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or "articulation”. This aspéct of d%sclosedneés, that isl
.available to man by nature, will—be thought about by Heidegger
in his later works whereiln he makqs‘several attempts to under-
stand the essence of lanéuage, and repeatedly points toward

the connection between languaze and the world. It is intérest-

inz to observe how Heidegger has already laid the foundations

of his standpoint on language, in Being and Time , and has
- already refered to a fundamental conneciion between the world

as disclosedness,and disclosedness as speech. Upon these
foundations Heidegger continues to builé throughout his'caréer.
and his humble ciaims "~ will assume the form of much bolder
assertions, assertions which his long thoughtful dwelliné upon
languzge will enable him to make.

| Heidegger initiates his remarks by calling speech the
articulation of intelligibility. It does not emerge after inter-
pretation and assertion, but underlies them. That which is
articulated may be ?alled meaning (Sinn) or sense. Spoken
articulation, articulates the totality of significations
{Bedeutungsganze). This‘totality can be broken up into signifi-

cations that carry meaning. .
Speech, too must have essentially a kind of
Bein #h is specifically worldly ... The
inte¥1gibility '.... expresses itself as
speech% The totality of significations ... is
put into words. To significations words.accrue.
But word-things do not get supplied with
significations ... _ )

The way 1n which speech gets expressed is lan-
guage. Language is a totality of words - a
totality in which ’'speech' has a worldly Being
of its ownS9.. '
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Heidegger will modify his standpoint on this simple
distinction between 'speech' (discourse) and ‘'language' in the
'laféf works, and will point out that language is rooted .in
Being, rathér than in worldliness. But here he is referring
to language as it is usually understood i.e. as having an
ontic Being. He further observes that language as "totality
of words"™ may be encountered as ready-to-hand, broken up into
word-things présent-at—hand. Speech, however remains a more
primordial stfﬁéture of disclosedness.

Speech, being egqui-primordial with coﬁprehension, has
hearing and keeping silent (Schweigen) as its original posi-
bilities. Speech is alﬁajs "speech about something®, and in
it there is always "something said"” that is constitutive of the
disclosedness of the Being-in-the-world. Speech "communicates“.
In its communication what gets shared is the co-disposition
(Mifbefindlichkeit) and the comprehension of Being-with-one-
another (Miteinaﬁdersein). Dasein-with that is already
understood gets explicitly shared. Being-in and its disposi-
tion are evidenced in the speaker's intonation, modulation,
tempo,.the way of speaking etc. Heidegger gives an early hint
of his. conception of poetry as having fhe_potential of an

original ontological disclosure, as he remarks:

In poetical speech, the communicaf?@n of'the
existential possibilities of one's disposition

can become an aim in itself and this ammounts
to a disclosing of existencelQ,

Regarding ‘'Hearing' which is an important aspect of speech,
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Heldegger obserfes that it is hearing that constitutes speech.

Acoustic perception is baséd on hearing in the same way as

linguistic utterance on speech.

Listening-to ... is Dasein's eYﬂSuentlal way

of Belng-onen as Beinz-with others ... Daseln
hears because it comprehends ... Dasein 1is

'in thrall' (horig) to Dasein-with and to

itself; and in this thralldom (Hdrigkeit) it
belongs %o (zugehorig) thesell,

. ? . )
what Heidegger is saying here is not trivial, but he is identi-

fying the primoéﬁggfityfﬁf\zha‘disclosive structures of Dasein’s
Being. Dase/ﬂ/ ears becayse 1t 1s dlSClOSlvely\submltted to
its world; because it already com@rehends its Belng -in. It

is always open, never indifferent to Being-with; it is compre-

»

hendingly co-disposed toward Being-with and toward itself. It
has a potential to hear others, and its owm self,Zfor it is

hearingly open to both. . Dasein's cabaéity to hea* itself 1is

/
further considered dy Heldegger in his dlscu531on about

authentic resoluteness, as listening to the call of conscience
. ~

{das Gewissen éls Ruf). |

His concludiné remarks in the section on speech about the
fundamental connection amonz Man, language, and world, also
foretellrthe major preoccupations of hié latér'works:

Because speech 1is constitutive for the Beins of
" the ‘'there',... Dasein as speaking Being-in
has already expressed himself. Dasein has -
language ...

Man shows himself as the entity which speaks.
This does not signify that the possibility of
vocal utterance is peculiar te¢ him, but rather .
that he is the entity which is such T to’
discover the world and Dasein itselft~



Man's Absorgtion in the World

Dictated b& the phenomenological: approach and his chosen
prbcedure of observing man “proximally and for the most part
in average everydayness",13 Heidegger pays particular attention
to the "everyday" Being of the "there", that is, how, for the
most part, Dasein gains its disclosedpess. He has already
explicated that Dasein's Being is always a Being—in-the-world.
that 1t is ofiented toward and submitted to the world, and
that it comprehends itself.and the intra-worldly engities, for
the ﬁost part.‘in'gérms of the world. But all this does not
mean that man is entirely subservient to the world. His
submission, which is a disclosive submission, has -a possi-
bility of Being authentic (eigentliches), i.e. he can have an
existential disclosure and comprehend his own Being vis-a-vis
the world. It is this realization of his "ewnness" that
enables him @o comprehend, that for him, his very.Béing is an
"issue". One of the major aims of ‘the "fundamental analytic
of Dasein” is ‘to clarify, in what manner man is, for the most
-part, submitted to\the world, and to péint out that within
this submissién. not exclusively of’it, re lies open before
man a pbssibility to realize h}s own-ness (the root 'eigen'
of ‘Eigentichkeit' means 'own'). Hei@egger"repeatedly
reminds us in this analytic that ‘'authenticity' and ‘inauthen-
ticity' .are not ethical terms in the traditional sense, and
that being authentic does not mean a relinquishing of one's .

" Being-in-the-world.

N
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The observation of Dasein_in.its everydayness, eénables
Heidegger to identify some cﬁaracteristic ways in which it
gains the disclosure of its “"there". Firstly, the way Dasein
ggnerally carries out talk with others reveals that the dis-
closedness and comprehension of ‘*what is' and ‘what is talked
about' remains superficial and i;different. while‘what is
talked as such’ is shared on ‘the basis of some comﬁonly accepted
interpretations. This routine is-called "idlé—talk“ (‘;erede'
i.e. a modified 'rede') by ﬁeidegger. It is a functiona1§way
of talking, and is employed by Dasein in its everyday-undef-
standing and interpretatipn'of matters, of the world and of
itself. Another characteristic that shows itself in everyday
Dasein is its “curiosity" (Neugier) i.e. it wants to know what
is new and what is different. 1t does not exercise its
circumspective-sight (Umsicht) too penetratingly to comprehendI
things, but passes on from -one novelty to another. veryday
Being-in-the-world and Being-with others also éontaiis an
"ambiguity" (Zweideutigkeit) that is, for the most part, Dasein
can hardly distinguish between a genuine disclosure and a
superficial one. A4 superficial understanding is usually con-
sidered genuine because it happens to be functional. Idle-talk,
curiosity, and ambiguity are not strictly Dasein's attributes,
but they do constitute its everyday Beingl

In these, and in the wéy they are intercon-
- nected in their Being, there is revealed 2z

badic¢ kind of Being which belongs to everyda{ness;
we call this 'falling' (Verfallen) of Daseinll,

# .
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By falling, Heidegger does not want us to understand a negative

evaluation of Dasein, or its decline from a 'primal.status’.

Falling implies that Dasein, for the most pgrt. isrglongsidé

(bei} its world. This absorption in (Aufgehen bei) means it-

is *lost' in the openness of the 'they’ (Offentlichkeit des Man),

it has falleén-away (abgefallen) from itself, and failen—into

the world. 'Aufgehen' ;iso implies dis-integrating or absorb-

ing oneself into the world. For the most part, Dasein lives

and functions as fallen into its world: it is fascinated by

worldliness (worldly meaning) of .things and by Being-with of

Others. This not-Being-itself is z normal and positive state

of Dasein. This is how it—normally is and this is how it lives:
In idle-talk, in public interpretation of fhings, that 1is,

in-the way the world is generally disclosed to it, Dasein

builds for itself a temptation fpr falling. Being-in-the-world

is viewed as"tempting"® (versggéériéchy. Idle-talk and ambiguity

give rise to the supposition that everything is comprehended,

- and all genuine possibilities of Dasein are well-defined. Thus,

falling serves as tranquilizing (beruhigepa). But this does

not mean Dasein has become "calm". Rather, it témpts Daséiﬁ'

to be on the move.

Versatile curiosity and restlessly 'knowing it ,
all' masquerade as a universal comptehension of
Dasein. But at bottom it remains indefinite .
'what' is really to be understood, and the \\
question has not even been askedl5,

In Talling Dasein is not surrendered to another entity or

other entities but is led into a kind of Being “"of itself"
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which is inauthentic. Heidegger describes it as Dasein getting
"entangled” (verfingt) in itself, as it moves toward an
"alienation® (Entfpemdung) from its own potentiality for Being.
The turbulence (Wirbel) of falling shows that the “throwhness"
of Daseip. that surfaces in Dasein's disposition,
has an on-going character. Thrownness is not a fact that is
already finished and settled. Dasein is always "in the throw”,
always "sucked into they's inauthenticity". ‘

To be authentic, on the other hand, is not something that
"floats above" everydayness. "It is only awmodified way in
which such everydayness is grasped (nur_ein modifiziertes

16

Ergreifen dieser)",” * remarks Heidegger.

Disclosure in Dread -

Disclosedness‘that man recelves in._disposition, not only
informs him "how he is" at a certain moment, but may also let
him Xnow "how he is" as an entitf. Cne of the potentials of
man's comprehension is to compfehend his own Beinz. Heldegger
deplores the facf that man's moodness (Befindlichkeit) has not
received as much attention from philosophers as it should have,
for moodness is a phenomenolpgicgl evidence of man's ontological
bond with the world. Disposition is not a super-structure.
based on comprehension, but all disnositional affectation and
all understanding of thé world, takes place in man equi-
primofdially. This is,why dispositions can be especially

=
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revelatory and combrehensiqn made availablg in them, can
provide speci;l discloésure. Heidegger‘attaches a great impor-
tance to the revealatory potential of the rare moﬁa.of dread
(Angst) thch sometimes.overwhelms man. Psychologists often
dismiss it as a modd of "depressibn" without realizing its
éxistentiai groundsl‘ Among others, Kierkegaard, Sartre,

Jaspers and Grabriel Marcel have\pointed to the insight that

»

this mood provides.

For Heidegger, the disclosure in dread, provides an

h ]

evidence that thére exists a possibility in man's Being, of

authentically grasping his existence._ 4t the same time it

enables one to witness how man's Being-in-the-world remains,

for the most part, fallen-away in the world. This inter-
pretation of the experience of dread, also seems to-claim

that the author's fundamental analytic of Dasein, ié not merely

~composed of a series of assertions, but is an attempt to

_ analyse systematically, what 'shows itself’ in man's Being

i.é% what is phenomenologically évé@lable. The fact that this
mood is rare does not lessen its importance,‘for it only
shows that, for the most part, man's Being-is so absorbed in
tﬁe worla, that it'fails to view the dread, which is “always
present but sleeping".

Dread is not the samelthing as either fear or ordinary
anxiety, but istQépletely overwhe}ming. Heldegger explains -

At in fear, one i% afraid of some threatening entity from

within the world, while in dread, one is never sure what it is
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that is presenting a threat. One is indefinite because what

" threatens in dread is mot an entity but the very Being-in-the-

’

world itself. Zntities seem to lose their relevance. They
N N ~ S
remain avallable but seem to be of no avail. The totality of-fh

involvements seems to collapse, and the world seems to lack

-

sienificance. That which,threatens is "so clése that it is
oppressive and stifles oﬁL's breath, and yet, it is nowhere" .17
It means that it is the world itself that is oppressive.

-

Heideéger polnts out that in this state the world does nq%
disappeaf, but rather obtrudes itself, as whateyer is
within-the-world loseS‘significence. ﬁhat Ooppresses us in‘
dread is not an entity, it~is'nbt even the totality of entities,
but rather the “possibility" of the ready-to-hand as such i.e.
the world ifself. Dread discloses "primordiaily and directly,-

world as world”. This does not mean, however, that world is

conceptuali zed. »
Dread thus takes away from Dasein the possi-
bility of understanding itself ... in terms of
the world and the way things have been
publicly - interpreted. Dread throws Dasein
back upon that which it is greadful about --
its authentic potentlallty

. By individuallzlng Dasein, dread p01nts toward Dasein's

freedom of "choosing itself and taking hold of itself*. The
unhomeliness (Unheimlichkeit) that one encounters in dread,

means that Being-in enters its other mode; in whlch the at-
homeliness of the"ﬁhey is no longer available. In everyday

Jas€éin, Heldegger maintains, this primordial state .of not-at-

. —
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home is oﬁly “dimmed down". ‘éal%ing is a mode of "unhome~
linéss", not vice versa, =
Heidegger alludes to the phenomenon of dread, in hig
treatments of death and authentic resolutehess, and in several
other moments in the analytic of Daéein. But noﬁhefe.has he -
giveﬁ'it more importance +than in the discussion about Nofhingv
ness in the lecture-essay "What ié Metaphysics" (1929). 1In
this work he once again points towaré the revealatory natgzg\\
of disposition, and observes that in ﬁoods such as acute
boredom, and in our joyful disposition in the preseﬁbe of z
beloved, a "wholeness" qf the totality dawns upon us. But
there is a mqod which is so peculiafiy revelatofy that it
reveals the Nothing as such. - This is the rare and "kev-mood"
of Dread. Heidegger believes that dread enables us to expe-
rience what Nothingness is as such, and how it functions
alongside Being. He maintains that the experience in dfead <
does illustrate his contention that Nothingness is not an
opposite pole of Being, but something that.functions in
conjunction with Being. In this essay, he paints another
graphic picture of dread: °
. Dread étrlkes us dumb. Because what-is-in-
totality slips away and thus forces Nothlngness
to the fore, all affirmation ('is' - saying
Ist-sagen) fails in the face of it ...
What-is is not annihilated (vernichtet) by

dread ... what rather havpens is that Nothinz

shows itself as essentially belonging to
what~is

In the “clear night of dread’s Nothinzness" what-is as such
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is disclosed in its original openness (bffenheit),-as we _
comprehend "that it 'is', and not Nothing". Heidegger further
observes that dread is not only an experience of Nothing, but
it is also an experience of Being. ¥ne expetriences Being as
something "otﬁer" than every?hing that is. If we are coura-
geous in the face of the "horrors of abyss", ﬁhe “ébuﬁdless

voice” of Being can be heard.

,—-\\\_ﬂr\ Man alone. of all beings, when addressed by
the voice .of Being experlences the marvel of

all marvels: that what-is 'is'%0,

Hence, dread, accordlng to Heidegger, provides us a unlque
opportunity to comprehend not only the issue of Being in the
world, but -also the issue of Being as such. It is an occasion
to learn "how" are wec*in" the world, as the world shows ijself
in its "wholeness“.‘as-a "phenomenon”. This . does not mean that
by going thrpugh dread we are able to define the world
ontically, or are able to conceptualize it. But at the same
time, dread also reveals.that our own Being, as well as Being
of anything that 'isj_is an "issue”, and not a matter of course.
It opens up a possibilit& in which one recognigé; one'qﬂgwn—
ness vis-a-vis the world. Dread is a unique disclosure, that
takes place but rarely. It cannot be brought about at wi}l.
However, Heildegger's analytic points toward other oppoftunities
open before man in which man can grasp his own-ness and
seize upon his existence.. These-possibilities also have an . -

involvement of dread, and require courage in the face of 1it.

In death-contemplation (sein zum Toazﬁﬁis Vorlaufen in die -
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Moglichkeit) and in resoluteness (Entschlossenheit), man
obtains an existential disclosure, comprehends his absorption
'1in the world, and resolves. to be courageous against dread.

It is in~death¢contem§1ation that one's ‘whole' existence,

one's very Being-in-the-world,presents itself as an "issue"
. .

that one cannot shrink from.

[
7

Death-Conéemvlation

fter the conclusion of the Division I of Being 'and Time ,

-

Heidegger observes that the existential analysis of Dasein, .

r

thus- far, has dealt merely with the 1nauthent1c. everyday
_Being of d;;;ln and that 1tIEs yet to comnrehend Dasein in its
"wholeness". Hence, he initiates the lelSlon 1T w1th a .-
studykof Daseln"s/Belng—toward death _for no 1nvest1gatlon of
man's authent1c1ty amd” of the "wholeness“ of his eY1stence

can ovérlook the presence of. death in his life. Medltatlon
upon death anorehends the meam.nrr of nan S exlstence, fOr man
is the‘only belng who knows about the certalnty of hls own’"

N ﬁeath, and always develons "an attltude toward it. Helde-

gger”s analy51s alms at”bmprehendlng what dEath means. what

rlS the usual (lnauthentlc) understandlna that Daseln has of it,

-

and what 1s thaf Belng-towards death 1n whlch ‘Dasein grasnsiitQ

authenilcally, and combrehends what it dlSCloseS concerninﬂ_“

‘_,ex1stence. Con51derat10n of death is . one pf the magor themes

.. <.,

Jin Heldeg:er's thought and he'taﬁes 1F_up azain and aﬂaﬂn bk,

Y
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Division II of- Being and Time , and in his later works. Moref

over, the iSSue of deatﬁ is closely associnted with that of the
-world. In_fhe present analytic, it is recognized for seizing
upon’ the unit& of Daééih's e;iétential structures, whereas in
fhé~latér'works, as Heidegger bezins to emplqy the term

"mortal” instead-of "Dasein" for man, death is recognized. as

"an integral part of -the "fourf¢ld" (Geviert) of the world.

In the existential alytic, the author provides a

penetrating study of the meaning of death, as he outlines its--

inauthentic as well as it¥\authentic comprehension by Dasein.
The first feature of death that he discovers is that in death

one is alone. Death 1 0 "experience", nobody can

experiencg the death of the other. The *
is not comparable to y other ending; it
likg the ripening of
of a painting. Death is not an event, but an existential
"phenomenon”. The issue is noﬁ'"Being-at-én-eﬁd"'but "Beinz-
towards-the-end".

Death is a phenomenon of life, life to’'which belongs Beinz-
in-the-world. "Dying" (Sterben) is towbe distinguished from
"demise" (Ableben). The impendence of death, is unlike any
other matter that is imminent: for in this impendence, the very
Being-in—thé-world i1s at stake. It is something toward which

vasein must comport itself. " and it always does, either

inauthentically. or authentically.

However, under QEQ spell of the publicness of the “"they”

-
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(das Man), Dasein does not acknowledge death as a "way to ée".
Tt is taken as a mishap, happening all the time. It is often
said: "one of these days, one will die too, in the end, but
right now it has ndthing to do with us".zl, Heidegger calls
this attitude of indifference and self-tranquillization
"in-authentic". Dread about déath' must not be dealt with in
this manner. Thinking about death is not a cowardly fear..
The "they" believe that “death certainly comes, but not right
away", and conceal what is special in death's certainty: that
it is ‘possible .any moment.

Death—contemplétion and Being authentic is the same“attitudé.
Heillegger emphasises that‘death in an authentic comprehension
is to be coﬁsidered a "possibility". Hescalls this a "running-
ahead of the possibility" (Vorlaufen in_die Moglichkeit): .

The more unveiledly this possibility gets +
understood, the more purely does the compre-

hension penetrate info it as the possibility2 .
of the impossibility W& any existence at all??, o '

-

In death~contemplation, that is, in nning-ahead” of the

possibilit&. it becomes manifest to one that there exists a
~—

possibility in which one's own-ness can ﬁe wrenched away from
the self, understobd iﬁ terms of the "they". As one views |
one's self fhus.individualizéd,vone comprehends one's lostness
in the surrounding-wor;ﬂi Hence, death-contemplation indi- .

vidualizes one, and

discloses to existence that its uttermost
possibility lies in giving itself up; and thus

& 1t shatters all one's tenaciousness o what-
ever existence one has reached?3,
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At the same time, deathé contemplation reveals another Kkind
of certainty, that is more primordial than any other certainty.
And this is the certainty regzarding Being-in-the-world; that

is, Beinz-in-the-world as the Being of Dasein is understood

throush a disclosure.

The Temporal Aspect of the World

According Eo Heidezger's interpretation, the meaning of
Being was understood as "presence" by thg Greeks, and ever
Since, Western metaphysics has thought of Being in a temporal
sense. Hence,as soon as the question of the sense of Being
arises, the first sense that comes to nTHhd is tﬂat of pres-
encing, or a temporal one. Heidegger decides to adopt.this‘
© sense "provisibnally", to further.comprehend fhe meaning of
the*Beihg of Dasein, l.e. of its Being;in-fhe-world. In

division II of 3Being and Time , he traces the temporal

meaning of all the major existential structures of Dasein’
that are identified and investigated in division I. It may’
be mentioned here that the temporal is not fhe only meaning
df Being, according to Heidegger. The other dimensions of
Being,~however, carnot be thought.about in'a hasty manner,
“for he views the role of his_thégght as a mere initiation of
the réawakehing of the forzotten question of Being. He is
especially aware of the realms of knowledsze; which his

treitments cannot claim to fathom. He doés not want to maich
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tﬁe claims made by metaphysical treatments, which, he believes,
have invariably failed to examine their pre-suppositions,
'_and their ontological grounds. ‘

Regarding the conception of time, Heidegger deplo;es that
it has hardly been re-thought since A;istotle. While he
recognizes the popular view of time as past, preéent, and
future, he thiﬁks that it is simpiistic to consider time as
nothing but a sefies of "nows". He points.out that time has
.to do with the temporalizingprocess in Dasein. Dasein'fé a
being that is cdﬁstantly making-present.(gegenwﬁrtigen),
which involves anticipation of fﬁture.:and the réturn to
having-been. These three "ecstases”of time are unified in
their strupture, and enable Dasein to comprehend the actuality
of entities, and its own being.

In section 69, Heidegger remarks about the temporal
groundé of Being—in-the-world, and of the wbrld as such. He
points out that his earlier assertion that Being-in-the-world
is a.unified structure was based on the fact that Being-there of -
Dasein is rooted in.temporality. The temporal- analysis of
the Care (i.e. of the Being of Dasein) shows that it is the
unity of temporality that makes ﬁeingnalongside entities
possible. The temporal constitution of the Being-in—the-worid
also .gives rise to the’questions such as: In what way is the
world possible? what is meant by-saying there 'is'a world? what
does the world transcend? and how does the world transcend?

Heidegger remarks that "to expound these questions

’
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‘ontologically' is not to answer them" . 2k In other words,
these questions do spring up; but there are no simple answers..
Heidegger emphasises that first of all, those structures must
be clarified on the basié of which the problem of trans-
cendencé,can be raised.

The analytic thus faf leads Heldegger to conclude that”
"that inside whicﬁ“ (i.e. world) Dasein lives and comprehends
things is 'there’ alongside its own existence. It has

“"Dasein's kind of Belng". Hence, “Dasein ‘'is' its world
existingiy". And siﬁcé the meaning of the care-structure is
temporality, "thglontological consfitution of the:WOrla-must
then be grounded in tempofality“.?5 This also means that in
so far as Daéein‘temporalizes it;elf, a world eiists. Dasein
is "in a world" by virtue Bf its temporality. Heideggef
observgs that “the world is neither presént-at—hand nor ready-
to-hand, but temporalizes itself in tgpporality e.. If no
‘Dasein’ exists,no world is ‘there’ either"._26

 Since the world has its ground in the unity of temporality,
it is franscendent. It must alrgady be disclosed, in ordér
that intra-worldly entities may be discovered. But Heidegger's
remarks do not venture any further‘than indicating that unity
of Being-in-the-world is founded in %he ecstatico-horizonal_

unity of temporality, and the world as such must have a

temporal foupdaticn. He cautions us that we must proceed
toward thg problem of temporal transcend%Pce sten by step:
)

A concrete working-out of the world-structure

*
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in general and its possible variations can be
tackled only ... by clarifying the idea of
Being in general. If an interpretation of
this idea is to be possible, .the temporality
of Dasein must be exhibited beforehand<7.

Concludine Remarks

We have discussed some of the important inéights of
Heldegger's aAnalytic of Dasein which complement. and clarify
his basic.notion of the world, presented in the preliminary
sections of the analytic. it was pointed out in. the previous
chapter, that the basic reason that drives Heidegger toward
the discussion of the phenomenon of the world is that he wants
to reflect upon all the moments of the structure "Being-in-

the-world". The ontological explication of this s%ructure,

according to him, 1s a step toward raising. concretely the

question of-Being as such. Hence, this attempt to define what
the world mééns is not only subservient to “other aims, but
is also inconclusive. Ve must discern,-ﬁhét{ according to
Heidegger, can be known aBout the world, in terms of the point
of departure taken in his first méjor work. 1In other words,
we distinguish between what he has discovered, and what he has
not discovéred, concerning thé problem 6f the Being of the
world at this_stage.

