless from down in the depths,
And, familiar with the high, gazes up at the peaks from below.
With a presentiment of growth, for already, like lightening-= -
. streaks, the old ' ' L
Cascades are falling, the ground steams under the tumbling,
Echo sounds all about, and the imponderable workshop
Moves its arm by day and night, conferring gifts.
Meanwhile the silver heights gleam peacefully above,
Already the luminous snow up there is full of roses. :
And yet higher up still above the light there dwells the pure
Blissful god rejoicing in the play of holy beams.
Silent he dwells alone, and brightly shines his countenance,
The heavenly one seems disposed to give life, _
To create 4oy, with us, as often when, conscious of measure,
Conscious .of all that breathes, hesitant too and sparing,
the god _
.Sends to cities and houses most genuine happiness, ard gentle
Rain to open out the land, brooding clouds, and you too,
Dearest breezes, and you, scft vernal seasons,
" And with slow hand makes joyful those who sorrow,
When he, the creative one, renews the seasons, -and refreshes
And touches the quiet hearts of ageing people,
And works down into the depths and open out and illumines,
As he loves to do, and now once again a life begins,
Charm flowers, as before, and an immanent spirit comes,
And a joyous courage swells again the pinions. -
Much spoke I to him, for whatever poets meditate or sing
Is of value chiefly to the. angels and to him;
I prayed much, for love of the fatherland, so that not
Unimplored the spirit might once suddenly command us;
Much for you also who are beset with care in the fatherland,
To whom the holy gratitude smiling brings the fugitives,

)

l. Trans. Douglas Scott in Existence and Being,
Pp. 236-242.
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People of the country! For you, whilst the lake rocked me,
And the helmsman sat calmly and praised the passage.

Far on the level of the lake was one joyous undulation
Beneath the sails, and now the town flowers and shines forth
There in the early morning, for hither from the shady Alps
The vessel comes escorted and rests now in the harbour.

Here the- shore is warm, and the valleys amicably open,
Beautifully luminous with paths, gleam verdantly towards me.
.- Gardens stand in groups and already the glittering bud is .

-, beginning, .
And the song of the birds makes invitation to the wanderer
All seems familiar, even the hastening greeting
Seems the greeting of friends, each face seems congenial

To be sure! It is the native land, the soil of the homeland,
That which thou seekest is near, and already coming to meet thee.
And not in vain does he stand, like a son, at the wave-washed
Gate and gaze and seek loving-names for thee

With son, a wandering man, O blissful Lindau!

- This is one of the hospitable gates of the land,

Tempting one to go out into the much-promising distance,
There, where wonders are, there, where the divine quarry runs,
High up the Rhine breaks its bold path down into the plains,
And forth out of the rocks the jubilant valley emerges,

In there, among the bright mountains, to wander to Como,

Or, as the day changes, down the open lake;

But me thou temptest more, 0 hallowed gateway!

To go home, where flowering ways are known to me,

To visit the country there and the lovely vales of Neckar,

And the woods, the green of holy trees, where the oak

Gladly keeps company with calm birches and beeches,

And a.place in the mountains amicably captivates me

There they welcome me. O voice of the town, of the mother!

O thou touchest, thou stirrest old teachings in me!

Yet they are still the same! Joy and the sun still flower
with you,

O you dear ones! And almost brighter to the eye than before.

Yes! What used to be, is still! It prospers and ripens,
yet nothing

That lives and loves there, abandons faithfulness.

But the best, the discovery, that lies beneath the arc

Of holy peace, is reserved from youth and from age

Foolish is my speech. It is joy. Yet to-morrow and in
future

When we go and gave out-of-doors upon the living field,

.Beneath the tree's blossoms, in the festive days of spring

Much shall I hope and speak with you on this, you dear ones!

Much have I heard of the great father and long

Kept silence above him, who refreshes the wandering season

Up there in the heights and rules over mountain-ranges,

"Who presently grants to us heavenly gifts and calls

With brighter song and sends many good spirits. O tarry not,
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Come, ye preserving ones! .Angels of the Year! - And ve,
Angels of the house, come! Into all the vein of 1ife,

Rejoicing everything at once, let the heavenly share itself
out!

Ennoble! Rejuvenate! So that no human good, no
Hour of the day may be fittingly hallowed

Without the Joyful Ones eand without such joy, as now,
When lovers are reconciled, as, it behoves them.
When we bless_the meal, whom may' I name and when w
"Rest from lifé, each day, say, how shall I give thanks?
Shall I name the High Ones then? No god loves what Ys unseemly;
.To grasp him, our joy is scarcely large enough.
Often we must keep silence; holy names are lacking,
Hearts Beat and yet does speech still hold back?
But lyre-music lends to each hour its sounds,

And perhaps rejoices the heavenly ones who draw nearx.
This makes ready and thus care too is almost

Placated already -- the care that entered 1nto the joy
Cares -like these, whether he wills or no, a inger
Must bear in his soul and often, but the othe S not.

rehay
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Wonder or dream from distant land
I carried to my country's strand

And waited till the twilit norn )
Had found the name within her bourn --

Then I could grasp it close and strong
It blooms and shines now the front along....

"Once I returned from happy sail,
- I had a prize so rich and frail,

She sought for long and tidings toid:
"No like of this these depths enfold."

And straight it vanished from my hand, [
The treasure never graced my land..-.. :

So I renounced and sadly see:

Where word breaks off no thing may be.
" . L) '

1. Trans; Peter D. Hertz, On the Way to'Language,

‘p. 140.
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