Since the question of Being remains paramount in all the

works of Heidegger. the connections that other major concepts

have with Being often puzzle his students. This is especially
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true in case of the, notion of the world. .Our explication has )
also endeavored to point out what is the connection between

Beins and World that this Analytic of Dasein enables us to
view, ' i

Heidegger's insight that in the Béing.of man, there
prevails a disclosedness (Erschlossenheit), leads him to
conclude thaf the warld is alﬁays "there” in m;n‘s "there".
The Being of the"world" as the totality bf significance in
man's disclosure enables man to comprehend, to be disposed
toward, and to speak about, all that exists: The same dis-
closedness, which enables man to function as man, has a possibility
fo disclose to man the nature Sf his ‘existence. It is in this
disclosure that man discovers his lostness in the world,
recognizés his own-ness, and resolutely gzrasps it, It ic in
this disclosure that the question of Being becomes for manra
senuine guestion. 4is he engages in resolute death-contemplation
(vorlaufende Zntschlossenheit) he obtains this disclosedness !

(Erschlossenheit), in which he comprehends existence without

beins tenacious with existence.

Hence, in Being and Time , world has been identified as
constitutive for man's Being, and has been grasped in 1ts
connection with man, as a totality of significance. It 1s
experienced as such, and as a '"phenomenon’ in the mood g%
dread. Its Being can.te encountered as an"issue”in resolute
- death-contemplztion. e learn that world is a2 ‘whole', 2

"phencnenon', an 'Issue’, and constitutive of man's existence.,
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But we still do not know what the world is. Ve can never
define it ontically because it is not an entity. At this
stagze, world has been investigated from the standpoint of

man, i.e. how the world is a constitutive element in the

Being of man. It is by way of the Beina of man, that the
Being of the'worla has been approached.- Hence, these analyses
do not enable us to speculate about the connection between
world as such and Being as such. Nor do they even constitute
"Heldesgger's concept" of the world.

To say this is not to undermine the importance.of Being
and Time . It does treat, in an original manner, the problem
of fHe definition of the world as such. .But our claim is
tﬁat Heidegger has only "attempted" to¢ understand thé world,
and he has done éo only to an extent. He recognizes that
man cannot zrasp Béing of the world entirely, for primarily
man can only perceive the "how" of this Being, not itg "what"
and r;why". In other words, the question is enormously:

L]

difficult. Among the attempts which Heideager has made in this

rezard, the treatment in Beinz and Time 1is only “one" pteﬁ.
There are several other attempts that he will make in his
" later works to comprehend what is world.

r Zagually difficult is to apprehend the connection between
Being and vorld. There are some moments in Heldegzer's |
worlt which enable us to speculate about this connection. But
he has not said anjthing either explicit, or conclusive

about it neither in his early nor in his later works, apas¢



63

=N

from reminding us about the difficulty of reSolving -such

fundamental issues. In Being and Time +too, he has never

taken up this issue explicitly. It contains only an indirect
pointer showing that a deep bond exists betﬁeeh Being and
Jorld, as an authentic discloéure feveals that the quéstion
of Being-in-the-world and the question of Being have a common
groﬁnd.. But Heidegger does nof expiicate this zround as such.
Kowever, ‘there is so much confusion on this issue among
Heidezzer's commentators, that the assertions of some
nullify the very problem of fhe Being of the world. Some
take Heldezger's view that world constitues man's Beéing too
far, by believing that world is nothing but an attribute of
. man. Others have viewed world as equated with Beingz in
Heidegger's thought to such én extent that they believe that
the world, according to Heidegger, is nothing but Being itself.

Couturier in his Iionde et etre chez Heidezgzer ,28 refuses

X

to believe that Being and world in Heldegger can legitimately -
be treated as "themes) for which "some" of Heidegger's works '‘are
more important than others.  He thinks that the gquestion of '
Being-and of orld 1is to be found discussed in "all“\of
Héidegger's works, and he explicates almost all of Heldegger's
works in his book under the above title, It is obvidus that
‘Couturier has egquated World and Beinz in a.way that the |
specific proble@ of‘thg world is lost -sisht of. *hile he is
correct in thinking tﬁét.the gquestion of‘Being is present in
all of !teiderrer’s works, he is not Jjustified iﬁ according the

/{ >
|
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same status to "World™. It is a fact that only ";ome" and

not all of the works of Heidegger are devoted to the problem

of the world. 4nd *the meaning of Being cannot be understood

simplistically, by calling it nothing but‘the world.

- A similar cpnfusion-between tlorld 'and Zeing characterizes
—Vycinas" treatment-of Heldezgger's thouzht concerning the

world in his Earth and Gods . While Vycinas is %o be

commended for pointing out that there _is more than one phase
.in Heidegger's investigation of the “ﬁorld",‘and'for emphasis-
inz. the importanée of "dread”, his treatment of these phases
contains manj-simplistic assessments:

.In his Sein und Zeit Heidegger deals with
the problem of the world in two stages, namely:
inauthentic world and authentic world. The
inauthentic world is called Surroundings
(Umwelt) ... the authentic world is called
Nothingness, and it is approached from the
mood of dread ...
Beinz and Worlé are not two different things ...
Being is always its revelation, <he world. To
say 'Being' is to say 'Snenness of Being' which
azain is to say ‘world'<Y

Cur explication has shown clearly that Heidegger refers to

the one_and the only world. Dasein can be authentic, not the
world. The mood of dread showé man's absorpfion in the world,
without jeopardising his Being-in-the-world. World and Béing
are not the same thing. DNor is Being the same thing as its
un-éoncealedness, or truth. Heideggéb;é thought doés no%
seek to eliminate the dis%inctness of the zeneral nbt;ons

such as Truth, %orld, Man, Lantuasé, etc., in comprehending:

their common orizin in Beins,
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- ' Notes

0f., Heidegger: "Letter on Humanism",.pp. 231-236.
Heidegger: Being and Time, p. 171. L
1bid., p. 174.

Ibid., p. 182.

Ibid., p. 184. We will translate "Verstehen" as "“compre-
hension", and not "understanding”.

Ibid., p. 185.
Ibid., p. 1Gk.
Ibid., p. 201.

Ibid., p. 204, "Rede" will be translated as "speech’-and

not "discourse® or "talking". This will enable us 10

compare Heidegger's present standpoint with one. taken in

the later works. B3y "speech" here is meant a more pri-
mordial structure than "talking", although, being primordial,
it encompasses both the senses.

. _Ibid., p. 205. "Befindlichkeit" will be translat97 as _

"disposition™, and not "state-of-mind”.

Tbhid., p. 206. The etymological connection beiween
"horig" and "zugehorig" conveys Heldegger's insight that
man's belonzging to Being is a listening-belonging. In
the later works he maintains that man listens and responds
to Being in linguistic articulation. - i '

Ibid., p. 208. | - -

0f., Footnote 13, chapter I. | B

Heidegger: Being and Time, p. 219.

Ibid., p. 222. In other words, things are inquired into,
but are too readily understood and dismissed, without
raising the question of their Being.-

Ivid., p. 22k, "Ergreifen” has been translated as "grasped"”
instead of "seized upon®, for, authenticity is z moment

of =raspinz a disclosure, not so much 2 maiter of "doing"”
something... S
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17. 1Ibid., p. 231.

13. 1Ibid., p. 232. "&ngst" will be translated as "dread",
- and not "anxiety", to distinguish it from common anxlety,
and to emphasise its rare occurrence.

/
19. Heidegger: “"What is Metaphysics", pp. 336, 338

+ 20. Ibid., p. 355.

21. Heidegger: Being and Time, p. 297. J
22. 1Ibid., p. 307.

23. 1Ibid., p. 308. .
2. Ibid., p. bo2.

25. 1Ibid., p. 416.

-~ 26. Ibid., p. 417.

27. Ibid., p.-4#18.

F

28. 0f.,Couturier, F. : DMonde et etre chez Heidegzer,p. xxv

29. Vycinas, V. : Zarth and Gods, pp. 118, 120.
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CHAOTER TIX
WORLD AND THS PRCBLEM OF GROUND

In the years immediately following the publication of

Beingz and Time , Heidégger continues teo- study the problem of

the world, both in his treatises and in his lecture-courses.

Among the works composed between 1927 and 1930, the treatise

~

Zssence of Ground (Vom Wesgh des Grundes-1929) and thﬁ ’

Iecture-coursesf The Basic Froblems of" Phenomenology (Die

Srundprobleme der-Phianomenolozie-1927) #d The Basic Conceﬁts‘

of Metavhysics (Die Grundbegzriffe der Metahhvsik-1929),

published recenfly as rart of the | Martin Heidegger

LY

Gesamtausgabe series, take Up the problem as part of their

-

specfal @rojécts.- We ha?e alread&ldiscussed, in the previous,
chapter'£he imborténce_of the explication of "dread" provided
in the leciure~essay "What.is Metaphyéicé" (Was ist Metéphyéik;
1929). 4s far as. the pfoblem of the definition »f the world
is.concerned, all these works can bé ;iewed as restating arnd

explicating Heidegger's first znd basic attempt to compréhend

-

the éeing of the world from -the standpoint Qf.man. However,

this is not to Slaim that these worky lack originality in
- ‘¥ .’- - )
their primary projects, nor do we want to underestimate N

théif'}mportance toward further defining the problem 'of the

world, and toward further cMrifying, the author's basic b

N |
. : N ) ‘i : ) ‘ _ ?



.positions.’

_gmpigyed in the éhief'work}-;t outlines the Qfoblem'of

. ' ' *

It is for thesefreasoﬁs, that 'Essence of-Ground Ahq§'a'

special importance. For besifes. réstating Heidegger'® basic
position.on Being-in-the-world in terrs simpler than those

., \

world as such, and provides us with an account of how }he

t

- werld-concept ‘was concéived in_thé hisfory of ﬂestéfnlphié

.Heluegger has annroached the‘problem of the.wor

‘medltatlon on the essence of "ground"., Some of h

ilosophy; .The aﬁthdr point; out, here, how fundamental,

-

'comnlex. mlsunderstood and philosophically indispensable the

-

_p”oblem of the world really is. THe Donular-view as wellAas

.the tradltlonal treatments, accordlnﬂ to him, 1=‘all to acknowl-

ed"e that . world concept has yet to be lnvestl ated yet to be
’

understood.’ In the Dresent chanter. study. ~how

1n hls

observa-

<

tions on the problem, in the above mentioned lecture-courses,

will also be considered, to clarify his standpoints.

The Problem of Ground "

o=

It,is,Qot unnatural for a thinker whose ma&jor concern 1is

-to rekindle the question of Beinz, to be interested in the

-

problem of the esseénce of the 'Fround' of beings. In a way,
Heldegzer -findz an fflnlty with Helbnlz'ﬂ,no call "orin- .

LT
ciple of :u*;;c;ent reason” whwch proclaims that "nothinz is

without ~round" (Niktiiest sine ratione). JLﬁhough vie are
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presently informed tﬁat Leibniz's treaiment hardly does
justice to the problem of 'ground', Heidesger takes this
principlé 2s a point of departure not only in the [Essence of
tround  but also in a lecture—course titled The Principle of

~Ground (Der datz vom Grund) given in 1955-56 and publisiﬁﬂ/\>

in 1957. The question that intrigues him is, Wwhen someone

like Leibniz, remarks that "ndthing is without ground" what
“does he m¥an by 'ground'?l What is the essence of what is

variably called, the ‘'ground' or the ‘reason' or the 'cause’

of a beinz? ' _. | ;’/)

' Heidegger starts the essay by observinz that Aristotle
was one of the first thinkers to raise the problem of the
ground of beings.-and he did, so by takingithe 'grduné',as
'arche' (the origin) apd also as 'éition' {(cause). aristotle's
threefold characterization of ‘'arche' - interpreted by
Helde=zgzer as the first point from which z thineg either is,.or
comes to be, or 1is known - and his fourfeld c¢lassification of
’causes'- as material, formal, efficient, and final - leaves

the question of a2 common 'ground' ynderneath these zrounds
obscure, although Aristotle did atiempt to understénd their
interrelation. Heldegger observes fﬁrther that several
. thinkers since Aristotle‘have gither directly or indirectly
dealt with the question concerning the 'gr9und‘. But instezd
of studying the history of these attemﬁts,rﬂeideg;er chooses

te take departure from Leibniz's_Priﬁcipie which, according

to him, will nelp to awalken the vroblem. The.realm from within

~ .

~—
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which the issue is confpoﬁtediis expressly the realm of "trans-

cendence", arid the investigation is carried out in. the
following three parts: R

(lg The problem of zround,

Transcendence as the realm of the _

) ' questlon about the esgence of zround, and
(3) The essence of ground '

qeidezzer starts by examining whether the orincinle of

sufficient reason says something about the "ground" as such.

The simple version of the principle, "nothing is without

b

ground" may be'read as “every being has a ground'. The prin-

ciple does not say anything about the nature of the ."ground",
. “ 2

but expects it to be a self-evident notion.: hy is the princi-
A" . o
rdle claimed to be a “"basic" principle (principium grande)?
Leibniz thinks that this principle is rooted in the nature of
trufh. Heideggzer quotes Lelbnlz to show what conceotlon of
truth was held by him: | . .. -
Thus a predicate, or conseguent is always ‘ .
uresenu in a subject or anuecedent and in
this fact consists the unlve* af'nature of . -
j?)truth or the cognectlon betwéen the terms .
: the assert*on .
Amons other things that follow from this identity between the
predicate andﬁhe subject is the axiom "nothing is without .
ground”, which derives its validity from the fact that there
‘are no true nr0D081tlons, whose predicate cannot be deriveq

analytically rom the1* subaect. Heidigﬁer observes that

1—1
!-'-
o
f-‘.
1

‘construes fruth as truth of the assertion ‘or nrronosi-

tion, 3and %o him truth means “"correspondence”; bdbut at least
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oﬁe thing is evident, the "ground" has to do'with truth.
. ‘But the propositional truth is not the ulfimate truth for
) 7{Heidegger. He maintains that all predication is possible on
the basis of a manifestinz which\does not have a wnredicative
charactér, which is called "ontical truth" by him. This

manlifestinz does not emerze in the form of a representation,

but takes place, as explained in .Being and Time , in Dasein's

-"situa%ion“ in the mid;t of'beings_through its diSpdsition.
and -in Dasein's éommerce with beings. But the reason that
beings are accessible at all is that the manifesting which
males all interaction with beings possible is "zuided and
clarified“'by 2 compfeh?fi;ﬂﬁ that Dasein already has, namély,
of whgt it is "to be".  This disclosedness’of-Being_is
called bf Heidegger, the "Ontological trufh". ‘Hence the
"propdsitiongl truth"™ which i; taken.as truth as sﬁch by
Leibniz, is rooted in an "ontic truth®, which is itself based
in thet"bntological truth”. For "in fthe unconcealedness of -
beings lies a p%ior unconceaied%ess of" their Being“.h
Heldegzer points out further that the ontical‘and the onto-
logical truth belong tozether bf virtue of fhe ontological
~difference’ (i.e. the difference between Being and beings);
sinﬁé Dasein "behaves towa;d"'beings by  comprehending Being,
there lies at the core.of it$ essence, an ability to A -
- difference that is called "transcendence” of Déseiquy- -
-~ — _ oo :

Heldezzer. Hence the problem of zround must grapple with the

differentiate ontologically. ‘It 1s this Qrohﬁd of ontoiogical'



problem of transcendence.
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Next, "transcendence" as sgghris considered, which the

. . . . P
author calls a "basic constitutive feature" of Daseln.
Transcendence, he maintains, is not 2 spatial surnassing nor

should it be understonod as a feature of the "subject" face

to face with "object". The surpassing that is transcendence

does not occur toward the "object" as such. vhat is sur-
passed 1is what—is i.e. beings i.e. every being which can be
or does become discTuvSed to Dasein, in¢cludinz the being of

Dasein itself. It is transcendence which constitutes selfhood

\

so that Dasein may relate itself (sich vephalten) to beinzs
, S T

. - / . . . .
already surpassed. The what-is that Daseln surpasses 1S not

2 randon collection of "objects". Rather, “surpassing occurs

totally". By "totally” Heidezger implies a coherent totality

as well as an unending happening. It is not that the sur-

]

passinz is occuring sometimes, and sometimes 1s not, the way

a 'knowinz' of 'objects' is described as taéking place. Ragher,the
surpassinzg is there in Being—the;e. That toward which Dasein
traﬁscénds is the world and;iranscendencé may be called Being-
in-the-world. Dasein\?an be itself only because itg eséential .

constitution is Being-in—the-wqud. It shows us that, | C

according to Heidegger, the world is as constitutive of man,

as man is of the world. The existence ¢f the worid is not
<Y - .

. -

endered subservient to the existence of man as conceived by
b bl - Ntk ,
schopenhauer? s _ ' ' ' )

Thz rurther step taren by Heldezier is. to atiemn® an

N -
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— interpretation of the phenomenon of the wérld, SO.as to_learn
more abd’?‘t{gnscendence, without losins the context of the
.problem ﬂf the Tround. But before we view this interpretation,
we must clarlfy an oddity. How ic it that Heidegger is
using metaphysical terms like transcendeﬁce. subject, Sub-

“Jectivity, se9f etc. in =zssence of Zround , while in his

chief work he evidently dismisses them as misleading and coins
2 new antological terminolozy? The main reason for employment
of these un-Heldeggzerian terms is that the author wants to
communicate to the philosophical audience, embedded in the
tradition of metaphysics and subject-ism, in its own lansuage,
his philosophical stance of the fundamental ontold%&. Hence,
more familiar terms have beéen pressed into service, to convey

a new meaning, much like Kant, who in his Critioue of Pure

Reason , employsiﬁradition?l terms carrying neﬁ and special
siznifications. * In his later philosovhy Heidez<=er abandons
metaphysical terms like "transcendence" altogether, but he
keeps alive the above menitioned "communication" with modern
philosophy. To initiate the invesfigation with a c¢critical”
dialozue with the metaphysical philosophy rémains-a feature
-of Heideggér's method, in both his earlier and later works. &

The ouestlon that is now taken up is what "world"/ﬁ;;;s.
and how should the relatlonthn of Daseln to thé vorlcé be

Mefined? At tHIQ'DOlnt plde**er atuemnts a.sh etck ot .

N :

several funaamental meanlqgs of the concont of vor1c tnat

.
. -
-y

have f:ﬁurec prominently in its history”. Slnce,g

.

T



Wwhere elementary concepts like ‘'world® are
concerned, the popular is usually.not the
primordial and essential meaninz. The latter
is constantly hidden; 1% is only seldom
expressed conceptually -and then with
difficulty5. _

A History of the idorld-concent

This historical account is bezun with the observation that

: in ancient 3reek philosophy 'kosmos' meant neither # being

LS

nor a sum of all beines, but "somethinsg like a 'congition®
or 'state of affairs' i.e. the 'how' -in which what-i

its totality".6 Heldezser points out that 'kosmos houtos'
L

does not imply one realm of Beinz buk Feineg (on) itselfl in

relation to the 'kosmos'. In fragment B\lf Anéxagoras7 ‘en

toi ‘heni, kosmei"iin the .one kosmos)} <4ndicates that world is

not a combination of whateyer 1s in the world, but every
being, in a way, requires the world, for.the world underlies
. ™

every seeminzly frazmentary being. Furthgrmore, an cessential

feature of the world, that it is relative to Dasein, is

indicated in Heraclitus' frazment 39: "The wakeful have one

Tem

single 'kosmos' that i common to all, while in sMeep each

man turns away from thix world into his own". Hence, to the

* +

a 'how of the

(1) The worlé reans of '
_ what-is, amnd nAni what-is itself; . :
(2) This '"how! decfines what-is in .totality:
: It iz ultimately the nossivility of eveory ' =
s - 'how' as 1imit and measure; . o . g
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(3) This 'how®' in its totality is in a
certain way primary; .
(4) This primary ‘how' in its totality is
itself relative to human Dasein®.
This is not to deny, observes Heidegger, that the term
;kosdosf often designates what-is assuch as experienced in
‘ _ P i
this 'how'. We cannot -fail to notice that this interpretation
indicates that Heidegger's ovm concept of world has a close

affinity with the ancient Greek notions, and he uses it to

show that his own conception is not arbitrary. ' '

Regarding Christian thoﬁght. Heidegger observes that it

was profoundly concerned with man's relation to 'kosmos's-
P N

'Kosmos houtos' signified a kind of human existence, the
nature of man's Sfance with regard to the world, or man's
ethical standpoint. In Paul (of. Corinthians and Galatians)
'he sophia tou kosmou' (wisdom of the world) meant "a way of
thinking estranged from God" ;hereas in Gospel of John “world"
sigﬁifieé "the basic form of hﬁman Dasein as estranged from
God" as well as "the whole of mankind”. This anthropological
concept of world functioned as an opposing concept to "the
divine filiatipn‘of Jesus'gm: Héidegger further oﬁ%ervgs that
in Augustine, 'mundus’ means "the whole of creatidhﬁ and
"mundi habitatbreé" signified "those who delight in the world,
the impioust the carnal". Apparently, Augﬁstine Qas influenced
by Paul as well as the Gospel ;} John in conceptualizine the

- world tHis way, as is evident in his exegesis of a passage

“from-the prologué of the -Gospel. °Heidegger also remarks that

. n~
» N -

-

a,
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in Aquinas 'mundus' is employed to mean ‘universum’ (universe)
or 'universitas creaturarum' (the whole world of creatures),
and alternafively'to mean ‘saeculum® (worldly way of thinking).

After'considering the. medieval conceptions, Heidegger
makes a briéf reference to the notion of the world held by
thg'échoél metaphysicians, particularly Baumgarten and Crusius,
before presenti%g a relatively more deta}led interprgtgtioﬁ
of thercpncepf in Kant's philosophy. ,B;umgartenﬁis qubted
as maintainiﬁg that "the world (universum, pan) is that series
“(multitudo, tofum) of actually éxisting. finite things which
is not équi%alent to anything else", whereas C;usius' defini-
tion'is given as follows: “a world is a real connection of
finite things, which is not itself, however, a part of somé-
Eping else to which it might belong by virtué of a real
conriection"-.9 Heidegger pommeﬁts that iﬁ schégi metéphysics.
the doctrine of the world is subservient to the doctrine of
ontoiogy and ﬁatural theology;i xt is a\“regiOnal term" for
the ultimate unify of connection of the entirety of creation.

Kant's position, ﬁeideggér believes, is-.the one that
"completely itransformed” the probieﬁ of the world. Hence ﬁhg_\ﬁf
major part of this histofical éccount is devoted to Kant.
Heidegger pointé out that the difficulties inherent in
defining the ‘world’' were acknowledged by kant early in his
‘dissertation of 1770. He is quoted as maintaining in this’
w&rk that_“just-aé, in aealing‘with a complex of substances, .

analysis ohly ends with a part which is_not a whole, 1.e., with

I
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the ‘simple'; so synthesis only ends with a whole that is

not a 'part, i.e., with the ‘world' ",V Furthermore, in this

york, Kant names three‘faetors essential %o the definition of
The é;ncept of the world, néﬁely, matter, form, and entiret&.
About "entirety" Kant remarks that it may,ségm to be an easily
understandable cqpcept, wheﬁ expreséed negativély: but.when
it is.closely considered it presents a problem for the phi-
losophker. ' R L\
-' The problem of tofality ralses various quesgﬁgés such as:
"(1) To what is the ‘'totality' revresented Ey the term” 'world!
related.... {(2) “hat 1s then repreéented by the cﬁncept of

world ... (2Z) ‘hat character does the representine of. such a
11 '

4

totality have ... "

*

ieldesger remarks that althoush iHant

does not pose and answer these guestiohs as above, his Critigue

-

of Pure Reason and the subseguent works do contain an ariswer

i

e s “ . . gy ‘ -
.-wnich result in transforming completely -the problem of the

world. The ‘*totaldty' in Hant's concept is a totality of =
- »

finite- thinzs, but it is the relation o

rh

totality to the fini-

tude that aquires a new sense. Finitud

[}

according to iaﬁt,'is
not rooted in the fact that finite things are God's creétion.
Rather, things afe things because they are objects of finite
knowledge; "a’knowing'that"mqst let them "give! thehselveg as

-already present-at-hané if the Tirst nlace". The “iné of
Beinz zvailable to "finite intution" has bezn called "thinss
2 e s ,

inappearance™ by ‘ant whereas the pozs

. LL IR Sy — 2 4. b 11} "y . D dwn ST e
. o T = VIAINET L tnems2.venr”, Lhe unxTrr 0T wnd
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conneetion of appearances is governed by ontological principles.
called "synthetic apriori knowledge". ‘The synthetic prin-
ciples can be acoounted'for both within experience (intutivel?)
and independently of experiencel and are said to have an
objective reality. .But "the unity of appearances" being neces-
sarily deﬁendent on factual "givenness" is "conditioned" anq.
‘always‘“incomplete“. Howeuer, what enables'us-fo ;epresent )
thebmanifold appearance in complete unity are the "ideas®.
--Ideas contain "a certain completeness which empixi&zl knowl-
edge never attains; reason useg‘fhem strlctly in pursuit of
a systematlc unity, without ever attaining its goal" 12
Ideas belon=r then to the employment of understandlng

and enable reason "to win the,uncondltloned oyer to copditions™.

Hence, according to Kant:

The concept of world is that ideza in which

the absolute totality of objects accessible

in finite knowledge can -be represented apriori.
World, then means no more than aggregate of all
appearances' or ‘aggregate of all objects of
erience ... I entitle all trans-
cendental fideas, in so far as they have to do
with absg¢lute totality in the fgnthe31s of

. es, concepts of world . '

Heidegger sums up fhe besic features of Xant's conce?t of ;
World by way ‘of énsweriﬁg the ‘questions posed aeove: (1) The
concept of world is not "an ontical linkage of %ﬁin*s in them-

" selves" but an,ontologlcal aggregate of "things as appearances"
- (2) It does not ‘show a "coordination" of substances but a

"Subordination®. (3) It is nft to be,deflned as a "rational

_representation”, but as an *idea" or pure synthetic concent

N
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of reason;(thgi is, as distinguished from concepts of under- - \

-
.

standing. o e .
§ wdrlglfthen is described as “surpasgiﬁgﬂ‘appea;aﬂcés. . )
“Yet, béigg the totality of ayﬁéarances, it*réméins related to . -
. them. Heidegger observes: that transcen&en@e-in the Kéntian xi‘

.system has two meanings. It signifies a su:passing of what
is given in exnerlence (1 e. world as representatlon) on

Ege one hand, a@d on the other, to surpass flnlte knowledge
' AV
in general through absolute intution {i.e. giving rise to the

transcendenta&sﬁdealf Agalnst‘QZe transcendental 1deal the ~
world is a "limit" and means the entire finite hunan knowledge. ”

It may be affirmed that ‘the world stands between, the "possibility
of experience" and the "transcendental ideal™. Thus it -
ultimately can signify the-tqtalify of the finitude of man.

Heidegger points out that there is an existentiell, besides
] . 3 . . 1.' B * -

the cosmological meaning of the world concept, by virtue of

which Kant can affirm : c |

- The most important .object, .in the world, th,
object to Wthh we can ascribe all cultural o
progress, is 'man', since he is his own ) LT
ultimate end. Knowing him in.accordance with ™
his specles 1.e. as a creature endowed with
reason, shoHld be called ‘knowledge about
the world'l &

The existentiell meaiing of the concept of world enables us

to understand the validity of the recent philosophical .term

-

"Weltanschauung”, and the siznification of colloquial

o

expressions such as "a man of Zood breeding"” (iann von ielt)

)

and the 'bezu monde' (Yornehme Welt). ‘Ulorld here does not T e
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mean "community of men" in contrast to the natural things but
rather "men in relationship to what-is in totality".
Heldegger concludes the historical sketch by observing

that e essential meaning of the terms ‘kosmos' or 'mundus®
or 'world' has to do with "Dasein's relationship with what-is
in its totality:

For reasons that cannot be discussed here,

the concept of world first assumes the

meaning of the how of what-is in totality,

the relationship of what-is in its totality

to Dasein remains, for the most part, only

vaguely understood. World belongs to a

structure of relations which marks Dasein

ocut as Dasein and is entitled Being-in-the-

world. This use of the concept of world ...

is not the least bit arbitrary but simply

attempts to give the phenomenon of Dasein

the clarity and explicitness of a 'problem'l5.
The essence of Heidegger's critique is that the connection
between man and world, despite several attempts through the
‘history, remains "only vaguely understood". TFor it has not
-been adequately stressed that ‘world is the constitutive
feature of the beinglof man. - This fact reveals itself only
when Being of man is not taken as "given" but is acknowledzed
and reflected upon as a problem. To Dasein.th@'Wholg‘of
what-is is always, in a way, disclosed. This is not to assert
that the totalitf\is conceived explicitly or completely.
Rather, this manifestation that Dasein has is ever-varying,
and the fact that it takes place is often dbncealed'from Dasein.”. -
This totality is comprehended without having to grasp "all

-

its peculiar connections, realms, and strata".
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. It is here théf Heidegger warns us in an important foot-
note (55) that 'world' should not be equated with the ontical
system of us;ful things or of equipment, nor should we
expiain Being-in-the-world as nothing but the commerce (umgang)
with useful thinzs. The analysis that is carried out as
surrounding-world = is only "a preliminary characterisation g
of the phenomenon of the world"™ which "prepares the way for
the transcendental problem of the world”. By "transcendental
problem" hére the author does not mean an investigation iﬁto
the temporal grounds, but a broader inquiry into man‘s_Being—
in-the-world than the ore that ;akes its deQarture from an
observation of the surrounding-world. By way of comment on
the hi#torical sketch, Heidegger outlines his own findings

v

concerning the world-concept:

& As-a totality world is no particular being
but rather that by means of and in terms of
vhich Dasein gives itself to understand
(signify) 'what' beings it can behave toward
and ‘how' it can behave toward them ...

If the world is that in surpassing to which
selfhood first arises, it/is alsg that for
the sake of which Dasein exigtslo,

Since the éeing of everything is related ultimately to Dasein'%
‘for the sake of its...' (umwillen seiner), world has-a structure
of 'umwillen von®, for world is what defines every 'ﬁmwillen
.von', i.e. grants meaning to a being. Does that mean that
every man has his own WO:;dg' It does not mean that Dasein is
selfish or eéotiétical or exiéting in isolation, leidezgzer

explains. . Selfhood is, at the same time, so fundamental that
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it is neutral toward "beinz an I", or "beinr~ a thou", .and

toward “"sexuallity" {i.e.'being male or female). Nor does
this characterization imply that world is assimilated in
Dasein and rendered "subjective”. Heidesger observes that,
it is only by understanding transcendence (i.e. Being-in-the-
world) that we may et an idea what "subject” and "gbject"
mean. Tolsay that world belonzs-to vasein does imply that
1t is-in.a way "subjective", but it is not subjectivg in the
sense that it falls within the "imner sphere" of a subject.

Nor is fhe world pronerly described as "objective™ in the

. sense of "belonging among the objects". As the author also

remarks In Being and Time ,l? belng the ground for the

objectivity of an object, world 15 more objective than any

possible object.

‘Referrinz to the "projective" character of Dasein, Heide-
gzer points out that "as the toiality of what e=¥ists for the

sake of Dasein at any <iven time, the world is brought by

N . . . Sl ST
Jaseirn before Dasein itself i

]
- -t

1)

"nrimordial nraject of
the possibilities nf Dasein" is now called "the project of

world"”. 1In this project the projected world is "thrown over"
what-is, which allows what-is to reveal itself, although‘what

1s projected is not comprehended explicitly. It is in this

P =

"hanaenins of the projectine” that Dasein's bein =i%t¢if =rines.
rence, "Daseirn transcends" deans that its Being is cuch “that

it forms the world" (welthildeni). .n the other nzad, it may

be sald that what-is makes an -"ernirancs intc a worlda"., It i



1

.
.

-
A
LS ]

hUCRL S o

‘something that "happens with" what-is, and is not a happening

a

"within® or "outside" of what-is. This%¥happeninz is what
has been called transcendence of Dasein. (nly.a2s a.beins is

involved im Dasein's temporality can we speak of it a

1

g

enterinz a world. EHence,zll questiohs concernin~ the Being
0f what-1s have to be raised within the realm of transcendence.
Before examinins the nreblem of zround within the nurview
of trdnscendencé. Heidezéer makes ancther historical observa-
tion; i.e. concerning the concept of transcendence in Plato's
tﬁought. He observes that it mizht be erroneous to interpret
'aggthon' (mood} as the transcendence of Dasein, for the
problem of ‘'azathon' is subservient to the question concerninc
the éxistence of 5asein in the 'polis', which is the chief

problem of "The Republic". UNevertheless, Plato describes

'azathon' as 'hexis' (mastery) which masters the nossibility

.of truth, understanding, and of Beins. At the same time, the

-

essence of 'azathon' has to do with man's mastery of himsell

as 'hou heneka', inter

o]

reted as synonymous with. *for the sake
e (umwillen) by Heide

ol

-

errer, 3utl the relation hetfween

e

-~
L
L

uor the sake of ...'and Dasein is a problem that is not
%aken up explicitly.by Plato. He is content with describing
"ideas" as the most objective of objects and Ehat tﬁey remain
in a “placé above the heavens" ('hyperouraqigs topns').

Alternatively 'ideas' are alsc described as imnate in the

™
subject, in Plato's discussion concernin~ the soul =and the

-

memory. ileidez~er maintzins that both these internretations
i~ - |

.
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imply that "even thouszh the world is formed in Dasein, access
L s e e < - _ , 10
to the world 1is denied to Dasein in non finite ferms".”~

ilthoursh. the questinn of transcendence continually arises, the

two possible interpretations of it are by no means resolved.
The nlace of the unrecognized phenomenon of the world is taken

by the eternal realm (‘hyperouranios topos') whereas Dasein's

relationshiv to the world is interpreted in terms of 'noein'.
The lesson we learn is that traghscendence cannot be under-

stood in terms of the "objective", but only throush an -

ontolozical interpretation of the subjéctivity of the subjgct,

which remaips distinsuished §rom both "subjectivism™ and

.. "

"objectivign". -

Transcendence and the 3round

Next, Helderzer studies transcendence “{Beinr-in-the-world)}
_ . .

more closely to comprehend its grounding-process. He wants

¢

)

to learn why therc lies in transcendence the possiﬁility of
the "7round" of what-is. e have ggen that the world “zives
itzself" (gibt sich) to Dasein as thé actual totality of
what-is ‘'for- the sake of ...' (umwillen von) Dascihgfwhich
includes, for the sale of belnz-aloniside thin-s, beinz-with
others, and Dasein's bein~t-itsell. Jasein's bein- “itszell™
involves aisurpassin? of itself in the ;for tne mne of '

which haprens in 2 "will" which orojects itoelf “Lewird

nossibilities ol 1tseli. iieide~ver cautions -that 1o 10 ant
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a willing in the sense of "Jégtihgi something or what-is
traditionally understood as the Wacf of willing". It is,
rather, a willing whichgcreafég or fofﬁs_(bilden) the very
“'for the sake of ...' (uhwillen). That which produces the
'for the sake of ...' is calIed!LfféeQOm" by‘ﬁeidegger. The
“umwillen&.is nq§ a value or.an end-already present. Rather
the freedom "hoids itself.against" (h&lt sich ... entgegen) it.
What Heidegger wants to.convey is that Dasein is, in a
sense, given the world which is the totality of what-is for
the sake of Dasein. Dasein surpasses to be itself and this
surpassing ‘'for the sake of::..' is.é willing, a projecting
towafé possibilities. It is not a "will" in the sense of
desiring something that is already in existence, rather it is
a2 will that forms or creates a ‘'for the sake of ...°' originally.
At the same time what is created thus comes face %o face
with Dasein. But Dasein holds itself agéiﬁst i.e, retains
its freedom against what exists for its sake. This free
Dasein is the most fundamental mode of the being gf marn.
Hence, Heidegger says profoﬁndly "freedom alone can let a
world govern and 'world' Dasein. Wgrld never 1s; it worlds“.zo
By the above statement Heidegger means that it is because
there is freedom at work in Dasein that world can happen,
that ié, Dasein can ;%tain to'its own being which is being-
* in-the-world. "Yorld worlds Déseiﬁ“'méans that world happens
| for baseiﬁ[ and Dasein is nothing if this happening does not

‘havpen, it enables Dasein to be itself. "Yorld zoverns Dasein®

e

N
~
“

A
S
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implies that as worla happens it cantivates vasein comﬂ?ntﬂly

it 1s becaune of the w

-

%zd fnows Enything at

« 8r it trants deine as

‘.'

surrounds Das:nn. Jy

world-foes not }1ve a

a collection of

It is not something
¥

being as other beinss

. -~
“arg present. Rather,

orld that Jasein is

all. ‘lorld- Tovermns

well as meaninz to

"world never is" iel

static or selfsame

all objeets or all actual

that is "given" as su

" are 11 ;

"world worlds" i.e.

it 1s not present as oth

1tseli, lnows itself,
Dasein's existence,
everythinsg fhat
ser means that
einz; world is not
ch. ‘Vorldé is not 2
er beingzs

it

iy
W]

1S 2n orizinative,

aynamic, and transitive 3Beins. It is always "hanneninz" for

the sake of Lasein; it is always beinc.formed and interrreted

B

in various possibiliti

hetter exnressed throu

. -~
e f

es that emerze befo

o]

zh verd than thro

Thi fam111ar-concept of freedom links

and a2 free zet is thou
itself",
Helde

“happenint" is taken 2

nature; only.a more rizorous ontolozical investis

explain what "by itsel

The caus%}ity that is

4
o)
H

aht to be one that

s "initlating". Se
f* and "initiating"

Tfreedom 15 dictinet

it is arsgroundince causality. "= tre
is not 1y = marticular king aF ~reunmn
a
N 2y 2] IR
sround in Ieneral”, The”relation hetuses

Trraund” Is called “oro

re Lreeﬁon It is
uzh & noun.
it with

is "initiated by

But this does not reach the esSence of freedom,

sger thinks, for an ontolozical error 1s COﬂmlutE” as the

1f has an 9ventfu7
ation can
mean in freedom.

from other csusaiion,

noeenconces, {roedam

"spontaneity” - -
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In grounding, freedom sustains, and ground is taken. Grounding
is strewn (gestreut) in three ways: . grounding as "establish-
ing" (stiften), as "obtaining a footing" (Boden-nehmen), and as
"founding" (begrunden).

The first aspect of grounding. is the same as what has been
referred to as "project of 'for the sake of eest'™, Thg "for
the sake of ..." that is thrownm, ié embedded in the whole
of what-is that a particular "world horizon" revegls. But the
"projeét of world" is not enough to give rise to the manifesta-
tion. Dasein is always "in the midst of™" vwhat-is (situated),
and is disposed toward, and perme#ted by what-is. %his means
that it has already "obtained a Tooting", which is the second
aspect of grounding. Heidegger cagtions here that the three
ways of grounding are all "simultaﬁgous". It is so because
transcendence is grounded in fime.VﬁHowever..hg will not go
into a2 temporal interpretation in this essay, as th% footnote

60 informs us.

possession. However, possibilities are not unlimited, b

24
are based on Dasein's factical existence in the midst of

Dasein's project of possibilities is richer than thé;:s
-

-

what-is, which deprives it of certain other possibilities.
‘It i1s Dasein's preoccupation with what-is that

Offers the actually realizable possibilities
of the project of world to Dasein as its
world. And it provides the obligatory force
of what i1s thrown-forth and remains nrojected -
with the authority of its sway in Dasein'sa
realm of existence?2 N



What Heldegger 1s p01nt1ng out 1s that the proaect of the

world is not’the sole factor 1n the orlvlnatlon of ohe world

-~

Daseln does not produce a world by pro;ectlng whatever sults

. 1ts fanoy. But Daseln 5 factlcal ex1stence 1n the mldst of

belngs enables its proaectlnﬂ nature to throw forth unon its
%ossxbllltles. It is Daseln S "behav1our toward" belnas that
has tradltlonally been 1nvest1gated under’ the : “nroblem of |
transcendence", and 1t is alonv the same 11nes that the

. problem of "lntentlonallty" 1s taken up. But 1t must not be

overlooked that Dasein 15 “ﬁn the mldst“ of beings as well as

-

it "behaves toward" them. ;ﬁhat belng "1n the ‘midst of" means,

remalns at the root of the problem. 'Heldegger clarlfles

Though we cannot show why here, the proaect

of world makes a preliminary understandlnv of.

the Being of beings possible and yet-1is not

itself a relatlonsh1o< of Daseln to belnas.

Dasein, Because of its preocoupatlon with 7

. beings can find itself disposed by and -in

_ the midst of beings though indeed never

R without a dlsclosure of worId. But its
preoocupatlon 55 not a way of 'behaving'
toward belnus ’ '

-

This is what has been calle&'fhe third aspect of grounding
i.e. founding. 1In founding.?ﬁransceﬁéeﬁce makes manifestation
of beings possible. It is founding that gives rise to the
pPossibility of the quesfion "why". A pre-conceptual under-
standing of what, how, Beins is implicit in the "why". It
is because a pre—ontologicai understanding is already there
that*why”can be raised at all. This understandinz is thc

"most primary answer" and the "ultimate foundation [or all

¥
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inquiry", and is called "ontological truth" by Heidegger.

. Because every instance of the manifestation of what-is i.e.

.. of ontical truth is founded in a founding, it is subject %o

a "proving”. In provingja particular being is singled out
vhich gérves as a "cause" or "motive® for an ;ntical associa-
fion.‘ Heidegger points out that tranééenaental "ground" is
often disregarded in such "provingf §nd "justifying" resorted
to in* everyday 1life of Dasein. The.;;ound is posé&bility.
basis, proof. In conclusion, '

Strewn in three ways, the grounding of .

transcendence alone produces and primordially

unifies the totality in which a Dasein

must be able to exist. Freedom is in

‘ !
-this threefold manner, freedom*for gréund324

Heldegger maintains fhat_by calling grounding three-fdidﬁ
he is not reducing Aristotle's four types of grounds (causes)
to three. Aristotle's exposition of the four causes does
not dist;nguish between transcendental groundsand the ontieal
causes. The former are simply described as more general <han

the latter. The unity of the four also remains unexplained,

-

which the present investigationvhé%ufaund to be goﬁsisting
in the equi-primordiality of the three gro;ndings.
Returhing to the point of departure,.it is clear by now
that “"Because 'ground®' is a transcendental essential char;cter'
- of Being, the principle of sufficiept reason is valid for
every being".zs? Transcendence is tie true "birthplace" of

the prinéiple. 'eidezger refers to the elaboration of the

principle stated by Leibniz:
~



. < : a0
e .
.. A reason is why this exists 'rather than' o
somethin: else; a réason is why -something o
exists this way 'rather than' otherwise;
a reason is why anything ciists ‘'rather .
than' nothin;<®. = - - i

I%. states the probleém of around-succinetly, Bbut Leibniz fails,

tTo explain adequately the connection between "why" and the

"pather than®, which lies in the transcerdentzl process of

L t. . ’ 4
sroundine. Heidegger malntains that the vrinciple has always

‘been superficially posited, its claim of beinz the,"basic

principle” inadeguately arszued. Its lumping with the prin-

ciple of identity has not explicated its roots either. But

-’ ¥

" confusion resarding this principle should not be attributed
to the “superficiali{y" of some nhilosophers.

Jround has its confusinz aspecis -- 11T may
have nc essence -- for it arises from T
finite freedom ... Freedom is the zround

for zreund ...

The confusion and abuse of srounc is,

then, only ‘'overcome' in faciigal exist- :
inzy. 1t 1s never "2liminated'27,

Turther ilucidations of Man's World ‘

amonz the works in which Heidezzer explicates his basic-

position.concerning man's world, are to be included his

lecture-courses The Basic Problems -of Phenomenology (1927) and The

Basic Concepts of Metaphysics (17379), which nave borm nubl ished

in %he Jesamtauszabe saries. hile theses Trestasnts mxvlain
once avain how the tradition has Tniled tn view Beirn -in-the-

i

- - . - T . - - - H - e
varld asz =z basic constlitutive stnte of Lacein snd L anid
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‘~o the Droblem of the world from z phenomenoiozical’ atan0p01nt

:‘ et

no M"new" attempt has been made in them to comprehend the ~ ; ST

world-concept. As far as the spec1flc problem of the;defini-

tion of the world is concerned, Heid:szger posits the same i

-

nsi

Y3

|._J
ct
ot

ion that he was already advanced in ‘Bein~ and Time. He

D

*nl

cates 1t in accordance with the aims of the lecture- . - -

}..l .
{‘J

courses, and reneatedly voints out now, under the swzy of i

subject-ism, the traditional philesophy Has misundersiood the

.connection between man and vorld. However, these lectures o

roint toward the 1mnoruance Helde"*ef attaches to the world-

rroblem, and toward the dlffzculties oan the wa¥ to comnrehand-

in~ the world-concen<. Hence, we will rafrain from enterin~
into a detailad expositi on of the analyses carried out in
W ~ !

these lectures.

’ T

The Basic Problems of Phenomenolozy.:is an important work

as a whole for showinz the laith Heideszer had in his early

-years in trne potential -7 rhenomenolozy to »rovide 2 re-~ion

~

anc 2 method tc raire the all-important question of Rein-

These lectures alco serve as =2 sequel tc  Being and fi

further'exnlcration af téﬂnoralify,ané--uruher ﬂhenomenolo*lcaT

Fd

destructlon of" the history of ontology, that is carried out in
them. ' -However, no detaileg investisation of tem*hraW arounds
of the world ar ﬁUCb nar been attempies hrre arart

re-statament o the conclusions raine! in  ied

b
3
J
5
|"\
[
~
o

namely the world and +the unity of Larein'z

3
.
ot

structure have 2z common cround, and that this sround cannat be ~ .
» — )



krniown unless we are.furthep,ahead in comprehending the mean- , )

. -

ing of Being in general. In part I. of the work;}"eome '
traditionai theses about Being" are given a "cri?ical phe-
nomenological discussion", and in Pert II, the meaning of
‘Being in general is once again ihquired into 'in temporal
terms. In Part I, a reference ﬁas been made to the problem of
the world, and in Part II, to the temporal- nature of Being-in-
the-world. | \
The discussion of some traditional theees of Being 'bringS'
the author to a rejection of'the thesis™of modern ontology .
i.e. the basic ways of Being are the Being of Nature (res -
.exteﬁsa) and the Being of mind (res cogitans). To posit the |
Unity of the concept of Beiﬁg, he points to the existential
constitution of Désein. and to the necessity of a more radiecal
interpFefation of D%sein's "intentionality“. 1In this tesk,
he‘remarks.
o We also run up against a .central problem
that has remained unknovm to all previous
philosophy and has inwolved it in remarkable
insoluble apriori. We may not hope to solve the

.central problem in a single attempt or indeed

even tozgake sufficiently trapsparent as a
. problem<®, ’

The problem Heidegger is referring to is the provlem of compre-
hendinz what is world, irrespective of 2 bisection b% Being
into subject and objeeyl‘i.e,‘of comprehending geing—ingthe-
world as az basic strueéure of-Dasein. A simplistic approach

2

has often been followed in modern philosophy when a'phildsoﬁhe;

like Tichte initiates the problem by saying: "sent emen, think



the &ail. and theh thinlt the one who thinks the wall". To

Heidegqér it is tantamount to saying: “ialte yourselves 31lind

‘ . < - 20 .
to what is already iven to you", ° .. a pre-=concentual

understandine of the totality of sigrnificance, or of world.

o

This critique of traditional nhilosonhy further clains that

Zlucidation o* the wovld concept is one of

the mest central tasks of philosophy. e

concent of world, or the phenomenon thus *
desiznated, is :hat has hitherto not yet

been recoznized in philosophy ...

Jithout entering into an investigation of
.the very difficult phenomenon of the world

in its different possible aspects, we must *\\
strictly alatln”UlSh the phenomenolozical

concept of world from Bhe ordinary nre-
nhilosophical conceptrV. -

By "pre-philosophical" Heiderzer means a2 concention vhich does
-not view world ac a philosophical problem i.e. iakes it as

“Nature, things, and the universe of beinss®.

‘The importance of the world-question is similarly empha-
rs

sized in the lecture-course The Basic Comcents of IMetanhysics

\1

where the question "what is the worlé" (was ist das.-- Jelt)

is acknowledsged alan~ with uestions concerning finitude

}_“

‘_u

(Zndlichzeit) and individualization (Vereinz zeluns), as th(;;_
The basic quests of nhilosophizing, while the dasic stimulus

]
of vhilosophy is described as "homesickness" (das Heimweh).’l

Yhilesemninin: iz thouthit e be a desire to bring oneself home
In lazrnin  acre about world, finitude, and individuzlization.

In_rart I an exienslive discussion analvses the mood of acute
Q!r

onstituiin- the

Tround Uar oy hecinnine ol the mafanhyoical zuescioning, which

—_—
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itself bersins with the question concernin- world. The que=stlon

concerning world is further extended to understand the meaninn

of the thesis "the animal is worldless® -{das Tier ist weltarm,

and of Yman is worldforming" (der lLensch ist weltbildend).
The investimation of the latter thesis igs carried out along
the same rrinciples, 2s those posited in 3Beinz and Time and

a .
in Zssence of Ground . We will nass over z detailed consid-

cration of this treatment, for it s escsentially yet another
exoression of Heldezzer's first and basic attempt to learm

-

what is world.

.
\ - Concludin~ Remaris
.g . .

Appearing two years after the publication of 3Being and
Lfime , the treatise Essence of Zround 1ir a landmarx on
reide~ser's way toward comprehenéjnf'what is calied the "warlce
Zyv dwellinz on the ~roundinz-nrocess nf Eaing-in-the-wofld
(transcendence), it basically deéls vitnh "the vay of being”
(wesen} of the "Tround" of something %hat :15". It investitates

the relation between Dasein's transcendence, and the groundinz

* T

of entities. It does open the way for an understanding of

the connection between "WarldA" and "Rsin-", without acsertins
gnvthing conclusive about it. Helde (-er zﬁrives to compreriend
the zroundiﬁg of entities ag 2 "nhrocecs", =2 a2 "hanreninz®

which has to do with the Beinn "itself” A Gasol ‘

olv, As onnassd

to the trzditional way whicn underezanic "os



‘ | 95 :

entity as something static. As aidamczewski points out in his £ .

article "On the way to Beina"32 by "viesen" Heldegger does not mean

"essentia" in the traditional sense of "whot-ness" buit “way

te be". ‘e may also observe that, n this =572y, he avo
Y ’ X\

A~
(o8

[EN

some o the detalls and specific termz of ZeinT and Time , and

[y

=
D

P
ot

does net

-
[}

ate to employ some traditional terms to Jain a

braader persnective on the problems discussed.~ This is indica-

o~

tive of the fact that this work also serves as an explication

of Being and Time .

Despite being in Richardson's words "one of the hardest
-

.

diamonds in Heidezger's ample treasury",33 this work cannot be
taken as offering 2 new attempt to define world. MNor does it
the inguiry concerning the meaning of Beinz as such to a
level where something concluszive can be said about the connec-
t%on between "world" and "3einz". Neverthelesg, the worl ic

imrortant for our nroject, for it rrovider us with another

- a b

version of lieidescser's first and haszice

%]
+
33
\D
3
3
ot
of
[&]
o
a.t
(o]
s
1
141]
ct
3
3
9]

I

the worldnood »f the world. This version dg 2rxnrescsly called
an encounter with the "transcendentzal problem of the world",
where the depariure is not taken from Dasein's "surrounding-
wofld"'but from Dasein's"world! This distinetion is not made
too strictiy in Heideszer's thousnt for he does not want *o

imrression that there is more than one world: He

1y =xvlalinz, in nis works and the lecture-courses, that
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and "surroundinz-world"”, or bhetween "man's world" and "thine's
world", or between "one's world" and "common-werldw.
surraunsingi-werld oanly nrovides a norizon in which the

me . Thi:

question concerninz world is noze

}-J-

in Zeiny and T

{2,

norison is not entirely zbandoned in .<ssence of Zround ; what

Faat

(B

1s no lonzer considersi is the concention of things as reacy-to-
han¢ or vresent-at-hand ang Jasein's invelvement with them in
the surroundin~-world. Rather, Dasein s relation with thinss
1s viewed at a2 more general level, where the onu01071cal

truth happens, where thin<s anter “he snhere of Dasein's
"eclearinz”, A% this level th@gproblem nf“the vorid can also

be posed from a more basie nersnective, tesides further
clarifyin~ the nroblem,- and furtrer revealine the connection

between "world" and "man", the worl also orovides a historical-

etch, which outlines the status of feldezger's owm inte

X

rretation and illustrates his claim that thie "phenomanon' aof

worlc haz never been talien zs 2 theme in the history of westawn
Miiiosonhy. -
“he author makes it clear that ~niical truth, whieh is

place in Dasein's "situation" in the middle of thinzs. Hence,

man 1g neither a creator A7 heinve nor Treae of hie worldly

cltuntion., Mt the anme tine, hein=a are 1hcfs*1blc becauze
frtienl manifastine 1o "epidas oD 2T TEAdY Ty Pa el e
cnlod e T theiw Tas - et Yo A LR EE: +
dnconcealednens »f theids Ry . deTT e rnn o an abi ity Tar
minlorical differentiation, HoREr T hese insiohin,
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Heidegger does not dwell on: the rei§§ion_befween Dasein's pre-
ontological comprehension of "Being"; and-:that of the "world".
He realizes that it is very difficult to know what this connec~
tion is, since we are nof too far advanced in encountering the -
quest;on of the sense of Beins.

Howevér. Heldegger's interpreters seldom show similar
retlicence on the issue. Many commentato;s have made simplistic
¢laims about the connection between world -and Being, which
they either attribute to Heidegger or offer té bridge the
2a2ps in his knowledgze. For instanée, John Wild iﬁ his article
"Being, Meaning, and the ‘-‘.’or‘ld",%L has, in the length of six-
teen pages, sought to replace the priority of Being with that
of world-horizon. Heidezger, he séys, has.never "carefully --
examirted the relation between Being and world, nor stated his
reasons, for choosing the former over the latter". Our
explication shows that Heidegger has carefully examined this
relation éf various points in the prozress of his thought, but
has chosen, unlike Wild, to be silent on the issue in view of
the difficulty of the matter. As far as the priority of Being
is concerned each and every work of Heidegzer states his
reasons for this priority. 7ild's bias azainst this priority
is apparent in the followins words in his concfasion: "I do
not think that ﬁany of us will be converted frog;our ‘un-Sein-
like' ways By this Seinsmystix". "Wild's arsument is based on
his conclusion fhat it is the world that zrants meanin~, not
3eing, and veinzs and Being,ﬁ?oth need this worldly meaninz. d
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“hat is nrecisely missed in this kind of thinsin- iz the

J
i

neiority of ontolorical truth over the ontic truth, which 1o

A}

the foundation [or Heldewresls ~riarit

or. the other hnnd, ontiszs truth i~

}5
J
cT
s
o)
3
3

E
3

viorldly meanin~ the altin

4 zirilar summary investi-~ation intc the aezning of the

"world™ is carried out by Irickson in hisz " /orlids and lorld
s 35 ; o - 4~ R T s
Jiews", "~ wherein he hds sousht to understanc this meanins In
variouz colloauizl usartes of the term. On the basis of his

linzuistic anmirrin, “rickseon consiructs a dizlectical model,

te which hz arwues, botkr freudian znd Heldejzerian conceptions

- -~ . . . . - - o . .
. 2f the world belon:.  Such linsuistic aznal$ses, which treat
laniuase as 2 tntnlity »1i word-entities, are ~n zlien to the

. .
solrlt of Held ct rer's nhilosophy, that any consideration tha

treatsz their results 2t nar with those of leidexser, is bound
to be a very suwerficial comparative study.

In Zssence of Iround , the author's main emphagis concern-

LN
irg the problem of the world is that the essential meanint A

the olemcntarv concerts liké "world"™ iz "only geldom oXprenssas
\ .
concerntually and with difficulty” (¥.7%), as the hnistory of

such attemnts shows. "orld belonzs to a structuge of relz

tionsg vhich warcs Juccin out as Dasein® (TUO0). Tasein's
j ol The wordd iz ultimataly rooted in a franscerdent
-"“ - - ..
D .
craunty In the lectoro-onureas of thz neriod, Meldeo
' - -

womin TTirnc Bt thie coansction between man aé$)worlé e

L
- . a - x Lo
chloy tle, an o8 mhomaaadnTiesd

i
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nratlem, Lrr ocoectlve of the wsibject-nbicet <Baoumpntion,  ile
» v
rgints cut iv these lecturas that the oeonbiomn of man-world

connectlion o 28 the {recin:  Hi Thou~ht Trar the subject-

obiect frans can he noiiher ceoclved nns cinyilie "inoa
e2inzle attem I (.0, -
"Jorld helon s to o structure 9F rolationg, which martc 7

-

Jneeln out as ascin®. It cis this con
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nedion betweentman anid

vorld  about whieh Teiderzer, desnrite hirs =any clarifications,

nas hezcn rizundersiood. He iz often =mceocunad of haein~ anthro-
centric in this =2axly vhize of his thousit,  Tne af the mor:
cnetratine criticlsme 27 this "ind wac, z2ddrezead o Heideszer

nivihiay, hy arl Lowith, in s Jecture titled
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Lovith understanis by Mrture somcthin that 18 "itsel ™ 1,0,

"ahrolutsly autonorous', somethins "whicr T onrvesuraore Sirct
.J ‘a
snd Llacte., wed it i owetard Tor llziurc's autonnny that

conclusions., The first asmect of the existential analytic that

he cannot arran with 1s concerning death: o

aats mast individuzl

rather o nrtural necog

AT oug ... srath o equnli )
o 2 denth
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idea of death ... if one had not seen others -
die. .
id ‘ -

To this it may be answered that "the real end" is not what
Heidegger is concerned about but "the possibility of the impos-
sibility of existence" which can only be conceived in thought
and given comportment. Death makes us equal as well as
individual. ©¥hat it does is that it brings "individuality™
into question. That 1s. why Heidegger maintains that "death
individualizes". : "Death destroys individuality" can be inter-
preted both ways i.e. it equalizes, as well as,in its conception
as possibility, it individualizes. Of course, we experience
the dezth .of others, 4n' a way. But it is not an experience
in the sense of one experiencing something oneself.

Next, Lowith points toward the importance of "sleep" in
any existential understanding, which is missing in Heidegger's
analytic. "An analysis of man which is oriented around awvake
Dasein suppresses half ol human existence". N

The nature of man is revealed not only in his
total corporeality, with its world-disclosing.
senses and sexual drive, but azbove all ingthe
inconspicuous phenomenon that we sleep away
one third of our existence and live without
conscilusness ... {that is) ... when ...(man)
is not there for himself and when he does not
relate to himself and to the world ...
Lowith is right in pointing out that "sexual drive" and "sleep"
are not to be dismissed as "mere.biological facts™, for they
do serve a3 "existential phenomena" which ‘enable usg to learm

more about the existential status of man. le is also rizht

in sayin? that these important vhenomena have been iznored by
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Heldenger in his existential analytic. However, Lowith's own

understanding of sleep and the dream—stgje nisses their
existential value. He nresumes that while asleen, man is
unconscious and unrelated to himself and the world. In fact,
sleevr doces not jeopardise han}s Beihg-in-the-world in any way;

it is only a mode of one's Being-in-the-world. However, a

dlstlnctlon can be made between dream-sleep and dreamless slegep.

It is only the dreamless sleep which 1ntroauceo consciousness

to Nothingness. Dream-sleep rather shows us that one 1is

absorbed in Being-zlonzside entitie

)]

and 3eing-~with peonle,
even though the world-order appears in 2 twisted mode. That

we are able to have 2 dream-less sleep indicates That

bility exists for man when he is not entirely "of the worli”,
This distinction between the dream-sleep and the dreamless
cleer has been made in the andulya Uvanishad nrecisely to

how that man has a possibility, in his life, to be Iree ron
niz tenacity with eoxistence, as 3charit's commarativa stucy
Heiderzer's path of thiniing and the way of !editation

-
Tarly Upanishads"”’ also pnints out

Lowith's major criticism in this lecture is directed at

Heéidenzer's concent of the world in Being and Time anc in

Zssgence of Zround :

Phis world can be conceived without an esosen-
tial relztion to man's Jacein, bHut no non i0
concelvable without the vorid ... It daes not
Hf*@n* to uz hut we helon: to it ... Only tnin
"wroximate worldt can bhe rrecented in

aooon-
vinclins way ne o= totnlity of involvenent

Y
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Instead of concludinz that the world under- ®°
stood in Greek manner is primarily world-order,
it is asserted that it was not first the world
understood in a Christian manner that is
relative to human Dasein, but rather it is the

Greek 'cosmos' ...
In response to these criticisms, it gan be pointed out that
Lowith's conceptiqn of the world of Nature_is too grandiose,
an?'it assumes some of the character that Heidegger accords
to Being. 4Any conception of world has to do with man. This
should not be interpreted as world being subservient to man, or
man being creator of the world. Heidezgger pointslout ¢clearly
that facticlity limits and determines man's project of the:
world. The complexity of the world-concept lies in the facﬁf
that itacan be and is understood denoting different concep--
tions of the "ifotality". What Greeks understood by ‘cosmos'
is not the same as what the medievals understood by ‘'mundus’
or as what we Understand by 'world'. and what Lowith under-
stands by "world of Nature" is not what Heidessger understands
by world. Vorld as "Dasein's horizon" is nﬁt the same thinz
as world as a "totality of entities". Heidegger's major
insight is ;hat world was never seen as 2 horizon which beldngs
to the Being of Dasein, which in fact, it does. But this does
not mean that the Beinz of beings or the thinghoéd of the
things is subservient fo man. This is only the first attemnt
of Heidegzer to COmprQhénd world,which happens to be fror ihe
standpoint of man. This critique shows that L8with's deflini-
tion i; one, the rejection of which, constitutes Heiderver's
insight: .

e s
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Heidegger: The Principle of Ground,p.208. "Nothing is without
sround; 50 reads the almost unexpressed formula emnloyed

for an oninion that 1s decisive everywhere zand to whilch

we commonly entrust our thouzht".

Heidegger: Essence of Ground,p.ll. The translator's rendering of
"Frund" =23 "ieasons", and o1 "Selendes" as "beins" is
misieading; we will revise it to "3round” and "what-is"
respectively. :

Ibid., n. 15.
Ibid., 5. 27.
Ibid., p. 47.
" Ibid., p. 42,
Pragment 8: the thingslin one world-ordef are not separated
one from the other,nor cut off with an axe, nelther the ’

hot from the cold nor the cold from the hot. Trans. Kirk,G.
and Ravén,J. : The Pre-Socratic Philosonhers, p. 2321,

Heidegger: Essence of Ground, p. 51.

Ibid., ». E7, ». 52.
Ibid., n. Al. -
Ibid., p. 8>.

Tbid., n. 55.

Ivid., »n. 60

Ibid., . 75.

Ibid., p..3370.

Tbis., n. 35.

Heidegger: Being and Time, p. 366.
Heidegger: Essence of Ground, p. 89. -
Ibid., =. ©3. '
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Ibid., p.
Ivid., ».
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Ivid., p.

Ibid., D.

Heidegger
Ibid., p.
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105,
111.
113, ~
119, -
123. -~

129. " Cm
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: The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, p. 162.
162, .
165. . .

: Gesamtausgabe, Bd. 30, pp. 1-13.

Adamczewsgi, Z. :  "On the Way te¢ Beilng: Reflecting on
Conversations with lartin neicesger", P.15.

Richardson, 7.J. : ieidezzer: Throuzh Phenomenclosy to

Thouzht,

s n. 161.

W1ld, J.

: "Being, leaningz, and the .orldw,
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Jay of Meditation in the: sarly Unanisade™.
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YWIORLD AND THE WOR: GF ART

Amonz the writings of Heidezger in which the problem of
the world has been articulated aﬁd treated relatively exten-
sively, "The Origin of the work of Art* (Der Urspruns des
“unstwerkes) holds a special place. Delivered as a lecture
in 1935;36 it was published in Holzweze in 195C and published
azain with minor revisicns in 1960. The times in which the vork
vras composed,i.e. the e=n irly thirties, are those in which
Helqegger's thouﬁht iS‘ﬂrugqling to d@ell upon hz/;r‘m““v of
Bein% and wants- to clsenwaﬂe itself from the vrimacy of man.
The reassertion of this primacy resuired <hat the noint .of -
departure be‘shjfted, and the nrob}ems of thé 3einr df man,
world, truth, and hiétﬂfg he thougﬁt, once azain, irresnective

of the presunmaszitinc 97 subiect-ism and in a thou rntiul

proximity to Heinz. This wayv of Thinkin~ also demanded that

'y

anthropolozy, even of the “ind attemp tea in  Beinz and Tine,

be underemphasized and the question about the nature of these .
realities be posed in a new and direct fashion. I+ was alsn
acknowledsed that more had to be learnt zbout thm‘potion of

- L

‘the morlﬁ besides the lmowledr e that man's Reins i=

T i = - =
In-the-world. It iz in thic~ wori +hat a new attemnt is madoe

¢0 comprehend the 3eins of the world from 2 maw ~tandnnint

vy

¢ .
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an attempt ‘hlch is different from the one made in Being and

Time . and in ';ssencc of Ground . In this essay, Heid ezser

once arakxh orings home the realization that the problem of

-

the worldhsod of thepworld is far from beiny simple, and the
treatment riven to 1t in the emrly works can hardly be considered

exhaustive.
However, the first aim of this essay 1s not to investizate

the worldhood of the world, but to learn from a new standpo;nt

]

the nature of art. In the process of learning about the

nature of art, the nature of world too is understooo in a2 new

way. Once again, Heldezger makes oniy a humble ClalP ?bout

his conclygsions concerning.world's nature:

Cn the path we must follow here, the naiure
of world can only be indicated. ‘hat 1s
more this indication limits itself to ward-
n £ anything that mizht at first

pte

3 off
stor:t our view of uhe world s nature”.

evertneless, 2 thou~rhiful reading of the essay does 2nable

us to secure a new ins 1*qt into what we innocently call the

', iz we 3hall see presently, it is not entirely due
to the fact that the role a7 the art-or’ ic found to be the -
"setting-un®" of 2 world by this investization that maikes it

interestint to us. But the worx is lmportant many other

in
v
wavs. The first phase of Heidexmer's rejecilion ~f suhlinct-

-

isn reauired a new definition of the world, in vhiszr une
rY *
Myl A wma rieved ar related A man in o= new gense.  Toois iy

thiz second rhaze that he attemnis to dispel the illusion ~7

the nrimacy of man in +%ie relationzhin Me a2stoblichine
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of the primacy'of Beint required that the bestowin~ na-

Being reflects its32lf in the bestowine nature of truth,

history, and lansuz-c. ienee, 3 new undersian
- - *‘.

SR A

~realities had to be reached and zneiled ant w

tion that they cannot be underctnod in isolati

othér, although thelr vrecise inter-relatio

kriowIedge still to be thousht out.

™

07

In this lecture, Heidezgzer deals rarticularly with the

d
3
oy
=
Q

sophical issues concerhinz the art-work

which,

accord-

cure of

world,

inz fo him, are often raised and *eaolvea without guestioning

the nresunpositions of moderm philosophy. e

his assault upon thése who believe art is an

re, hz launchecs

"exne

a "stimulation" for the beholders,, and upon those

the "art connoisseurs" and the Yfunctionaries”

industry. He atiributes their haclineved conc

art to thz zeneral subjuzation oF the so- 211

0

e
0x
-

ents

e 20

rience" or

he calis

of art-work to the Beinsz of art by his singular method.

Heldegzer's zrounds for the primacy of Beinz are succin

-

eXpressed in  An Introduction to “etanhy51cs

-

1s the nature of zrt, and vhas distin nzuishes an art-wor:

wrom an ordinary entity, as he weaves his viay from the Beingz

7y

1

.Gie ietaphvsik), a lecture-course fiven in 103

-

Fad

tTion of

{(Zinfinrun~ in -

G53. ‘This wor: pclla out his resolve to raize tho qus

2eins in o manner more diroed than one ~dnvia
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early writings. These were also the times when he occupied
himself with studying and teachingz Nietzsche's philosophy
and was espegially intrizued about Hietzsche's designation of

art as "the essence of all willing".

L3

-

“Thinzhood, World, ang Zayth-— e

The guestion about the orizin i.e. "the source of the

F,ﬁnaturg" of art-work, which is the éhief issue to be settled
'in the essay, 1s inter-related with the "artist" and with -

CMart". In a way the artist is the origin of the art-work; in
another way art-work is the origin of the artisi; in yet
another way art is the'origin of both the artist and the art-
work. Heldegger maintains that this procédure may be circular,
but it is not unwarranted. To take this cirgular way 1s a
"strenzth of thouzht". Attending to the Being of thé actual
art-vork, our first observation is thatz tﬁe works.are as
natura_ly'bresent 2s things; they have a thinzly character.
Mence we need to ask what kind of 2 "thing“ the art-work is.

. This raises the need to learn what a thing is.

, Heldegger observes that the question 2bout the thinghood
of the thing is far from settled and the deep rooted tradi-
tional cohceptions render this qﬁestion 2 non-guestion. Our
task is to inguire about the sphere to which the entities
calleg thinzs belong. This is frauzht with several difficul-

ties. 3hould we consider zall beings.that "are" as things,.

.
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including tﬁdée that appear and those that-do not, men as
well as God, use things that are produced as well as things
naturally present. The grounds on which.;é narrow down this
sphere can enable us %o understand the thingly character of
the thinz. Heidegzzer does not resolve this issue directly

but examines the limitations of the dominant interpretations

of the thing, embedded, in his view, in western phildsophy. .

.

He thinks that traditionally the Term "thing“ has functioned
synonymously with the term "beinz", for thingz were talken as
the standard type of beings. The Rraditional:interpre¢ations
of beings, also define, in a way,

He identifies and examines three < minant interpretations.

he thinghood of the thinz.

irstly, we are reminded that the core of the thing was

called by the Greeks "to nupolkteimenon" and “the characieristics

. 4
that "always turned up already alonﬁ with t Jivery ¢
weré called "ta sumbebelaota“.2 These designations that revre-
sent = the basic Itreel experience of Belng sfpresence, vere

w
’U‘
0'

translated by the pomc_n Latin thought as “"subjectum" and

“acc1aens ; and this translation replaced the Sreelt experience

by a different way-of thinkins. Heidegger also. indicates,-that
today the definition of the thingness as substance and its

accidents is so well entrénched that even our way of address-

ing ourselves to things and speakinz about.them is rooted in

it. A relation betweep the sentence structure (subject-.

il

predicate) and the thing structure (éubject- ¢tidents) is

evident. Instead of inquiring whicly one of thése structures is .
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primordial, we should be asking about their "common afd more
original source". And because this common source (i.e. the

Being of béings) remains forsgotten, and is not approached
questioningly,” the tradition Las been able to posit the thing
as bearer of its tralts as a self-evident.position. This
.thing concept is no help in distinguishinz between the thingly
and tie éqn-thingly beinzs. _

The second dominant conceont that fécés the critique of
Heidegger is the one, which regards the thing as the “aistagton"
i.e. as perceptiﬂle-%y the sensations in the senses. This
interpretation taﬁes the thinz to be nothinz but the unity-
of vhat is ziven in the senses. This too fails to help us
tnow the thingly character of the thinz. Ve do not first
perceive a throng of sensations ind then thgbthing. Things
are much'closer fo us than all sensations. We first hear the

door being shut, not mere sounds. This concept also impinges

upon the self-containment of the thing.

The third interpretation that is handed down is that of
thing as a "formed-matter”, that is the constancy in a thing

lies in ghe faci that matter (hule) stands torether wlith a
. = -

form (morphe) so that the thinT solicits us bv its aspect
- N N o Fy

ot

-

(eiEBET}. In the Tield of aééthetics, the matter-form schema
has been emplo&ed in a variety of ways. But this application
is not limited to aestheties. ffhéy'ére, the author tells us,
“the most hackneyed concepts under whidh anything and every-

A . ‘
thing may be subsumed".” Hence this schema is of no heln to us

.
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‘man; that tred -to-the view*;hat“the‘thinQS“havewmatte

oF

to define the domain, either of thinzs or of art-works.

Heldeszer rejects the view that in case of an equinment, the

mautcr and form are more nrimordizl than its usefulness

Useiulness, in this casze, is more wrimordizl. Azther,

the observation of uss-objects, -the closest things around

3

TUOVIE

i}
s ]

and

form, and the model of the beinz ol enqulnment was ausomatically .-

e
-
. Jhs

aoplied to 2ll entities inecludinz the art-works.

-

“been conbined with ezch other,” in the history of nhilosonhy

o
which hau resulted in stren-stheninz their -zenerzl anzd
to thin ES To culwweru,'ani to_ artsworks. Thess farnil

preconceived notions, the author thinks prevent us T¥om
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auestion of the Teins of beinzs rédun?an;. “But it is. im?

.

avare of Lholir nresumpnitlonsy and ¢f the mistalkerd solli-2

abhout then.

‘]a

Z=nce IThe author”recdhmends: -
e ouzhi to turn toward ‘hc 0e1nﬂ tnlnL
about it in regard to its 3eing, . but Y.
means of this thinkinz 2zt the samé tlme s
let it rest upon 1tsel? i1 1ts very o

3eing o . S
Heldezzer believes that the sélf—centﬁ%ﬂiﬁgfstétusjpf'a
must be recornized in order;to’leafauéﬁgﬁt"thé&ddégiﬁ‘i
belonzs to. This is his way of heedl;”'HUQQG ﬁ T@%i:
to the thinzs themselves". {-wﬂ i

< - . Tan

ginal expericnce of beings, and render the

':I.": e
videns

bein-~

£ -
- o
“hac

ince 3he equirmental beinz of eauimment hars been influential.

-l

-
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in esﬁéblishing the fhinghood'bf the thinz, and since an
equipment has often been considered Qoweuhln more than éhe
thing and'séﬁetﬂ%n* less than the art-work Helde cer decidé;
to probe urther ‘the cquipmental cha-ucuor of eguipment.

'To learn hat an eguinment is, he wants to avoid all currenﬁd. i
'philosog hical theories andlwants to observe and describe sone
eauirment as 1t "is". Hence he nroceeds to study the Begnsz
of'a palir of-shoes, net &n actual pair, but a piciorial

- -represertation in a well-lmowm art-wori, a naintinz of Van
éogh.dewiqting a vair of peasant shoes. Heidezger wants %o

-

Tnow what an ari-wor can show us rezarding the ecu1vnept 1

- ) . g;.
ch aracger of an equipment. “hat the wiciture tellz, has heen
deocrlbed_oy him_astollows: ..
From-t e dar: openinm of the worn inszides of
.~ " the sh the toilsome tread of the worker
. stares ‘or‘h -+ In the uhoeo vibrates the
“silent call of the¥learth, its quiet zift of

The Tl“enl“j srzin and 1ts unc::blal"eﬁ self-
refu¢q; in the fallow deﬁOW?tlon of the wintry
field. ©This equipment. is nervaded by uncon-
'“lalﬂlpv ﬁnxlc*“-?' to the Cprb°’PuJ of bread,
the vordle Jor of havin-t onece more withstood

. want, the treﬂsl'ﬂ* before the 1h1§ﬂdln*
childbed and shivorin~ at zhe surroundins
menace o? death. "4His equi meent belonzé to the
"earth" and it is pretected in the world, of the
neasant ”oman. Gut.of this protected balonging
the quipment itzelf prises to ﬁﬁs resting- within
itself -

jog -
. -, -

The author graphically showso how he “hoﬁ* ﬂveng nart o o f ihﬂr

peaszant woman's world;_-It'f he* woyr 76 thai"~ﬂvc"-ﬂe n¢r~:

G, . .‘\-

1t
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is the zround of the%ieinz of an eauivmont. lleidemzer calls

L ]
*

it the reMiabiligy (Verlasslichleit). ihis reliabilify ol her
ecuimment iz part I the meagmnt woman's belonzing fo her

earth .ané of her assuredness of her world, It .was pointea out

in Beinz and ‘ime that the heinr o

'.lo

a vieee ol soulnnent

[

~
~

Jooted in the totality of inveolvement and in the totality of

.

a2ll equipment, and it is the worldliness of the (surroundinc)

Y
world that bestows-sisnificance upon.ﬁ*"Being-in-o* der-to*

or unon 2 "Being¢for—the-sake-of" of the equirnment Here

the ternm reliqbility is meant to sonvey familiarity and

serviceabhility Of the 2nuinment as well zc the fact ths

et n

4

belongs to z totality. The author observes that usefulnecs

-

is 2 conaenuence of reliability and noi vice-vaxpsa., =ecal

"$

remaing invisible. The teasant woman “Loc wears the shoes

maves 2hout aoinT her ciaily %tzalir without under “.nw*

33 rmental Se¥ns of the esaul-rent is.
- R —.a- . _" ‘T" - .

2ut the usinzs of eguiawcnt reliably 1s what maics her worl’ ~

' L T P O * v
a familiar world in;xhiﬁ?’cnc 11ve~ 4 acts. :

. - Y, a R L . . . o

Hence, over an@naboye-whatever‘wiﬁ maintained re~arding

- 7 o i
the readineéss-to-hand of gauipment veinzs in Beins znd Time
< ’ =+ - x| g .
teidercar ;@L“owntlﬂ"'ou‘ that . the zgui-mental Lazin~ of the
nnulﬁleﬂt ,hﬂc% Pcmslnu 1h#i11blo wnen wehabltuall: usg i
_;-V - ‘.‘:nl
iiscloaed itrel? in & wort oI art, Tn theiwor>, e oatition
o ~
denicted (in the abdvé-eza;u‘o tre gho onn lnace’ teikr harincliy
_ L LnE monve. 2 p P
' - _..' . ' . o . L . -
nwuvu"-vf Joualinenn, ani_ show the selves in thedr el o-ia n . -
' . X - . ’ L . w.\. “‘.
- . V (" - ) r:' *
e Pt : h . -
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to other entitfes and to the involvements of the human beings
. o

who use them. 1IN Qther words, in the work oﬁ{art a ‘distinet

.S,

-

"world disclosure" tales place, We are also informed that

- .

the "earth", at the same time, emerzes as a counternole to

r .,

the world. ”he aarth represents thal in which everything

>

)

13

rooted, that which contains within itself that which remains

~

concealed, while the’world opens up.

- . . x Lt - . -
@.fnorld and _earth exist for her, and for those who
- . : s

her 'in her mode of Beinz".® It may be 1nternreted as

The nalntlnf does not merely reveal the earth and uhe

wr

-

earth and the mén'gﬁno 1a.

o

are

follows.
&,

v th

world

‘and the peasant's world, gives us a glimpse of the man'

of g partlcular pBasant,*but in revealing the peasant's earth

,The disclosure in the art-work means that the truth of an

entity "comes to stand" in the wq;k.. “The Art-work opens up
in its way the bzins of beinszs. fﬁis cnenlﬂg up .. L.e. the
truth o7 beinzs hannens in the work".7 Heiderzer, in one
stroe, tells uc ?%ﬁt it is %hat conBtitutes ti 5=

t
of an art-wori amon=v ordinzry thin-s znd at the same

o

7ives us hings ahout the nature of une qﬁnnen1n~'o; truth

143

nd the anening un of the worid and the edrth. How these occur-

rences are inter-related; he attenpts to clarify by further

Y

reflecting upon the 3eins af the ari-wori.:

Dwellinz upon the Beinzt of the arf-work as such would

require that it be ‘movm in its independence from the

-

e

ar

1ls

ani for-tHe present, ‘also from art, Feldezzer- thinlks tn“*

“n

o

- e

K
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the art-worlk has its owrm independent status, 1ts ovn native

suhcrifﬁand‘its avm viorld.  This native cohere belonss more

truly %o the ~rt-vor’, and in sreat art, "the artist remains

inconnanueniial®,  The object-beinst of the sori, a concern of

the art connolsseurs, is not it

0

wars beinz.  hen the woris

ar

cf
RS

zced in

Q
'
|_1

o muscuns, and become nart of the art indusiry,

they are in z .y withdrawm fropm thelir ovm world.

Truth and Vlorld in Art-¥Work QE
- - (‘
Tewxt, Heldezzer zasis the guestion of the truth more
T ' cinzly te study how the truth hapnens in the worit.
do so, he decicdes To observe the 2einz of 2 Greek’ 2mnle,

choosing this time an zri-wori that is non-”en*euent9tﬂo al.

This temnle i~ situzted in the mid'le of a rocltey valley and
has 2 Tivure of the =<od in it. the author's descriwition of

the stendin-~there of ths ennls is full of metaphor but ics

vers irctructive ac to the neature of the world that 1z onened

. . -
up and Ehe nature oF Tron's oworla:

and at the come time. zathers arround itse
the unity of those paths and relations in
whichbirth and death, disaster and blessing,
victory znd disarace, endurance and declinn
acquirethc shane of desiiny for human belinT.
The all-=overnine cxnanse oF this onen relisti
conthtaxt iz the ”ovﬁﬁ af thiz historicsl fC“ff“.
(nly Trem anc exranse o020 the nation
Tirset ravurn

2L
G Nnat
8.

 for the fulfillment o1
ite wvocation

-3 BN o+ . - O ] - s — -
It is the temple-wory that first fits tomethar
3 da Ko
tself
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v

art-@drk, in this case of the temple, which atfains and
simultaneously sustains around itself a unit of paths and
relations. This unity of paths and relations is the world,

the world of the peonle who created and installed this art-
WwOrk. The world is described as 2 wholeness, a unity of
various Basic directions and relations which grant éignificance
to:human realities such as birth and death, disaster and blesé-
inq;'victory and disgrace, endurance and decline. An
dpenness that zoverns all siznificances and helps to fix the
meanings of all relations is the world, the world ~f the people
who created the temnle. ‘It is only with the haln of tnis
openness, ang'uithin this openness that a2 people.(nation, race,
historical peonle) Imows itself, defines its unigqueness, and
becomes aviare of its distinet purpose, and becomes canable of

achleving it. an art-wore zives us a climpse of the woerld of
k] ; 2 >

a (historical) vpeonle, and thereby opens up the nature of man's

nas worlded for this neople. Jome internreters have misunder-
stood lHeidegger's 2llusion ta the "higtorical peopnle"” as
meaniné that mow he thinks that there.exist several historical
or cultural worlds as oprosed to the one world “hat is beins
pointed out nere is that commensurate with the nresencing, and
historical bestowing character of Beinz, the world worlds

itself distinetly Tor éistinmet historical reoples,

The author cescribes further what the standinz there of

the art-work that iz the temple illuminates. . It illuminates
h 7 - .

~ J:_w'! ™
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the entities that surround it. "Tree and zrass, eagle and

W

bull, snake and cricket” come into appearance as what they
"are": .

But men and animals, plants and thinzs, are
never present and familiar as unchanzeable
objects, only to represent incidently also
a.fitting environment for the temple, which
one fine day is added to what is already
there. e shaBl zet closer to what 'is",
rather, if we think of all .this in reverse
order9.

what Heldesgzer wants %o bring home is that the temple-work:

opens up a world and it is this world that illuminates, &is-

closes, and grants significance, and lets appear in their true
. - - - .
Belns, the entities in the surroundinz-world. e are so

accustomed to takinz the entities as given, that it is the dis-
closure in the art-work that reveals to us that thinzs belong
to a totality, to”an openness that renders them appear as they
are, Ye thinit that the surrounding entities already exist an
it is the temple that has been added to them. In %ruth, the -
Temnple first'"is" (for it unconceals the world it belonzs to),
and then the thingé "are". Heidegzer remarks that it is this
emerging and arising "in itself" and "in all things" that the
Sreeks called "Physis*. The temple "fgrst zives thinzs theixr
look and to men their outlook oﬁ themselves ... as lon~ ac
worlt is a worlk, and as‘long as, 7od has not fled from it".

‘hat Heldezger means 1s that the world opened urn b

+ e
rthe art-

work, not only reveals entities, Duz heinz a bestower of

vioe

meanings 1t also enables men to compreheand themselves sut



this outlook, including man's relisious meaning, zlters as
one era passes into the other. 4 word cannot be called

existinz in its owm world, 1T the aze in which 11 was esftab-

o

et

lished has nassed, znd 7nd no 1lonrer haclions men.
The art-work such~as a2 free- fennle "opens ur" or “sets

un” a world and keeps this world in 2 way "abidinzy in itself".

St

.t‘|ik

But what is to be a world? ‘Heildegger is

3
3
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guestion should not be dealt with simpli
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2t the same. time state what we have learnt from observing the B

The world is not the mere collection of the
countadble or uncountable, familiar and unfs-
miliar thinzs that are just there., 3Dut
neither.is it a merely imazined framework
added by our ”ebresentation to the sum of
such ziven <hinzs The 'worlé worlds', and
is moré fully in Belnﬁ than the tanrible and
the mercentible realm in which.we helieve

surselvez to be at honme. “Jorld is never'an
object that stands before us and can be zean
’ vVorld 1= the CVG”—WOQOU,E tive to which
= subject as I1onT as the paths of dirth and
© - death, Dlzzsint and cursce keep us transporicd
into Beinz. Therever these decisions o7 our

nistory that relate %o our very beins are
made, are talen un and abandoned by us, 7o

. unrecognized-and are rediscovere E by new
inquiry, there the world worldsl

The author besgins by stating what the world is not. It is

neither a collection of entitiss, nor an abstraction asded to
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we see and touch, for without the world thinzs neither "are"

nor can be experienced. If we want to use the conceptions
.suéh as subject and object, then world is an ever-present
non objective reality %o which man is always subjected, HNow,
the meaninzy of "the world worlds" is more fully explained.
Wherever or whenever the basic decisions regarding man's very
Being are made, there the worldine of the world takes mnlace.

o

That i1s, in a distinct historical era and in a distinet
>

ulture, the world, in a way, distinctly worlds. For in all

-such eras, distinct decisions rezamding man's basic ;;der-

-~

Standinz of his owm self and about his way of Beinr are taken.

-
-

fdeldegser here recoznizes that the world has a priority to
man. Nar~is born into =2 subjection to the world, for he lives

in an openness that has been unfolded already. Zach time the

basic decisions concerning the meaning of 'man's 3eing are taken,
each time this Being is distinctly defined (i.e- comnrehended )
in the historical manilesting of 3Being, the world (more

) ) .“:‘:";‘__._,. i - o - ar
distinetly) worlds. *
By the oveninz ur of 2 world all thinzs zal
their linzerinz and hasteningz, their remote
ness and nearness, their scope and limits.
In a world's worlding is zathered +that
spaciousness out of which the protective
zrace of the zods is 7ranted or withheld.
Zven this doom of the zod remaininsg absent is

2 way in which the world worldslZ, i

n

All thinzs receive their meaninz or value, their transience or

endurance, by the openness that is the world.

the divine %09 is a matter of how this openness has

he zense of

ornensd un.
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¥Wle learn from the standing;there of the Greek temple, that
it was the world's-worlding thatqgranted to the Greeks the

sense of the Hbly. Now there are no gods. For the world

- worlds in a different way, and leaves no room for gods.

RBesides settins up a world, the art-work also manifesis

the “earth". 3Iarth is that out of which a world is opened
and is sustained 25 omen in an art-work. Earth also manifests

in the material that the work is pfoduce@ out of i.e. stone,

wood, metal, colour, language, tone etc. _Vhereas in the case

~of an equipment, the matter disappears into usefulness, in an

art-work material "comes forth" into Open of the work's world.
“The rock comes to bear ané rest, ... metals come to glitter
and shimmer, colours to zlow, tones to sing, the word to

= ’ — :

b

the world is opened up in the art-work, the

L2,
(6}

soea}:".13

-

" . o i s was ok .
earth appears as itself, it 1s -Peéxceived and pre

is undisclosable by naiure. Heidegger posits the earth as 2

(%]
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counterpole to the world. Ihe interplay of the two in. the

art-vork is concomitant with the unconcealment-concealment

rocess or the happening of truth. “Zarth" is a metaphor for

I

-

.. - . e
shat has the nature of remaining concealed. Only in the
art-worl: the earth cmerges as earth. It may be observed thzt
Heidezzer replaces form and matier ('eidos' and 'hule') with

world and earth. ‘'hat kind of relationship do the world and the

ecarth have? ' ' ' .
: ¥
The world is the self-disclosing opennesc of
the broad paths of the simple and esssptial |
decisions in the destiny of a historiczl
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. people. The earth is the snontancous Forth- -
coming of-that which is continuz 1ly ) .
' self-secluding End to- that extent oheluer inz
. and <':onc:e'a:_'3~1 L . .
Zarth is that which somctimes emerzes, but usually hides
"—’"ﬁﬂ——zigéifrand‘by nature, retains and conceils. ‘le are tald
. ~ - . . - . | - .
further'éﬁatﬁessengisl ¥y world and carth are different, but
not servarate.: "“The &B‘Ia*ﬂround ivsel{ on the.earth, and )
-~

earth 'uts throuzh wo”ld" Heidercer calls the omposition o7
- Pty

world and earth a-"striving". But this striving is .not

- L

entirely a discord. 1In such siriv 1?:{ the opponents let each
2ther assert their hatdres, which means a surrender to the

es in the other. ‘iore the

le to assert th elr ovm npuure, more thoy halon~
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to each other. The author points out that-the art-work is an

instigating of the strivin~, between the world and the eemrtih.
- ) -] )

In the worls, this strife iz never settled but remains 2 strife

-me nf The major asseriions about the sei ol the nrt-
. R
v O Chat Heldegzer maler is that in the woriz, Truth har-renrs w
f -

guestion of how truth haprens in the ‘work. First, he introduces .
his own thought about what truth as such is. He observes that
we use the word truth with laxity and often understand by

"truth' this or that particular truth. - Heidezzer believes tha=

truth i1s unconcealment an the Ireek term "aletheia™ Jczeribes
27 nature. ¥e denlorez thst the nature of truth az "alotheia™
Terained unthouht in-the thin'tine a” tha Ireelts o owellioas in
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the philosophy that followed it. The modern philosophy has
adhered to the notion of truth as "correctne'ss in representa-
tion" ever since Desqarfes conceived truth as "certainty"..
Unconcealment -is nét—purely a human activity. Heidezger
cldrifies how Being has a priority:

It is not we who »resupnose the unconcealed-
ness of beinzs, rather the unconcealedness

of beinzs (Being) puts us into such a condition
of Being that in our representation we always
remain installed within and in attenderice upon
unconcezaledness. Not only must that in
'conformity' with which a cognition orders
itgelf be zlready in spme way unconcealed, the
entire 'realm' in which this ‘'conforming to
somethinz' goes on must already occur as = .
swhole in the unconcealedd5,

¥

LN

There occurs,, the author explains, in the midst of beinzs, an
"open place" or a "clearing". 7This open centre "encircles*
all that.is. Beings are beings within this clearinz. It is

due “to this clearing that man obtains an access to beings, ahd

even to his owrd beinz. Since beings are unconcealed "in certain

chanzing dezrees”, they may alse be concezled. 3Bein~s “eer 4o

“tﬁié curféus oppositiorl of presence”. Clearing is at the

sare % ﬁJ con;ealment. Th%é concealment is twofold, refusal

as wellNgas)dissemblinzg. A beihg can refuse to appear to us, *
raising the guestion shether it is or it is not, or one being
may hide or dbscure the other, it may present itself other than
it is. , "Concealment conceazls and dissembles. itself”.. Heideszger
.2lso points out that unconcealment is not 2 permanentiy -
existent state, it is a “happening“; Truth as unconcealmeﬁt,

therefore, cannot be an attribute of factual things, nor can
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1t be one of nronositions.

“We may notice fthat itpis this

understandin~ of truth that renders the guestion of Beln# of

‘a being an imporfant question.

it iz extra- inary"
This "»rimzl conflict"

to an Onen.
However, the world and the

unconcealment and concea%ment.

Open znd carth the closed.
Rather, the world ji=s
of the essential Zuid

- all decision. comnlie
however, bases itself

somethinT concezaled,

. never he a decision.
the closed b rather
self-01051n~

]
eartTn

confusing;

"Whe ordlnary is noi ordlnary,

1

To this Onen bhelonz a world ﬂnd an ea”»h

are not simply the hames for -

The world is 3

not’

e cktearing of the naths
7 directions with which

. Z2very decision, .
on something not mastered,
else it would
The earth is not simnly..
that which rises un as

that is

“hat Heidg;:er seems. to say 1s that unco ealment

truth and the openness that is the world are nel exactly the
same phenoﬁenon. e does not refleet too much at this stase
over the-issue o7 Mot Truth and Vorld are related, but zives
us Tthe Followin~ wointers. The uncencealment lats us tnov
that things are, a2z well as ho“othﬂﬁ"" are. .orld is an

oneninz of naths ”hlch have been e

- .

o talle

0]
3
hY
1o;
1—!
®
3
3
o
o

decisions makes 1t possible for
The world opens up

thinzs are, ‘how

we are to operate amid thinzs and people. e

I

basic dec1g10ng.

they matter To us,

stablished, paths which
The taiing of

man to comnrehenn things.

for us so that wefmgy decide how

and’ at sane time how

are constant»v

in the nature o* mruth nzvev rise

these basic

-
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subject to this elementary-decisibnin? bgeause beinzs are not,

entlrely apc to the :awe extent unconce aled. for us: Zarth

1s that which cones’ 1rto the - onenp@sg as that vhich is

unna,tered hldden, anu‘confus;ng.- It is because of the presence

-

of. the hidden reality @s "hidden" thai.we have to face the

. decisionins. o - e
orig vof af% do not have " a truth", but "the truth"

-

hanpening in_them in regard tb "what 1s as 2 whole™. FKow does.

i

truth hanpen in sometn n* creat d? " Since the chiefl feature'

of the worlk 15,'§or eﬂdegger, the_happening of the truth, and

since uhe ha peni 12 of the truth occurs in work—beln * the

worl-being, to him, is brlmordﬂal. To understand'hou truth

happens in_the art-work, we must think about hot openness

[
)
ot
3]
o
[
(=S
U} .
iy
©
1
[ST]
(33
[4)]
[o)

1£ in the Open. ' "This:self-establishinz of
onennesst in the Omen touches = sphere that caqﬁﬁﬁ vet bé

. ‘her@f, but this mgéhlcanlhe sai&iﬁﬁat "BEin
of “its ovm éature lets the ?lchfcf oéﬂnnoégnﬁé;ﬁen“.l
Heidégjef-obser§es thatfthe‘haﬂééning of-?ruth is, in many
.in'foun'ing of a.political stgte;,iﬁ eséenfial'fécrificé
fhe.thin%er's questidning;'and éssééinj“b;iﬁfs'itéélf nearer

. Art-work is truth's-distinct'pbssibiliud in.vhienh it occurs

=]
“"as.beinz in the Midst o belﬁ"". .Hepce,wpr"‘Hy nature is 2
beinz that was never hzfore and ”111 nevar Ho aTgin,  Sreation
N .

a special brln‘ln~ forth that is "a receivin~”

and an establishing of P ‘io unconcealedness”.
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Truth establishes itself as-the conflict of world and :

earth in the worx. This conflict is not there to be résglvgd

N

or to be housed. It is, rather, started by the work.
As 2 world onens itself it submits to the %
decision of 2 historical humaniiy the ques-
> tion of victory and defeat, blessinz and
curse, mastery and.slavery. . The dawn*n
world bvwn~" out what is as yet undecaded
and measurceless, and thus discloses the hid-
den necessity of measure and decisiveness ...
~Yorld demands itz decisiveness andéd its
measure and lets beings attain to the onen of
thelir paths...:a”th bearinz and Jutta.nrr .
strives to ieep itselrl closea and 1o entrust )
everything to itz iawl8 |

—
-

Heldezzer means to say that the Beingz of an ari-worlk shows,
in the emergence of 2 world, to a histérical veonle, that the

elementary questions such &s victory and defeat, blessing and

curse have to be recioned with. The world in its’ emerzence -
AR
- shovwe what they have not yet thouzht, examined with a measure,
* ! -
A - P

and vhat needs to be measured and ahout which z decizion has

<%0 be made., Uhe world establishes; and clarifiss the. naths

the directions of vhat-is. In sum, the world srennd ua in an

sriewort lets a2 people now what they do not bs et oy

“same time, in the art-work, there arises the csrih. It reveals

what is concealed. It lets us nowalk is not Ipen.  IY hears

e conﬁllct between world and oarth
separation. <there prevaids alse zn intimacy beiwoen +hem

because of thelr common zround. This "rift-desizn®, in which

£
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Now Heldeﬂger must conslder the questlon about art 1tself.q.f

He had p*ovmslanally deflned the nature of art as the settmng-.

1nto—wbrk o‘F truth.

unon uhls'deflnltlon.-

"

Ulth what has been learnt he 1mnroves

Xt uhe same t‘Wu that art 13 “%he le

inz in nlace of- z self tas‘t:a.lﬂmi'wrw.*r truth 1n the flwure" it

also "the brl *in

i.e.'presérvatioq.
Heidezzer males an'a

is ... eséenﬁially postry”

beinz comnosed, as a2

reflects about the

poet comno

SE’S

clarify in which zense all art is

its narrow
Poesy is only a
sense which ic essentially a

poesy doex 1le

L,

od

ard some

PP,

-
L3N T1A e

ieXd "poesy"

~

.. For iﬁ_afth

a poem".

d-n

noe

truth "happéns in
N . e
o I
sleldgrcer .
o
.+ 23y noetry he does
LN . .. » .
or the art of writing poems.

rentlJ raalcal atatammnu

mode of the poetic coumposition in

-

nature of poetry ac'”d%1 28 lanztuaze

absut lan-uaTe:

audible or written a2xpression af v

to bes communicated
the Oncn for -the
by naming beings
brinzs beinzgs to
Cnly this na Wlh”
- thelr Beinsz
Heid

ezzer exnresses here the

about la

rnsw

2rr
nguase

which

work. He points out further

-

a-"projecting"

is not only and not “erarllv an

J'"lau ig

.+ . Lanmuaze alone
brinss what 1=, as somﬂthﬂn* ihau

Das

first %

ime

£ thelr

the lanzuaze':

Tor the first t mm fl
word and to aﬁp_“rﬂﬂce
nominates beings

from out' A1 Beilnag",

1%,

¥ O .

oi~ hig

of hi

that is "the release of a throw by which

-~
=

ch—zl’rﬁ*r ?urthe*,on tho nature of art

-

| rall art

However,

Eeid

thouzht
later

Memsrypyer®
saying

-

o N
lt!

i

- of worb-be1nr 1nto moveﬂent snd hannenﬂnP"

the brozader

s

&

Y

o>

.
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uﬁcoﬁbéﬁlé&hess submits and infuses ¥tself into what is as
such". "Projective saying 1is _éetry: the saying of world

and earth".., Actual laﬁguageris a2 happening of his saying.

The author is hintiﬁg at the common nature of the happening é#’
of truth, poetry, languagéﬁandiihe world. Actugl génguage,

he says, is the héppening of the happenine of a projective
sayinz that is poetry, which is an original naminz and brinzing

forth of beinzs into unconcealment. In other vords, lanzuage

itself is noetry; poesy is the most original Torm oi metry;
and noetry is the nappenins of truth; and this explains why
l";’ in
art 1s poetry. -
L7 N - et
- . Y . . L . . .
Art, which may now be’calléc "poetic preojectiion’ is sald
: )
to be a foundinz of truth by lieiderser in the triple sensc of
hestowinz, zrounding, and bezinning. Preservinz, or transpori-
int of onesclf into thesuncommon disclosure in the ari-wor:,
- - - ' J - -
iz also neetic and nas corresronding modes of the foundinz.
art o is 2 Toundinz of truth as hesiowal because the trath IThei
haprens in work is armorirzinal -crant. The poetic projectilsn
is the disclosure of that #inio which human bein as historical
ir already cast" or the “earth" of.n historical neople. Hence, o
. - v .
it ig 2 Tounding as grounding. Thig bestowsl, and sroundin:s
have zls5o a character of a bezinninz. "The bhezinning, prenares
itself for the lonTest time and whdlly inconsgpicuously, ... i .
always a head start«in which everyﬁg;ig.to come 1s already

leanec over". Heldezzer enphasizes art's historical role.

: .

]
u"'} : - . ) e . 3 - et 23
"Thenever art hapnens ... 2 thrust enters history's

R
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Concludinz Remarks

As he investizates the essence (i.e. the way of Being) of
art by way of a direct encounter with the art-ﬁork as such,
Heldeszer discove:s more about the nature of (man's) world.
“hatever new concerning the world is found out in this attempt .
does not reject or alter his earlier positions. It only supple-
ments and exnands upon the.bﬁsic insizht from a new stgndpoint.
World, here, 1% thouzhit from the standpoint of the pfiﬁacy of
BeinT~2and 4n its;%ssential connection with truth and history,
in a way that primacy of man in man's world is underemchasized.
Thiz does not mean that Heiégjzer has now "identified"” world
wlth Beinz and truth, and has "modified" his earlier rosition
that world basically belonzs %o man. :s. his basic insizht
attempts to overcome the schiszm between man ané world, brouzh:
about by subject-object schems, it alsc renders. the Question
of the sunremacy of ons over. the other redundant. He
nowhere suggests that the world zntirely rules over man, nor-.doec
he anywhere maintain,. that man entirely creates the world. The
relation between the two is a philosophical probiem which
cannot be resolved by méking such simplistic statements.

In the present attempt, Heidezzer attains 2 new understand-

+

inz of this relation. Fe has 2lready pointed out in %he carly

writings that world ic not somethinz sitatic; it "harmens";

P
"world never is, it worlds"(i-.35). It is the meaning of the

worldinz of the world that is articulated in this essay on

- -
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grt-werll., I1 is recommized that man's disclosures of the world

hazzien somewhat differently in the different eras of the his-
e -
Torrr of Zeint's eveniful unfoldins (Irei-nis). Zut this doss

- L T - e ht - -,
Lzlcxr thouzht come 2 velieve th

"—'O“""‘"‘. ~7 %y =rmahler
[y _‘ll_‘ !..-..-——‘J ’_; T nd b g .

. . - —— . .
M ot aps - Eadi lam 1- e . -] o ER . £
sucn as the world of the ireevg, the world of mathematics, thne

world of Zhaliesyezre, the world of John Zmith, and so forih.

- X I .. v oer & s ; -t - - . = -

in he arv-wors esgay Feldesgzer too sneziis z2bout "the world of
- = -:' —— - * - S

the Tezsznt wonan", "the warld of this hisTorical necnle™

- - s -t - P - LI g — - - <1

"Une oremins un of z world". Sut this fs2c not memn thzt theese

[ - . B 3 3 D e - H 3 E ]
fney are oiften meant to be :rilerentc clzelofurcs of man's

N el 5 . At A - ) KRS, =
world, ) LeInT ana Time nerCesEer rceerves the term wrerld
-~ o' s -y = . 2 1 - 3 3 - 7 q . 12 et
I agrenn & Dzetlerl Jafeln 2 such g=n he Z=1l wo e
r R T A TACL AT ety =~ T S m odmlas e R
- e, . EEE TR S R U g el L RS R G P R wiles W2 = 277
vl mamm e -t mrm o TMe o A Sem Tt e Nl I e e L ¥ o= Imya o~ e
IR S .t C="1 0o ¢ - v Y [ S VLS . 20N 27 JLtd, P
. ~ P - > r A - 5 A I - o - o
orliz itrell in diffTorent woder of 1ife {c.7. Zor a =eagant)

In this wori, HeidezTer discovers thot a {zreat) art-vor:

(]

is distinsuished from other things and use-things in that it

0,

iscloses a world and an earth, and thereby discloses man's

world and man's earth. That constitutes the essence of the

eri-worll is that truth hanoens in it i.e. the unconceglnent-

[D)
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concealment process 1Is activated by it. Van r‘Oﬂ'h"* palntﬂn“

of a pair of shoes shows us how thla equlpment helon?s w1th1nr

the totality of a peasant's world and earth ,and at the same

=y
L

time shows us, how a2 piece of eguinment, in ites-reid iable use,
belgngs within the total%ty 0¥ man's significance. ‘It unfolds'
world, and world's depth of which we were heretofore oblivious?
(i.e. the earth). It shows us that the totality of significange

is not merely what is open, but is also based on what is still-

hidden. . - =
schrag r“bhulv observes in hisz cow.cntgrv that this
"project 9f the transvaluation of aestheties ... is basically
FEy
of the same cloth as was HeidewTer's 'destruction' of the
S e & - :, o 214' . ’ . . )
history of western metarhysics™. 4T our exposition shows

the author wants z2estheticians to recornize that

ot

of the wvor!: does not lie 'in’its &ormal aspectc but in what the
OTI "say3t ar chowes. It iz the relation that the wor: has
to truth -nd te maits uarli thht gonctitutes ite wort-beiqj.
o3t commentators have "“o“neﬁ snort oF recoznizinze thet the

“the warldhoosd ni "the

i

wdrll, accordinz to Heldegger,,disélose

world" over and above denictin: nd an 2arth.

Gy
f
o
H
-
o)
)

re- h..

t-as

vier of the author is imrli

1
10}
L

o
b
pa

descrintion of the Van

5303h paintinz, but gquite exuplici

i

in that of the 4Jreel temhie.
. | : k
The temple-wor¥% shows us how the world worlded for this histor-

ical people. It shows us how a distinet disclosure of the
¥arlt constituted the "all governinz expanse of thir.ongh

relational cpontext” of these neonle (n.1l15). The temple

4 4
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R
renresented their world, the world that zave "thln"S their look
and to men their outlook on themselves" (P.117). "Uhenever

these decisions of our history that relate to our very Be in

iR

are made ... therc the world worlds®

(7.113). That is, in the
different epochs of the eventful menifestation of RBeins,
cbmmensuragg with distinct happening of truth, the world dis-
tinctly worlds for men. Things are rendergd meaniﬁqful and

ziven value in accordance with the way the world worlds (I'.119).

- -

The art-worx also shows that alongside the world, there .

emerges an earth, without which the world will not be zble to
(=] s

aprear. In the early woris, Heidezzer smoke of world a

s a
"disclosedness” for man. He has now realized %hast there is =n

essential counterpole to this disclonsedness because of hieh

it is what it is. Thinkinz about world from the standnoint of .

Being neceszzitates that just as doncealedness i vee

Q
“
1
}_J
]
[in)
L
i
wn

the counterncls and the Tround »7 un-concealedness in the nannen-

S K . ER) . . - - ~ w2 - | 2 o o b
in: oD truth, zinilariy the orenness that is man's world must

-

nave o counternoles 2nd Tround, out of which or in relatior wi

'._

vhich, the worid-disc logu“o harnens.  Hence the concent ol ihe

earthn. o commrehend "world" in its dynamic and historical

bnfoldinz requirec that its zround $hat oblires ne to tale

[P S P A o

essential decisions, and which ETGSP’tS what-1- nn sonething o

be comnrehended, be recomized. Accordin- to Veldnsor, i tha
y : § _

art-woris a strife between world =znd carth snown thealy -

taiinT-place continually. That is vy it com show uo el s

vorlding itself. Fur Lﬂermore, the wori.



of the happeninz of truth; it starts and sustains the

unconcealnent-concealment process.

It iz in accordance with historical imparting (SChickung)

of Being that truth harnpens, maintaing Heldegger. Hence, "1t

is not we who nresuppnse the unconcealedness, ... rather

unconcealedness ... nuts us into such a condition ... that ...
—-/ '

we always remain installed w

thin ... unconcealedness" (£.122)

[

Twofold concealment, concealin~ and dissembling itcell hanmenn

in the truth process. The hannenin~s of world and earth (for
ﬁ

\

. N . : e
n, i3 not the same az the happenln;\q§ truth, but is 2 ¢

(Turthar) "elearis

1ring of the naths of the essen 8
tions with whieh =211 QPC\Q\OP comnlies 2.12%). "lorld demand
1tz decigiveness anc and lets beinzs =2tizin to the

orven of their naths" (F.125). &=arth is that which nGCESSli“uG”

this decizionin:, 1T iz the concenled, coniusing zcnect of M&n!

in the omen (i.e. the world) touches a svhere that cannot vet

be ewnrlicated here" (7-.121). But he is quite convinced that

[T}

'Zeing by way cof 1ts own nature lets the place of openness

happen® (P.124)." Hence, K whereas the priority of Being ic reco

~r
2

o

nized, the connection bLetwesn truth and world is = Sphere abvoul

which the author keens hls reczerve.

It iz the "wreservinz® the wori or leftins 4o worlt asser:



its independence, thai "fransporis u- into this anenness and
thus a2t the zame-time tranzports urs out of The reain of the
ordinarv“.”s The emnerience of the frut® hzonenins in the

artisors is ane af "{transTorninT" or “drancnoriingy Aut of"
world wnilch enables us to comvrehend the naniture of
nan's world, by showins how fthe world has worlded for

nEn.

different

- - - H b ] ~ - £ ~ 34 - e
‘eﬁﬁﬁﬂ Jlarit nonie Meidegser and the Tracdition wellanto
uron the relstlion hetregen Heldewrer's Tirst and later Boncem-

ey -
cLOMT 0I

-, . N - . n
There =2re tendencles in these (carly; Joi -
e a R R R 3 el A : LI
wationn that first find articulation in
pideser's laoate :
3

©owritinzgs ... Uorld in the
iz anecified wreciszely in :
terms of its content concept of
world nov moves into a closer” relation *o

.
* 8 .‘—nls

. - L oy

. -
TT e . B | b5 N S -— - st
arever, the ilscue 0f the connectinmebroivzen Sratr ain b
i B bd Bad bl - -
rid, Aand thad of Oha hisfariczl-vivrlTa, hoos heoom o0 Inde aie

inter reted in the commentaries on the ss3ay M e

Y e E A

the

mort mart ig ion of the unconceslment

¢
X

[



¥

0

. ' : 135

at

with the world. For instance Bartky in her "Heidezzer and

-~ . 2 . a T N
the world dlsclosure",'7 makes too much out o7 the author's

reference to “the essential ways in which the truh [hisgae-

L]
leally) estaoblishes ifzellw (¥, 1220) - .2, in the wori,. in
the fmmdlng of nolitical stote (0lin), inm *he nesrpo-n 0

7]

abused to the same sxtent in  her rore recently nuhlished

) -
. ‘

"Heldezzer's Thilssonhy of art",”  but even here,truth and

' A8 the e rozrecses the ferms wovrld and
earth ar mnanced so that they no lon~er
refer 3 the asnects of the zri-vor: alome,
but to the reveafﬁn; MG congewiinT moments
. of any worli-disclosure % all ... there ie
- 7 oew. Inocll of symmetr oduran 2navih ze the
e thinzly =omect of She vy, 2nd the Eoen
T213 concenlient which is hari oo an fise
claocu»a of .
» misunderstanding of the sense of ileidezrer's hasgic insi-

/ ! . L
that a (grezt) wors of ari reveals man's world and man's cortk

na¥
nas le2d fo many radicel interareitationc., Timda i Wie e
- rioo o iv Haidneo- e r|29 Judes thnt hacana - R
oF AX i onaglde oy conciudes ThntT vharocrz o Jiel e .Cr.
— R - - - B B - 77.;7
rels<ion hetween Tagein and orld%@g TOVIaL ol B nela s aes
. .
n .
A
-l N
— !
TR0 wonurary Sho wardd oA ) e th i IR R S T
. nuYaTy,Lhe y Srioia oo
. . At
-
.o
A



. e

the tinatel- .

art-worls) is the cthurcr world,

lectuzl atmosnhere' of a wariicular peonle
at 2. specific hiztorical eroch ... It is
never = world in ~eacral nar for all time.

It is no wonder that Nwode cannot establish a connection

betwean the vrrlid 27 the ve

azant woran and that omened Uy by

e - T Rimea - s 3 e 5 v = .y +- Sy p s <
the Trest Temrle. e nrobleom ig conveniendly zttribuied o

0 . ——— [} - w p [ ol E
ileldezger's ambisuidy". Heidester's reoference ©o hisiarienl

viorlds ig 1ﬁuevn”o ted as "in the end we need 42 Lhin's 7 worlio

dn
1

doez not posit different historicnd warlds.  As Hdallihurton
rémarks‘ "ot ocounts is thé 2zing =% issu; for ﬁqsein -
Abether that Jnsein is an individusl 2 culture 2.7, Ireel
Daseiq -- and not the merc successisgn of.eveﬁ%s“.31~ It is the

"how" of the world, i.e.the -"how" of M elementary decision-

- —-— 4 - B —-— - 2 - . .
ing about himself, that a wori: of (~reot) \= shovws us, and
- o o ol 33 4= 3 : p 3L - =& "
chat iz what dipgtinTuishes it fron hisg, In a
wisnclil, Lo eidoesoer'c angver A tlentdam ek



‘3 g

-

Heidegger: "The Origin

Ibid

-r
-

.y

.t

.
L)
.y
C"

“r
.y
-

", e he

e

n. 27.
.;jl.
3,

Vet }d

o]
)
By

p. 39.
n. 42,
r. L3,
n. 473,
D..Mﬁ.

p. L3
D 52
™. 55
n. &1
n. 63

g ‘dJd
O~
o

C e

WHote

-

s

137

of “bhe work of Art", p. 4h4.

1svaluation of Aesthetics and the

\



AN

"y

NJ
O

LS )

\))

L2

Jlsclosure".

Heldegger: * "The Origin‘of the York of Art", p. 66.

Marx, W. : Meldes~er and the Yradition, pn. 1.8, 14E,

Bartiy, :. L. : "Heldszmer and the fodes of larld-
Jigelogurer,

Bartky, . L. : "Heidesger's hilosaohv of “rt“,-~. 247
: :
awodo, T S. o "The or¥% of Art in Yeidamaer:

-

Schrag, C.°C. :"The Transvaluation of iesthetics and the

Jork of Art',rm. 11,
Halliburton, 2. : Poetic Thinkinz: An Anproach to

Heidezmer, n. 23.

"



IR

CHAPTER V o N .
WORLD AND THE QUEST FOR THOUGHT

In many of his important works, composed between 1930 and
1950, Heidegger refers to the problem of the definition of the
world, and continues to reassert his basic insight that Being
in a world defines man's Being, and to explicate how the pre-

-—

supposed bifurcation of Being into 'res extensa' and "res
cogitans' has prevented modern philosoph& from raising the
prbblem of the world from a valid standpoint. Hi; project of

a positive destruction of the metaphysical roots -of western
philosophy, brings him on several occasions to reject the
foundations on which the modern concept of the world stands.

At all gych moments, alongside the crifique. he briefly restafgs
his basic position on the problem. No useful purpose will be-

served by a compilation and recohsideration of all such brief

references. Our study must concentrate on more comprehensive
Vi

treatments, and especially on those in which newer insights

* into thé problem have been secured.

There are some works composéd iﬁ'these creative decgdes in
which new attempts have beén made ‘by the authof’tO'furthQF
) . - « . .
investigate what world is and how it functions (essences,

'wést'). As we “have obseiyed_in the previous chapter, world

now is rethought in-its proximity with truth, history, and
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language, as thé pf&macy of Being is éséérfed in;a manner more
direct than bpé e&braced in Being and Zimg‘.QEWe have alﬁp-
witnessed that theﬂmeditakion on the Being of the art-ﬁérk
provides Heideéger with an interpreﬁation of the worlding of -
the world. In the céncluding momenég of the art-work essay, -
Heidegger points at.the'connection between the happening of
truth and language (P.127). This connection: is further probed
in "Holderlin and the Essence of Poetry" (Hﬁl&erlin ﬁnd d%s Wesen
der Dichtung - 1936), a leéture-essay cémposed in the same

year as the art—ﬁork essay. This work presents some new .f

. insights concerning the essential relation between world and

language, the first hint about which was given in the discus-

sion of speech (Rede) as disclosedness of Dasein (P.42) in ~

Being and Time . One of the major themes in Eeidegger's later
writings is to investagate what kind df disclosure language is.
These investigations also lead him to declare that a deep
connection exists between world and langdage.'.An originél
encounter with Hélderlin's poetry has, in many ways, iﬁSpired
the manner and the content of Heidegger's investigatioﬁs in
the later works. In "Holderlin and the Essence of Poetry",™eide-
gger = explains his attitude toward the poetry of Holderlin and
foward the kinship between thought and poetry. éome aséertions
concerning the connecfion between world and language that are
‘made in this essay will be developed further;in the works com- "

" posed in nineteen fiftees, in which the problem of the world

will receive a renewed attention.
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In the present chapter, we will study the basic apprpaches
taken by the author toward the nature of 1é£guage, poetry, and
thinking as they appean{iﬁ this Holderlin study. We will also
consider another lecture-essay of the period titled "TheiAge -
of the Wortd-picture® (Die Zeit des Weltbildes - 1938) in which
Heidegger examines the world-concept establlshed by the tradl-
tion of metaphysics. A study of these works will not only
acquaint us with the new grounds that Heidegger is covermng in
his attempts to define the world, but also with the basic fea-
tures of his quest for "thought". We notice now that he 1is
not only seeking to gréund all concefns of philosophy in.the
fundamental concern, but he is also calliﬁg for a change 1in
thg manner of philosophizing. His ogn s%yle'now shows that he
is insistent to bring-home "the difference between an object

of scholarship and a matter thought".l

The Poet and the Thinker-

The essay “"Holderlin and the Essence of Peotry" contains
MHeidegger;s first thoughtful dialogue with the poetic work of
.Halderlin. Heidegger's use of the poetic work of his‘févourite
poeﬁiﬁpas often aroused surprlse in both phllosophlcal and
literary circles. Those who do not sympathlse with the idea

of a kinship between the pqet and the thinker, accuse“Heidegger
of losing the philosophical rigor shown by him in hi§ earlier

-

works, and do not approve of his employment of some odd poems

L
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for gaihiné on%ological insight{- Others fall to understand
why: a seridus thinﬁér';;ke Heidegger has chosen to impose the
poetry of his favourites such as Holderlin, Rilke, Trakl,
. George upon his readers while ignoripg fh work of ﬁore cele-
brated poets‘in world literature in hi iscussions about'the,
" essence and role of poetry. At the same time, the literary
critics engagéd in the cbnsideration.of.the poefry of the
above mentioned poets are dismayed with his intérpfétations of
theilr poems. _Accordlng tq them. Hel?ﬁgger hardly pays atten-
tion to what the poet hlmself says and 1ntroduces too much
fo?elgn and Yar-fetched thought.

Replies can be found to all these objections in Heideggerﬂs-
own clarifications included in his works. In the essay "What .
is.Metaphysics“ he observes that "poetry and thinking are most

J .
purely alike in their care of the word".2 In other words, the

way language is articulated in their work gives fise to a )
kiﬁship between the thinker and tﬁe poet. I remarksalso that
"the thinkeftutters Being, the poet names whdt is holy ...
.{and) they dwell near to one another on mquhta?ns farthest
apart", implying that there is both a similarity and a differ-
ence between their tasks. Heidegger_aiéo seems to believe
that a dialogue between the poet and the think;r‘is one way
thinking can be carried out. It is not, then, illegifimate
‘that the thinker chooses for such'dialogue fre poets with
whose poetry his thougﬁt has a kinship. Heidegger maintains

that the thinker and the poet in their moment of creativity

‘gv

L4
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receive a gift from Being, which they bring to language in
their own peculiar way. They both express in language how
‘beings.“are", which gives poetry an ontological funhction
comparable tﬁ thét of thinking.

The dialogue between the thinker and the poet 1is, therefore,
based on a klnshlp. The literary comparisons or crltlcal
analysis of celebrated poetic works would be of no help in
‘this dialogue.: The thinker must be Th tune with the poet %o
an extent #hat-he begins . to grasp)the gift that the poet has
received from Being and has preserved it in language. Hence
~the thinker's interpretation of the-poem is bound to be
different from that of a literary critic equipped with the
most current theories of criticism,rféf a literary critic
is not a thinker who has a more intimate bond with the poet.
It is also in order that the thoughts expressed in the thinker's
1nterpretat10ns are perceived by some as not belng merely the
poet's own. The thinker's 1nterpretatlon is as much the
thinker's own work as it is of the poet, for in it the thought
proceeds as unbridled as the saying of the poet in the.poem.

In the preface to Erliuterungen zu Holderlins Dichtung

(1951) Heidegger informs the reader that his intefpretatioﬁs
have not been carried out to make contribution toward either
literary researc}? or aesthetics but they "arise from a neces-
sity of thought";B It would nd%‘ge improper, therefore, to
régard.Heidegger's elucidations of Holderlin's poetry, for

.our purdoses, Heidegger's (thoughtful) philosophical works.
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Heidegger adGﬁhces various explanations regardingkpis
cﬂkice of Holderlin in this as well as other essays. But
besides these. arguments, we cannot miss some obvious sympathies
they share. Heidegger is drawn_toward Holderlin because the
latter is preoccupied with.the essence and role of paetry
in human life.. He is fascinated by Holderlin's sense of the
holy, his reference to gods who have taken flight and the god
who is to come, his historical insight, his love for the home-
land which is distinct from mere patriotism, and so forth. hﬂ
In the lecture-essay“what are Poets for”(Wozu Dichter - 1946)
-HeideggeF\says: .
e poet thinks his way into the locality

fined by that lightening of Being which
has reached its characteristic shape as
the realm of western metaphysics in its -
self completion. H¥lderlin's thinking
poetry has had a share in giving its shape
to this realm of poetic thinking. His
composing dwells in this locality as inti-

mately as no other poetic composition of
his time®“. -

The World in Language

In the present study Heidegger seeks to learn_about the
>essence of poetry through reflection on Hélderlin's poetic
utterances. Holderlin is chosen because his poetry "was borne .
on by the poetic vocation to write exp;essly of the essence of
poetry".5 It is im this sense tﬂét he calls Halderiin “the -

poet the poet", and explains that his procedure will be o
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. thoughtfully consider five chosen utterances of the poet on
the subJect& - |
The first of these p01nters is a quote from one of Holder-
lin's letters 1n-wh1ch he calls the writing of poetry "that
most innocent of éccupations". But the author first 1nqu3.r-e.=.s..~
what is language by reflectlng on the second pointer whlch
states “therefore has language. most dangerous of possessions,
been given to ﬁan .;. so that he may affirm what he is ... ";6
Heldegger wants to learn in what sense language is the posses-

sion of man, why is it a dangerous possession, and who is man

according te Holderlin's saying.  Interpreting the whole pas-

sage from which this quote is taken, he.concludes that according

to the poet, man is a being who "affirms" what he is i.e. who
declares and gilves in this declaration a guarantee of what is
declared. Man is "heir and learner”in all things", and there
prevails iﬁ"{infimacy" which binds things and also keeps thém

1n-0pp051t10n.
The afflrmatlon of belonglng to this 'inti-
macy® occurs through the creation of a world
and its ascent, and likewise through the
destruction of a world and its decline. _The
affirmation of human existence and hence its
essential consummation occurs through free-
‘dom of decision.. This freedom lays hold of
the necessatry and places itself in bonds_of -
a supreme obligation. This bearing witness
of belonging to all that is existeny becomes -
actual as history. In order that history

3 may, be p0351ble language has been glven to
man -

What Heidegger is pointing out is that,language is the chief

possession of man. Man is man because he has language. Man

i

)



146

affirms what he is,in and through language. He belongs to an
" intimacy among things and is “heir" of all things for he is a
special entity which is able to "learn" what the Being of
other entities means because he possesses language. The
affirmation of his eiistence. the -very way he_reélizes his
existence is made possible by language an;\de rooted in a
free decision within language. Men beiongs to the "intimacy":
or a meaningful ofder. tﬁrough the rise and fall of his world.
In other words, man belongs to tﬁfngs and comes nearer to or

far from fhings because the possession of language enables ﬁim
to have a workd, the nature of which is to arise and decline.

By "ascent and decline", “creation and destructlon" Heldegger
.implies that world is not an ever present collection of all
ex1stent entities. Rather the world, in a sense, emerges in
man's affirmation of the existende which takes place in language,
and it is by having an understandlng of -the world arisen through
Planguage that man belongs tonthlngs. Furthermore, Heidegger
‘maintains that as man witnesses his peculiar belonging to enti-
ties history presents‘iteelfj history is a perception of man

of his differing ways of 5eﬂpnging to entities in‘diffefent

eras. But"map realizes i.e; confronts, attains, and at the

same _time .comprehends and-declares, in a word, "afflrms“ hi
belonging te things in and through language. Hence 1if there

was no language, there would not have been any history. ere

is articulated once again the essential connection among world,

history, and language.
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Why has language been called the mosfﬁaaﬁgerous of peﬁees-
Sions by HbIMerlin? Heidegger thinks that it is because the
very possibility of any danger is founded on language. For it
is by virtue of language that thlngs become ex1stent or remain
non-existent: for man. An existing thing can.“afflict or
enflame”, and a non-existing one can "deceivelor disappoint®
* man because man has language. Moreover, as'language manifests
beings, it also preserves this manifestation. It presents
itself in "an appearance which it itself attests". Henee in
language the "genuine saying" is always endangered. The author
emphasizes that language is not just one of the Dosse331ons
(gut) that man has. The essence of language does \not exhaust
itself in being a means to give information. Rather ‘\g

It is only language that affords the very - -

possibllity of standing in the openness of

the existent. Only where there is language -

1s there world i.e. the perpetually alter- C s

ing circuit of decision and production, of ' )

action and responsibility, but also of

commotion and arbitrariness, of decay and

confusion. Onlyswhere world predominates,

is there hlstory . :
“It is pointed out that language is a fundamental possession of
man for it is by virtue of language thau he can exist as a
worldly and as a historical being. By'pointing at the ele-
mentary relationship between man® s hav1ng language and his
Being in a world, Heldegger gives us another penetratlng
definition of the world. Tt is, he flnds, "the perpetually

altering_circuit of decision and production, of acpion and

responsiﬁility". He means to say that the. world is not a

s
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static summation of all existents, but a continually changing
circuit established through a process of decision~taking and
production or coming into Belng.- For, naming of a being is

a decision as well as a coming into Being. Such decision-

- - -

/

taking, and establlshlng of somethlng as something" is an

activity that carries w1th 1t a responsibility, for, as p01nted

out above, language otesents "an appearance which lt itseif

attests”. However, the paths of this circuit areenever‘ o ‘
‘ ehtifely visible or objectiveiy available. ' Since we.unéefstand7

the world through language, and 31nce language carries with it

an amblgulty by continuing to keep the. exlstent concealed while , )
establishing it in unconcealment. the world is also a clrcult |

of "commotion and arbitrardness,iof decay and confusion". It

presents 1tself as an enigma to be unraveled through language, -
.and the attempts to apprehend it are founded on arbltrary

decisions taken by men in and through language.. In“reachlng

e

such decisions, ln comprehendlng hlS world, man produces as
well as destroys, affirms as well as dlscounts. i

Next, Heidegger asserts that "only where world predomlnates.
is there history". By this statement e implies that there
| ex1sts a fundamental relation between the happenlng of world .
and that of history. As he has also hlnted in the art-work .
essay,. history becomes actual whenever man comprehends his
~ world more essentlally and more. szngularly,n In other words,. . -

whenever man understands himself, and hlS own open sphere of

existence, hlS role or purpose within this sphere, and acts )
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in cognizance of this knowlédge, in a wé dy whgn his world

- -

predominates, history comes into Being. T
. _ 4 3
The third saying of Hélderlin interpreted by Heldegger
.runs as follows: o _ - '

)

Much has man learnt

Many of the heavenly ones has he named

Since we have'been a conversation 9
And have been -able to hear from one another-.

Holderlin is taken to mean that'mankind are a "conve ion",
for language is actuyalized in conversation. It is the conver-
Satioﬁ i.e. "the act of speaking with ogiers about something"
that bfings men together. According to;ﬁgidegger's reading
of the fourth line, in conversation ";;Q éPilf&y to speak and
the ability to hear are equally fundamental®™. To those who
converse there is always diéclosed a structure on wh;ch they
agree and on the basis of which they are themselves. By "we

" havée been® instead. of "we are" Heidegger understands that
mankind has been a conve;sation "ever since the time arose”.
For convérsation to take place, the essential word has to be
"constantly related to qne'and the same", which requires some-~
thing perpétual and pérmangnt". "The first two-lines are
interpfeted as folloﬁs.- .

-

Since language really became actual as
conversation, the gods have acguired names
and a world has appeared ... If is pre-
¢cisely in the naming of the gods, and in

Autheitransmutation”of”the‘world”into”word, )
that the real conversatign. which we
ourselves are, consistsi?,.

- The author maintains that language made it possible for man to

i



name the godé and .to have a world. The actﬁalizétion of ‘

language enabled man to respond to the divine claim as he named

tﬁe gods. Heldegger uses the expressions like- "gog$§ brought - -
our exlstence to language" or "gods led’ us into con rsatlon"_

to convey the insight that nelther the origin and nor \the

actual;zatlon of language is an,entlrely human affalr. It is

'>.'also emphasized that the actualization of language began with}

" the naming of the gods.. That is," this actualizatisn was
contemporaneous with the appegrence,of a world, and wi@h the
naming of the gods. Conversation took place,'and still takes
place as the woxld is-"transmuted“ into the word. Once again
Heidegger indicates:that the w;;ld is insepafable from language;

holding a discourse is_§ “transmutétion” of the world into the

word. Comprehension of the world constitutes the actualizatiom

of language. o Y
The fourth saylng of Holderlln that Heldegger reflects upﬁn N
- a,
is: "But that which remains is establlshed by the poets".l%';

This saying, accordlng to hlm,answers the questions such as
who names the godsf)and who appfehends the permanent and fixes
it in the word. It is the poeflwho "names the gods and names
all things in that which they are". In goef's naming "the -
exigtent is nomiﬁé%ed as what it ith In other words, an
original coming Into Being takes place in poet's speech. Hence,
poetry has -a ‘status higher than the sciences which deal’ 2
derivatively with beings that are alrdady present. Poefry is
rﬁ‘“tpe establishing of Being by means of the word".

L
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 To meditate further on the essence -of poetry, Heidegger -
con51ders the flfth pointer from Hdlderlln s saylngs, which '
becomes the subgect of a full lecture-essay dellvered 1n '
1951. This poetic utterance of Holderlln ‘TUNnS: "Full of
merit and yet poetlcally, dwells Mah on this earth".lz The -
poet is understood as saying that what man pursues in this
life is meritorious,. yet human exlstence is fundamentally
poetic. To- dwell poetlcally 51gn1f1es_"to stand in the. pres-
ence of the gods and to be 1nvolved in the proximity of the
essencejof thlngs". Exlstence is poetlcal" also means that

exlstence is a "gift" not a recompense. In other words.

ex1stence is not a reward of man's merltorlous actlons. nor is -

1t 2 product of mah s w1ll but is a glft glven to man. whereby :

_ mam feels the presence of the d1v1ne, possesses language. and

[

llves in the proxlmlty of thlngs. Slnce man's belonglng to
thlngs 1s a gift of language, and language came to “him
a;ong31de the‘namlng of the’ gods, his ex1stence 1s poetic. '
Heldegger regards poetry as more fundamental than language;

;for he: malntalns that "it is poetry whlch flrst makes

posszble“

Interpretlng various poetlc utterances of Holderlln, Helde—

gger further concludes that the poet both recelves and glves;

for he acts as a medlator between gods and the people. The

an

' poet 1s exposes\z:—:he d1v1ne message whlch he passes on to the:

people wrapped 1 ong". In genulne poetry the foundatlon of.

man s exlstence 1s revealed. It is only those ‘who regard the

anguage

-
»
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viéible world as-the most-real who thi:k that poetry is a

fanclful and unreallstlc venture.
Poetry rouses the appearance of the unreal
and of dream in the face of the palpable
and clamorous reality, in which we believe
ourselves at home. And yet in just the
.reverse manner, what the poet gays and
undertakes to be is the real 1

The Dominant World-Concept

The lecture-essay "The Age of the World-picture" does not
provide us with any new insights into Heidegger's own concept
of the world. It is, nevertheless, an important work for it
ideﬁtifies the far reaching imﬁlications of the dominant
world-concept established by western metaphysics. The author
maintains that the positing of man aé the "subject” has
resulted in the modern age becominé‘“the age bf the world-
picture®. For the establishmenf of man as subject Descartes
is held responsible r the'mogt part. This lecture comes as.

~

a sequel to the cr%&iq of the Cartesian concept of the world

in Being and Time . .At the outset, it, is asserted that

-

"metaphysics grounds an age". That is,

Through a specific interpretation of what is
and through a specific comprehension of truth
it gives to.that age the basis upon which it
is essentially formed. This basis holds

- complete dominion ovEr all the phenbmena that
distinguish the age

Hence in order to understand'¢he phenomena that distinguish‘é%?

modern age we must comprehend their metaphysical basis. This

1

F
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is to be accomp}ishea through “reflection", that is, the courage
to question .our presuppositions and goals.
Heidegger names some essential phenomena that distinguish ®

-

ithe modern age: science, machine technology, art viewed through
aesthétics, the p%fgeption o%‘human activity agtculture, and .
the loss of the goés. He chooses to reflect on the phenomenqn
of sciehce in depth for he believes that if we can reach the
metaphy51cal ground of modern 301ence, the essence of this age
"can be viewed from that ground The author points oht tha&
today s sc1ence is essentlally different from medieval "scientia"
and . £rom the Greek "episteme”. And "essentially different"

dees not mean different in terms of ‘degree or different in

germs of progress. Unlike the anc;eyﬁ and medieval science,

the essence of science teday is "research”, and the essence of
reeearch lies in the fact that knowing has established itself

as a "procedure™.

This procedure functions in an open sphefe which is already
establiEhed through a projection of a ground plan (Grundriss)
wi%hin;a region of what-is. Projection and rigor develop into
‘a "methodology” which constitutes another characteristic of
research. Since every science grounde itself in a distinct
object-sphere, every science has an individualized character.
Speclallzatlon is the foundation not the consequence of research.

“Modern science is also-characterlsed by an "ong01ng activity".

Sciences today do not earn respect unless they are 1nst1tu-

,

-

tlonallzed Hence,

™
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'ground, gathers everything onto,itseif_had no Special relation-

N,
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Knowing as research calls whatever ig.to

account with regard to the way in which

and the extent to which it lets itself be

put at the disposal of representation ...

Nature and history become fge objects of

representing that explains—-.
When science becomes research, thé Being of a being is sought
in its objébtiveness'and only that which 1s perceived as an
object is considered to be in Being. The author believes that
science could become research because the concept of truth had
already become the certainty of representation. Modern meta-

physics continueé to follow the Cartesian interpretation of Being

. and of truth. The modifications of the Cartesian position attained

in Germanhpﬁilosophy since Leibniz simply expand its meta-
pﬁ?%ical scope. They do not overcome it.
In the modern age, "man frees himself from the bonds of the

middle ages in freeing himself to himself“.16 This happening

‘has to be understood in its wider‘implications. The modern

age has not only intrpduced subjectivism and individualism

but also objectivism and collectivism. To understand what is

. . g -
different in.the new age we must observe "the necessary

interplay between subjﬁctivism and objectivism". What is

decisive is that man has become a “"subject", and ‘his essence

.is understood differently. 'The Greek equivalent of "subjectum”

i.e. "hypokeimenon" meant "that-which~-lies-before®, which, as

"ship to man, maintains Heidegger,

But now man becomes that.being upon which
all that is, is grounded as regards the
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manner of its Being and its truth. Man
becomes the relational centre of that
whlch is as such

Thinking abogt—the modern age is thinking about the world
picﬁure.Heidegger wants Eb employ a signification‘of the term
'"weltbild" that was current in the nineteenth century phi-
losophy whereby it meant "a conception of the world" or "a
worldview" or "a philosophy of 1ife". By suggesting that we
should reflect upon the‘"modefh,world picture” he is indicating
that the world, in this ,age, is conceived and regarded as a
picture. TThe_term "world”™ here is used as "a name for what is
in its entirety*, i.e. not only .Nature but also hisfory.

Where the world becomes picture,what is,
in its entirety, is juxtaposed as that
‘for which man is prepared, and which
correspondingly, he therefore intends to

. ~ bring gore himself and have before
- himself

" In other words, man has entered into a peciliar and decided
position regarding what-is in the modern age'in which t;e Being
of what-is is established in the representation of what-is.
This conception of what-ls nece351tates that the world lies

~ before man to be comprehended and in a sense, to be co;éuered

in his representation.

. . . ) . )'Q
The fact that world has become a picture distinguishes the
modern age. One ofﬁits implications is that the "system®

dominates. System does not mean merely a 51mp11flcatlon of the
given, but the unlty of the tructure of representatlons, of

the projected obaect1v1ty Another consequence of man's Being
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'sdbjectum' is Eﬁat be‘begins to impart values to the,objecte,
The loss qf \J/pé that the object of representing undergoes
is compensated for by man when he imparts value.to the object,
and measures whatever is by value, and regards values themse%yes
as the goal of all activity. 5 . -

Heidegger points out that in conhtrast to the modern age,
the middle ages, and the age of the Greeks had different
interpretations of what-is. It is only in the modern age that
world becomes a picture. In the middle age, what-1s was
considered\to be the creation of. the crea%or God, the highest
cause. .To be in Being meant to belong within a rank of the
order of what has been created. Thé:Being of what is did not
.Elie in theosole fact that it is subject te man's knowledge and -
disposal. The modern outlook %s even more distincf‘from the

one heldeby %he Greeks. To iliustrate it Heidegger quotes a

' fragment of Parmenides i.e. "To gar auto noein estin te kai .

einai", whlch is usually translated as “for thought and Being 7

are the same thing". According to Heldegger this saying means :

The apprehendlng of whatever is belongs to
Being because it 1s demanded and determined
by Being. That which is, 1is that which
arises and opens itself, which, as what .
presences,_comes upon man 2as the one who
presences 19,

"
+

The Greeks did not think that what is comes into Being -because
man'reﬁresente it. Rather man is the one who is "cathered
toward presencing by that which opens itself",

But the newness of this happening is not that man's position

A1

E-1

-,

%
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in the midst what is has changeé.

what is. decisive isjthat man himself
expressly takes up this position as one
constituted by himself, that he inten-
tionally maintains it as that taken up by
himself, and he makes it .secure as the

. solid footinﬁ for a possible development
of humanity?20.

»

This has given rise to a way of being "human” which.fnvolves a
measuring and executing whatever is so that man can gain mas-
tery. The more the'world is éonquered, tﬂe moré objectively the
object‘is known, the more is the "subjectum” eétablished,and the
more does the observation of the world become azdoetrine of man or
aﬁthropology. This anthropological interpretation of the world
not only brought about "humanism" as a dominant endeavor but

the position taken by man regarding what-is as a whole was

called nworldview" (Weltanschauung) in the late eighteenth

-century. The term has gained currency in the modern philosophy

:since then. Later, the term was alsc employed to mean "view

of 1ife", which again indicates its anthropological ground.

The coinage and use of these terms 'is in harmony with the
conception of the world as pictd%?, Heidégger observes. Man's
view of himself as a be%pg who gives the measure and guides-the

course of everything, also resulis in a "confrontation of

world~views".

For the sake of this struggle of world-views
and in keeping with itsmeaning, man brings

into play his unlimited power for the calcu-
lating, planning, and moulding of all things
... With this ... the modern age first enters
into the Egrt of its history that is the most
decisive?dl, .

*
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Concluding Remarks

As Heidegger's way of philosophizing ﬁroceeds to carrj out
the task of “thinking", his manner of positing and resolving a
problem becomes even more untraditional than one adopted in

Being and Time . Contemplation .on the aspect of Being that -

is discoursej(Logos) ieads him to believe that the task of a.
thinker has an affinity with that of a Poet, for they interpret
the originaI‘Sayinﬂ of language, and in giving word to it, per-
form an ontological functlon Heidegeger does not mean to say
that no difference exists between thinking and noetlzlng. nor
does he mean that all so-called p@llosophers and all so;called
;bets are-akin to each other. The grounds of his overwhelm-
ing faith in poetry and the poets, lie in his ﬁerception that
the-concern of "thinking" is realized. in the ;poetry“'of the
poets like Hﬁfaeflin. He seems to believe that the fundamenéal
oﬁtology is in a way better accomplished in the words'of such
poets than in the work of a philOSOpher—%etaphysicianf"Hence
Heidegger's curious method of taking departuée frqm poetic '
uttgrrancés, to think about a philosophical problem. Accord-
ing Eo Werner Marx it.is Heidegger's decisive view that

‘Western tﬁ:iklnb has hitherto thought of |

neither the clearing nor the occurrence of

presencing of that which is present 1n that

clearing. To think.if becomes in a 'spe-

. e eialt senge the .matter and the task of
" thinking?

. . It is the realization this task of thinking which bringé

-

-~
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Heidegger in the proximity of poetry; It is obviously a rad-
iéﬁl approach toward pdetry as well as philosophy.” It is also
the reason why Heidegger's achievement remains at a different
‘level from .that of philosophers'who have dealt with more
specific philosophical issues, by removing their thoﬁght ahead.
of and far from thel“occurrence éf presencing".

We notice that'Heidegger's thought remains at a level so
general (i.e. fundamental) that his achievement, notwithstand-
ing its importance, fails to satisfy those who are seeking
" more specific answers to more specific problems. This is the
reason, that his insight concerning the precise connectioﬁ
between languagg-and the- world toé, reﬁains at a general level.
However it is his convicﬁ}on_that to deal with the generality
that is Being is the disfiﬁguiéhed task of philosophy.

In "Holderlin and the Essence of Poetry", further insights
into the problem of the definition of fhe world are gained. -
A$ language is acknowledged to be the possession that makés-d
man “man”, it’is explained that by speaking man affirms i.e.
comprehends, déclarés and at the same time, upholdé.*how he is
and how beings are,'as'a world arises and declines (P. 145).
This affirmation of human existence which is at the same time,
an attainment of it‘"océgré through ffeedom of decision".

For in the arising of a world elementary decisions concerning
 thé "how" of éxistence are téken, and are taken within language.
This is the way Heidegger explains the historical unfolding of

the wbrlding of the world also referred to in the art-work
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'éssay. and emphatigally declares "only where there is iénguage
is there the worldJ. A new definition is phrased as. follows:
"The perpetually altering circuit’of decision éﬁa production,

of action and reéponsibility ... " (P. L4¥7). Thig articula-
tion of the world has been rightly called "the specification
of the world in terms of its content" by Werner Marx (P. 134)}.

Whereas in Being and Time , the structure and the fact of

man's Being in a world was explicated, in the later works, the
actualization.or_pﬁeAcoming into Being of the contgnt of the
world has been the theme. In other words,- after definigg_the
world as ‘the horizon within and.on the basié of which man
exists as man, i.e. after spelling out the "form" of man~world
relation, the worlding of the worid, or ihe."content" of man-
world relation is now articulated. As the traditional defi--
nition of World as a totality of beingé'that'are present is
-rejected, and the world is described as a2 wholeness that
functions to let presencing occur for man, it becomes necessary
to explicate the coming into Being or the werlding of the world.
*° If the world is not to be deséribed'by;merely affirming that
"world is", then it has to be described "how it worlds". |

| After explaining in the art-work essay that worldis
worlding is concomitant with the dﬁ?olding of the history, i.e.
of.the history of Being, and that the worlé's worlding has to
do with the taking of:eleﬁentary.decisioné;.it is now-observed
in this Holderlin study that this taking of decision takes

place in language, and the poet plays his role in this affirma-

ﬁ\
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tion of reality. Language both facilitates and necessitates
the taking of decisions so that a world may arise, for lan-
guage also conceals while it unconceals existence,

. We may once again observe that Heidegger's reference fo

"a world" or “worlds*"- does not posit the exlstence of several

independent. historical worlds, or several independent total-
ities. ~By adopting this common expression he is alluding to /
the several actualizations-of man's world. By asserting "only -
where world predominates is there history", he means that when-
ever a new actuallzatlon of the world is accompllshed by basic
and decisive affirmation of existence, and an old actualization
is replaced: there history takes place, there Being is sin-
gularly interpreted. Hence the present deflnltlon further
articulates relation between world and language and between ﬁjﬁ? :

world and history. 7
- The connectlon between language and the world i1s further
referred to as "transmutatlon of world into word" (P 149)
meaning thereby that arising of the world .and speaklng of the
language do have 2 common ground for Saylne already compre-~
hends world, and at .the same time gives rise to the world. 1In
the saying of the poet, languaee carrles out this task origi-
nally;Heldeg er believes that poetry enables the ontological
potential of language to emerge more originally  than the
ordinary language which can be called a used—up poem. Poetry's
power o proffer a world is not emphaalzed at this stage but

in the works composed in the flftéés (Chapter VII), it is
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clearly asserted.

'In the lectufe—eesayl"The Aée of the World picture", Heide-
gger points toward the far reaching implications of the
definition of the world that has been posited by modern ‘phi-
}osophy,gand whlch‘remalns dominant in all departments_9£
knowledge especially §eience in our age. This co eption.of
the world, the rejectien of which is tﬁe very ground of Heide- :
. gger's definition, has by.bifurcating Being into—'rés extensa'

and ‘res cogitans', brought about an outlook in which world, ..

.
AT X VIR

in a way, stands llke a picture ‘before man. This view of th;f”f_‘“-_,

world which is dlstlngulshed from that of the anclent and the
medieval coneeptlons has resulted in man_s "freeing of himself -
to himself" (P.,154) and in the positing of "indivi@ua;ism and -

aLd at'fﬁe same time of “collectiviET/Lnd object-

ivism".as the focal points of man's understanding of his reality.

" subjectivism"

Man unguestionably assumes.himself as the being upon whose repfe;_
sentation the Being of whatever-is depends, and assufies this by-
refusing to. acknowiedge any other grounds. for the Being of what-
is. Man engages in over-simplifying reality by dev151ng "systems"
to comprehend as well as control all obJect1v1ty. The objects
are given values accordlng to thelr utlllty for man. 'Base§ on
his self-establlshed supreme status. an embarks on a course.off
e

"humanlsm“ as the hlghest value. He does not distingul tween

a "wérld-vmew" and a "v1ew of llfe“. and regards-the totallty of
belngs as a some'th:Lncr to be calcqlated mastered, and concuered

It is 1mplled in this identification of the 1mpllcatlons of
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the modern world-cencept'that/the pfesuﬁpositions of metaphysics
have notﬂonly left redundant the'fundamental question of phi-
losophy but have also shaped the basic outlook of man toward
his relation with the totality of beings. This once again
illustrates Heidegger's confeﬁtion that werld worlds differently
in different eras. It is also implied that the dominant com-
cept not only resolves the proble@ of the definition of the
world from shaky-presuppositions but does nqt even pose the
problem properly. ' .

Heildegger's own eiplicatien of the phenomenqp of the world,
and the artlculatlon of its worldlng in connectlon with truth

1(1n the art-work essay) and with language (1n thls :;ife;}fﬁ\\\_’_

study) is part of hi’s resolve to encounter in thinkifig "the
occur;ence of the ﬁre§encing of* that which is present" (P‘ 158).
By regarding this occurrence as problematlc, which metaphysics
.regards as self-evident, Heidegger emphasizes that it is 1mpor-
tant for thought to dwell,upon 1t. To igneore this "hapnening"
E.ls not only 2 forgetfulness of phllosonhy s first task but also
=h1ghly presumptuous. Slnce this 1ssue has been forsaken 1n
Western thought all the way through its: anc1ent medleval and
moderﬁd;erlods, no sultable termlnology is avallable to artl— \{
culate thls 'occurrence. Throughout his- ca&eer Heldegger hes‘

-

endeavored to create new terms to explaln the various moments),

"elements, subtle dlstlnctlons in the process qf this occur-~
rence.’ We wlll defeat the purposes of Heldegger by remev1ng

' the very dlstlnctlons he p051tsr -and equat:ng\ylth eacg.other
. . 2 » : ’ ' T
.- L : - } TN

- -y ‘.
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.-



B ﬁffﬁ“ v 16k

'the terms he employs, to explicate the different aspects*of

 them. If he was conv1nced that Belng, truth, and worldgls_then-

thls happening. It is 51mpllst1c to say that foz Heldegger '

Belng and the world is the same thlng, and that the clearlng.‘

unconcealment, truth presencing arlslng of the world and

the historical haopenlng, are the dlfferent names for the same“

happenlng. It is true that 211 these aspects of the presencmn
of Being have a common ground, but it seems to us that H31de—

gger wants to %p051f“ their dlstlnctlons,rather than "nulllfy"

same thing he could very well have stated it. The feasonLheJ‘

never does so_is that he wants "to make the issue of theii

._. -

1nterconnectlon more problematlc and 'show that 1t is not easy
L I
to resolve such matters. It is 1n conformlty w1th hlS conv1c

g

-

tlon that "it is in the very nature of phllosophy never to make

thlngs easier but only more dlfflcult" vy, 1"eston:'lng to things
"thelr welght" 23 It .1s because of these reasons that we can-

not -ac ept the following speculation of Werner Marx:

that it is now Heidegger's
o think of Being in general simply
, Supporting this interpretation
~ . - 1s perhaps his proposal to give up the
- alienating” and separating word Eeing' just
as dec1s1ve1y as the term 'man’

;t seens to

By thinking of Being as world, Heldegger would only\@e defeat- ‘f\‘

“ing his own purpose, for it would entall that man is orlor to

~ Being. The reason that heserosses _O,ut, "Being™ rather- than.

-

replace it with “world"'in the Question of Being {Zur Seins-

frage%.5 1s that the word "Being" Seems to singularize and

> .
s
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allenate Belng from belngs, "and. Belng from man. What he wants:&
to empha31ze is that Belng part1c1pates in the comlng 1nto '

Belng of thlngs and man. 1t is not somethlng senarate w1th

By polntlngi oward the connection between llnculstlc arti-

'culatlon and wo ld Heldegger is not 51moly repeatlng the

.Greek'experlence of Belng as "logos" but is taklng it a stem'

"forwafdl Wbrld, .which, 6 is admlttedly man s horlzon“. arlses

~f as Belng is llngulstlcally artlculated. Man has world and ‘has

language so as to function as man ‘and so.as,tc.¥nteract with

'other men and thlngs. " 0f course this insight is based on the

presupp051t10n that Belng and Saylng have a, common ground -

which was‘asserted.by-both Greek~and the Hindu philosophical °

._traditione.: Heidegger's elaboration of this insight asserts

that language belongs essentially to Being, and has an onto-

logical role. Furthermore, since language expresses itself

»

originally in poetry, he thinks commoﬁ'language is a used-up

poem.

ihy the orlgln of common language is poetry and poetry

only, thls Heldegger has not been able to subst%Ptlate.

Accordlng to his own explanat;on the true origin of language
.is Being. Man speaks existingly i.e. he'sbeaks and meaning
is granted to things'and Being—with. It‘may also be vice-versa.
Man exists and therefore speaks.' Exlstence impels him te¢ speak

;FS well as poetlze {(i. e. speak originally). It could/;e arguéd -

that speaklng and poetlzlng are just two "ways of expre551ng"-

v
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the disclosedness of existence. Why is one way the origin

of the other? The assertion that_poetizing is more disclosive’

. &
- than" speaking, is a valid one, but it still does not make

poetzz1ng the origin of common speech.

Our obJectlon pertains me*ely to the description of common i

language as "a used-up poem". That poetic expression ;s more
original and more disclosive cannot be denied. Heidegger's
.use of ﬁoetry‘for thotight -has allegitimacy even though this
method is very unconventional. In support of Heidegger's
assertibn about. the aff%pity between the poet and the thinker,
Kockelmans explicateétheir ontological role as follows:

Fully realizing the tension (polemos) that

lies at:the root of the.identity and

difference of any concrete world and Being

itself, they formulate their responses in

such a way that every 'needless' limitation

found in this world and language will be - °
] overcome26,
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)" . CHAPTER VI .,k
. 'WORLD AND MAN'S DWELLING
In several works composed in the nineteen fifties ﬁeidegger
raises the question concerning world with a fenewed vigour. As
we have observed in the pfevious chapter, in the works composéd
between 1937 and 1950, no new insight into the problem was
obtained but rather- the basic position was restated glongside
the critiques of the moderm world—conceﬁtl. In some of the
important lecture-essays delivered in the fifties, which we will -
consider in the present and the next chapters, new grounds are
covered in raising, cbmprehending and resolving the.problem of

the world. These esgdys Iy themselves are at the summit “of

* Heidegger's work, ct that, while his confrontation

with the tradition is as resolute as .ever, his inquiry haé
matured itselfi{in the ‘®raft of "thinking", by removing itself
away, as far as possible, from the metaphysical "philosophizing".

With regard to th efinition of the world as such, these

worﬁs seek to unfold fufthef.phe meaning. of the worlding of
- the world, and further compfehenﬁ'the connection bg?yegn world
and language. The essending or/happening of the world is
‘articulated ﬁo; through the “"mirror-play of the fourfold™
(Geviert), since the "WorIQing" ‘as such ‘éannot be;ekggessed
in traditional térms; i.e._iﬁ term7 of causes andfreasons.. |

-

LB

w



170

The lecture—essa&é of the,ﬁériod in which the problem of the
world is comprehensively treated are: "The Thing" (Das Ding- -
1950}, "Building Dwelling Thinking" (Bauen Wohnen Denken-1951),
and "Poetically man-d#éils"i(... dichterish wohnet der Mensch

,%951) Wwe will consider these works in this chapter, and
in the next some essals on the nature of l%néuage also com-
posed 4n this period. Heldeéggy s labors in these imvestigations
point out the difficulties a thinker faces in articulatiﬁg
what worlding of the world means, and -the }imitations of |
knowledge in this.éphere. Tﬁey also convey the fict that
Heidegger's own insights are far from having said_thehlast
word on the issue, and that his efforts are for the most part
directed at defining the problem from newer standpoints, and
at initiating inquiry in this region.

As'observed above.-in these works Heidegger "thinks“ rather
than “phllosophlze" " He not only calls for thinking, but
actually carries -#t.out in these exercises. From a tradi-
tional view,.a work of this nature seems tq_be a string df
Heidegger{s assertébns. To verify these asée;tions from a
traditional standard .or manner of evaluation is both unfair

F4
and 31mpllst1c- ,x’f;ir evaluation would require a consid-

iy

erable work 1n ‘which not only the author® s but our own
presupposltlons are brought to surface, and the problem

- encounte“ed to outllne ‘the poscibil itiesr-of~ its
resolutlon.w A Tirst step toward an authentlc evaluatlon is

\

to_articulatelwhat Hez@egger means to say, which requires a
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patient iistening and appreciation for the unconventional.

The fundamental point of departure, which philosophy
according to hin; has forgotten and forsaken in its meta-
physical advance, compels Heidegger to "think" in the way that
he -does, and present the gains of his thinking in the manner
that he does. About his inqniry and about his expression in

these works, he observes:

o
Everything here is the part of a respond-
ing that examines as it listens ...
In thinking of Being, it is never the case
that only something actual is represented
in our minds and then given out as that
which alone is true ...
I can provide no credentlalé'for what I
have said ... that would permit a conven-
ient check in each case whsther what I
say agrees with "reality" '

The Thing Things World

Heldegger has reflected over the guestlon concerning the
thing, as we have seen, in "Origin of the Art-work" (1935) and
in his lecture-course entitled "Grundfragen der Metaphysik™"

(;935-36) wadch was later publiéhed'as Die Frage nach dem

Ding (1962). 1In the eesay on art-work, as well es in the
lecture-cox se, whlch examlnes Kant s p031t10n in detail, he

expressgs hlS dlssatrsfactlon over the way the questlon "what

is a thlng has been resolved 1n ancient ~— i.e. by Plate and g

Arlstotle — and in the modern eras of phlbosophy. Inthe -

+ essay "The Thing", Heldeggerfmakes yet another.attempt to -
. e LY ! -

L : R 7' . " .8
~ i - .

-
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P
resolve the age old question taking its cue from the fact that
"things" have given way to a multiplicity of "objects"” in the
present age of technology
*In the present times, "all.distances in space and time are
shrinking". 3 We are able to travel to distant corners of the
world in a shorter time and to communicate instantly today.
Nevertheless, the "nearness of things remains absent". what
does this nearness mean? It cannot be known dlrectly, but weﬁ-
must learn about it by thlnklng about a thing that is near.
Heidegger takes the .example of a‘jug. Q jug is a container whirh
may contain something in it. However'the thingly character of .
the Jjug-thing dees not lie in itsbeiﬁg a represented object,
for manifestly 1t is a thing that stands on its own. It is
also something that has been produced and given self—supﬁ;rt.
But neither the objectivity nor tﬁe self-support would enable
us to understand® the thirigness..of this thing. At is net a
thing because it was made; rather it had to be made because it
is this container. It might be sald that in course of its making
the jug showWs its "outward appearance"'or idea (eidos} to the
maker. But "idea" cannot explain rhe what and how of the thing.
~We often call a thing "object” wor "what stequ,forth“.
Stanaing forth has a sense of stemﬁing-froh somewhere: i.e.
either it is self-evolviﬁg or made b& another. Standing forth
+ also conveys a sense of unconcealedness of somethlng nresent

'Nevertheless, the rebresentatlon of what stands forth cannot

lead us to thlng qua thlng. A jug's’ thlngness has %o do w1th

™
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its Being qua vessel. Heildegger emphasizes the "holding \nature"
of the jug. It is the void of the jug that holds; let us say,
the wiﬁe.: The scientific explanation wogid say that there is 7
no void’;. rather the air that fills the Jug is replaced by a
liqﬁid. " But scieﬁce_is of ﬁo help in showing us the thinghood

of -things, for gcience'annihilates thing as thing by turning

"i%t into an‘objéct.' "This has happened and continues to happen'_
so essentially tﬁat'qot only are things no longer admitted as - ‘
things, “but they havé never yet at all been able to appeér to
thinking as things“.& ‘ .

We muét pay attention to what the jug holds and how it holds
Holding is twofold:. taking in and keeping in (of, say, wine).
But it is a jug for the “dutéouring". Its thing cﬁarécter
has to'do with giving, pouring‘out The anthor's afflrmatlons
imply that the thinghood o hlﬁgghoes not lie entlrely in

: the matter and form of an gy but in its gatherlng" 1nvolve- ‘
‘ment in (man's} world. The thlnghood of the Jug unfolds 1tself
a only when we dwell upon 1ts Belng as a vessel from wh;nh the
Nglft of w1ne is poureahgzzd{or mortals.- ‘ |
- "The spring stays on in the water of the N é
gift ... In the water of the spring dwells
- the marriage of sky and earth .+ In the’
gift of water, .in the gift of wine, sky
.- and earth dwell ... In the jugness of the
v Jug, sky and earth -dwell ... But the jug's _
‘glft is at times also given‘for consecra-- °

tion ... the outpourlng is th® libation
poured out for the 1mmortalrgods_

. “\. )

/that Heidegger is p01nt1ng out is that a thlng does not exls%

in isolationl or lrrespectlve of other entities but belongs to

- -
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the unity of man's world in a way - that man's 1nvolvement with
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it gathers together the disparate aspects of the world, so
that man dwells in nearness to things. A, "thing". is one which
shows itself as a meaningful element of man's world and enables

man to carry out the significant tasks of his Being in his ~

_world. It is as if the world converges on this thing,

aé it is employed by man to perform a meaningful task such as
paying homagé“zz the gods. The way things carried significance
to man before. the\ﬁnnlhllatlon of the thing took place, shows °

us how "in the jughess of the Jug Sky and earth (did) dwell",

how in the glft wine, the world of man arose, how everything

smnerged in a oleness, how the divine was acknowledged as

divine and as immortal, and how man's existence was gccepted

p—y

as wedded to death. .The thinghood 'of' the jug does}' not merely

lig in 1ts equlpmental Belng but in its Being that gathers in

itself the wholeness of man's world.: ] -
-" In the gift of t-he_ outpourlng‘ that is:drink,’
mortals .stay in their owvn way. In the gift
of the outpouring that is libation the -
divinities stay in their own way, ... mortals
and divinities each dwell in their different
ways. Earth-and sky dwell in the gift. of the.
outpouring. In the gift of the outpourlng, -

- earth and sky, d1v1n1tlgs and mortals dwell
‘together all at once’ -

What Heldegger wants to comvey is thaj as'man was engaged in an.”

original existential act -such as offering-iibafion to ‘gods, it
was if in this outpouling of yihe, man's world defined itself

or its essential aspects appeared in their precife significances.
% CUSHAS :

'In this act of outpoitring thefwhoégpess of man's wofld emerged.,

-



175

-

and yet the different aspects or difrerent grounds of his
existence received- their essentially different neanings-f-This
act deflned the dlfference between the mortal man and immortal
gods, ard led to an acknowledgement of the divine: The_dlstlnc—
tion as well as the essentlal-belonglngness between the earth
and the sky, too -came éB the fore. It was as if the, mutual
belongingness of the earth and sky, d1v1n1t1es and mortals
appeared andéade sense in the performance of 'th:.s act -

Heldegger s use of the present tense in thr§ descrlptlon
indicates that he belleves that althpugh thlné; have been
‘stransformed~1nto objects in our times yet man cannot be
"describeg_to have. 4ost the possibility of essential dwelling
* in the fourfold gr his poetic dwelling in the world.

It is fdrther affirmed by the author that the outpouring
is a gift because it “"whiles" (verweilt) earth and sky, divin-
iiies and mortals. This whlllng is not mere persisting" but _

an "appropriating" which brings the four into their belonging-
ness 'so that they are unconcealed. The glft whiles the onefold
of the fourfold as the Jug presences as jug.

The thlng thlngs. Thlnglng gathers. - -~

@;proprlatlng the fourfold, it gathers &he-
urfold's stay, its whlle. into something

that stays for a while: into this thing,

 that th1ng7. . _

The nature of the jug as a thlng also explalns the nature
of “nearness“. In whlllng the four, -the earth and sky, the

_ = =

d1v1n1t1es and mortals. th thlng brlngs them near to each

other. Thls -is nearing. But this is a2 nearing that preserves
M. ' . oy



.

»

Lo s

the farness. Neafhéss. in thinging, remains "at ‘work in brihg-

ing near' It is implied that thlngisg 1s a. happenlng. it'is .
not somethlng already settled something statlc. Heldegger

repeatedly stresses that the tg;ng whlles the onefold cffthe
cap
fourfold and as we refer to "one" we already thlnk of the

1

other three. -The meaning of each one Qf.the four is articulated

as follows:
. L
Earth is the building bearer, nourishing

with its fruits, tending water and rock,
plant and animal-... . ..

The sky is the sun's gath the course of
the moon, the glitter of -the stars. the
Year's seasons ...

The divinities are the beckoning. messen-
gers of the godhead. Out of the hidden
sway of the divinities the god emerges
as what he is ...

The mortals are human beings. They are
called mortals because they can die. To g
die means to be capable of death as death™.

How prec1sely has Heldegger deflned these four aspects of the

worlding of the world is a matter of speculat;pn. But some .of
“his purposes are manlfest £ this: pecullar expre351on of his
thought. Flrst of. al’shhe is artlculatlng the four aspects of
the world, and not the four aspects of Belng. as Richardson

has 1nterpreted9 We do not mean to say that Being is not at

issue in aldl this, but the major reason for intfoduéing this

metaphor is to explain' the wdrIding of the world which i r

inexpressible in the traditional way of deﬁlnlnc as\sh\b.’ That
“the fourfold has to do w1th ‘the world 1s stated again )

L

AL
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exPlaining,tﬁe conn?ction between world and Being. Secondly,

the metaphor allows the author to eipress this happening as an
"essencing" of the WOrid._as opposed to the "essence" whiéh‘

~ fails to-consider the connection of the warlding with the
temporalizing of man. Heidegger wants to impress upon us that
"worldﬂnever is, it worlds". Thirdly, this expression pefmits
the author to destroy the ontological priority of one aspect
over the other, especially that of man over the world: _World‘_
here is not -thought from tﬁe standpoint.of man, nor is‘earth ﬁaken
as more real‘thaﬁ sky, nor doés this'conception of- man give't
the illusion that man himself is god. Fourthly, the identity
‘and difference, among these aspécts, afe thought as founaing,.
each other. None of the four is exclusivéjof the .other three.
The distinctioné between them afe"not strict, and are not
comparable to the distinction between one entity and the other.
In other words, all presuﬁbositions of the traditional mannér

of "defining" éomething are avoided purposely here.

Iq the author's descriptions of the Being of" the eérth and
sky, divinit;és and mortals, his earlier conceﬁtions are devel-
oped and investigated further. It is the same earth that was
articulated in the essay on art-work the earth that is build-
ing bearer. the ground of belngs that are unconcealed. It 1s
not a mere counterpole of the world, but now more precisely
understood as an aspect of-therworldlng process. Sky is the

new counterpole of the earth that represents the undetermined,

uncertain: aspect of what-is or what could be. It is that against
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which what is determined can be measured. Divinities are the

embodiments of the divine..agains% which man measures himself,

-

‘and in distinction with their immortality, knows and accepts
his mertality. Mortal is he who contemplates death, accepts
.the possibility of fﬁe impossibility of his ‘existence. Thought
about death is developed here further than that in Being and

Death is the shrine of Nothing ...(It)

harbors within itself the presencing

of Being ... Death is the shelter of

Being ... Mortals are who they are, as

mortals, present in the shelter of Being.

They are_the presencing relation to Being

as Being+U, ) -

A new conception of maﬁAhas now been adopted. Man is not an
animal that is rational, but a being &ho "becomes mortal", -
Death really enables man to comprehend his relation to Being
i.e. himself as tﬂére~being (Da-Sein), and to understand that

he is a presenqing heing. Just as Nothingness functions
=

presencingly alongside Being, Heath functions alongside man's
existence. Hence man is more appropriately defined as mortal.
The author further descEibes the fourfold : .

Each of the four mirrors in its own way
the presence of the others ... Mirroring
in this appropriating - lightening way,
each of the four plays to each of the
others N

This appropriating mirror-play of the
simple onefold of earth and sky, divin-
ities and mortals, we call the. world.
The world presences by worlding. That
means: world's worlding cannot be
explained by anything else nor can it be
fathomed through anything else ... 11

4
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By using the metaphor of light for unconcealment.'and by
taking Being in the sense of presencing, .the author attempts
to explain the worlding 6f the wor}&’as the mirror-play of
the foursome. “The inexplicable and unfathomable character -
the world's worlding lies in this that causes and reasons .
reméin.‘unsuitable". What is to be understood is  -the “simple-
ness of the simple onefold of worlding", fhat,the “human.will
. to 'explain' just does not reach". In reality, the four are
"grounded in axieiplained by one anothér".

Out of the ringing mirror-play, the thing-

ing of the thing takes place. The thing

whiles‘—— gathers and unites — the fourfold.

The thing things world ...

If we let the thing be present in its

thinging from out of the worlding world, then

we are thinking of the thing as thing 12, _
When thing is'thought as thing, the region from which it
presences is "spared 'éhd proteéted". "Thinéing 1s the near-
ing of world". fﬁe present age is suffering from a "default
of nearngsé“ and thing as thing remains annihilated. When
-dg things appear as'thiﬁgs? They do not appear by human
design.' But in the "vigilance of mortals" in which a retreat
from the representational thinking, and advance toward
“thinking" 1is made, thinghood of things can be understood.
Heidegger also observes that in contrast to the ;ountlésq objects
and living beings, the things are modest in'number. But it is

only by dwelling that things are experienced as things.

Men alone, as mortals, by dwelling attain to
the world as world. 6nly what conjoins itself
out of world becomes a thingt3,
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'_ Dwelling in the World

The essence of man's “"dwelling" is thought about in the
lectureéesséy "Building Dwelling Thinking", which continues
the way of.thinking initiated.in the essay on the thihér
When Heidegger.speaks about dwelling in .the fourfold, or dwell-
ing in nearness to things, or the poetic dwelling, he is
considering the eésentials of man's Being in the world. It is
not a mere critique of the age of technology{ nor a mere
nostalgia, although an impression is given.that man in the
present aéé is missing the nearness to things, the sénse of
the holy; and the poetic dwelling. The ba;id purpose of these
considerations is to recognize man ‘in his essehtiai rePation
to Being, to know man-.as man.from the standpoint af Beling.
The critique of the age of the world picture, and the identifi-
-cation of the historiecal distinctions, are a part of this basic
purpose, for Being's unfolding and world's worlding are under-
stood as histbrical happenings. Man is understood as being in
different "mode;" of dwelling in different ages. It would, be
agaiqst the spirit of this thinking to say that man used to
"dwell"™ in thé age of the Greeks, and now in the age of tech-
nology, he is living entirely unpoetically.

In the present essaﬁ, the author reflects upon man's
fiwellipg in the fourfold worlding of the world and\upon the
relation between dwelling and building. This probe into the

essence of dwelling is a new way of articulating man's Being-



~age because today “"dwelling is not experienced as man's Being".
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‘in-;he-world. What does "builéing“ (bauen) mean? Building
is more than a mere means®for dwellinge If we rerlect upon
the etymology of ‘bauen’, we learn that building signifies
"dwelling". To builld is "in itself already to dwell". .The
root-meanings . of "bauen" prove this contentign. Much like tﬁe

Jacob Grimm's etymological analysis cited in Being and Time

(P. 3), Heldegger once again congludes that "Ich bin" really
means "I dwell"™ the high_Germén wofd 'buan' means "to,fémain
in a place". The root of 'bauen' is also present in oi&ér
versions of ‘'nachbar' (neighbour) e.g. 'Nachgebauer', which
literally means near-dweller. And the words 'bauén', 'buan’,
"bhu’, 'beo’, are all -rooted in';bin‘. Dwelling, therefore,
means the manner in which we "are" on the earth. "Bauen” thafﬁ
is dwelling, .also means to cherish and protect, to préégrve,
and to care‘fgg,-besides{};s usual meaning "to construct”.
Building has'cbme to meaﬂhjust "eonstructing” in the p}esent
14
Dwelling is more fundamental than building. We do not
first build and. then dwell. But we build because "we are
dwellers". The etymology of  “"wohnen" reveals that while
the Gothiec 'wunian' meant "to remain", it also meant "to be at
peace" (Friede). Since peace”(Friede) is related to the free
(das Frye), to free really means.to spare, i.e. to leave somg¥
thing in its own naturé,to return it to its Being. Hé%éeutﬁe
dwelling means this kind of "sparing and preserving“.‘ Dwell-

ing of mortals on the earth is also a dwelling under the sky
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and a remaining before the divinities. Hence, ™mortals are

in the fourfold by dwelling".

PR

- Mortals dwell in that they save” the earth;
+++ in that they receive the sky as sky,....~
in that they amait the divinities as divin-
‘ities, ... in that they initiate t@fir own
nature .. o T T

. Dwelling itself is”always staying with
o things. Dwelling as preserving keeps the
o fourfold in that with which mortals stay, -
in thingsl5, S S

By saving the earfh is meant to sef free_thefearth "in its own
presencing”, not mastering and not subjugétigg it i.e. we do
not treat the earth as a mere exploit but let it bedearfh as
such. To‘understand Hgideggeris conceptiqn,pf earth, we havg
to think of earth asréjmetaphor for the aspect of reality E%at
1s concealed, deep, and out of which all éoming into unconceal-
ment takes place. It.is the same o0ld metaphor of the poets
who take the earth asethe silent, the deeb. and the all-quher.
Mortals dﬁell in so far as they receive the sky as sky. :fhey
leave to the sun and the moon their Journey”. The author is
hinting that man accepts the Nature as Nature, as he dwells.
He does not assert his will to "turn night-in%o day" or "day
into harrassed unrest". 1In dwelling man does not ogerpower:
eafth and sky but lets them be what they are, lets them bring
whatever they do. '

In awaiting diviniiies as divinities, man dwells. Man does
not assert his will to install the di%inities but waits for

their arrival. Mortals wait for “the intimations of their

coming, and do not mistake the signs of their absence". In
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other ‘words, in dwelling, men accept the fact that in their

age, gods havé’dlsappeared. They reﬁialn from “maklng new

-
o~

go@s" i.e. from 1nstalllng the divine by human will, but only
wait for the arrival of the divine of its own accord.
Furthermore,-mortéls'dwell in so far as they initiate their

own nature i.e. they become "capable pf death as deéth“. They
initiate themselves ‘into "the use and practige of this capacity,
so that there may be a good death”. By "use and practice"
Heldegger means the same effort that Socratef called the
"practice of death" i.e. the acceptance of death as lawfully

impending and as ever-present in existence. Practicing it is

to develop an attitude in thought of "giving-up" not this or

" that but the very attachment with existence. Dwelling is alsg, .

a7staying with things. It is the only way the stay within

L

the fourfold is accomplished. Bﬁél;ing preserves the fourfold

in things, .for mortals nurse and nurture as well as construct

~T

* things. L=

¢ To probe how building belongs to dwelling Heidegger
takes the example of a bridge. The bridge is a thing that
"gathers” the earth and sky, divinities and mortals. Tt is

not primarily a bridge expressiﬁg "much else besides". The

- bridge is a thing "and only that". As this thlng it gathers

the fourfold. Much llke the descrlptloﬁzpf the Greek_ temple

in the art-work essay, the gathering of the fourfold by the

bridge is expressed poetically, higring at the merger of the-

four aspects of the worlding in the thinging of the bridée:
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The-banks emerge as banks only as the

bridge crosses the stream ... It brings

stream and bank and land into each ‘

other's neighborhood ... The bridge is ///\\

ready for the sky's weather and its N
fickle nature ... -

The bridge vaults over glen and stream-
whether mortals keep in mind this vault=
ing of the bridge's course or forget that
‘“they, always themselves on their way to

the last bridge, are actually striving to

s surmount all that is common and unsound .

-in them in order to bring themselves 16
before the haleness of the divinities

The bridge gathers the fourfold by-allowing a “site™ for it.
The site comes to exisfence by virtue of'the bridge, not vice
versa. "Sp;ces receive their Being from locations and not
from Space”. It is asserted here that the spaces through

which men move about are given by “locations" whose nature is

grounded in things. Heidegger expresses his contention of

Being and Time that spatiality is grounded in Being-in-the-
world in a new way heré:

To say that mortals ‘are' is to say that

'in dwelling' they persist through spaces

by virtue of their stay among things and

locations ... The relationship between 17

man and space is none other than dwelling '.
The bridggfis a location. It allows the fourfold to enter a
site. The making of things that are locations is building.
Building sets up locations that make site for the fourfold.
Building receives its directive from the oneness of the
fourfold. It is a "letting-dwell". Vhenever building is
letting-dwell, it has "responded to the summons of the four-

fold". Heidegger points toward the two centuries old Black
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forest farmhouse whose "building" provided- for the fourfold.
The house was built on the mountain slope in a way that it
prov1ded shelter from *the whlmsmcalltles of the weather. It
had an altar besides the community table, and in its bedrooms

the hallowed spaces were provided for the childbed and the

coffln.
Our reference to the Black forest farm in !
no way means that we should or could go
. back to building. such houses; rather, it
'1llustrates by. a dwelling tgat "has been’
how '1t' was- able to bulld o -

Dwelling is Poetic

L

Poetically man dwells. The insight .contained in these
words of gﬁlderlin has already received some treatment in
"H6lderlin and _the Essence of Poeiry"” (1936), wherein it
was observed that "to dwell poetically means: to stand in

the presence of the gods and to be involved in the proximity

/?"Q£§Fhe essence of things"-and that "it is poetry which first

+

makes language ﬁossible“ (P. 151}. HKaving developed the
notions of building and dwelling (in the fourfold) of man and
having thought further about the nature of language, the
author rethinks the meaning of Holderlin's Qﬁrds in "Poetically
man dwells". Why should man's dwelling be called "poefic"? It
is the question once again taken up in this lecture-essay.

We are cautioned that poetry is not understood here either

" as a "flight into dreamland" or as a genre of literature. The

K

A
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-+ "poetizing" that quélifies man's dwelling on the earth is notv
- a mere writing of poems, nor 1is "dweiling" taken as occupying
of a.house. | _ .
: When Hﬁlderlin speaks of dwelling, he has
before his eyes the basic character of
human existence, He sees the 'poetic’
moreover_ by way of its relation to this
dwellingl9. '
If_ngtry is what lets man dwell, then it obviously is a build-
ing, according to the conclusion gained in the preceding _
kzg;ay. What kind of building is poetry? We learn about the
nature of building, dwelling, poetizing from language. Lan-
guage speaks to man, and enables him to maké claims about the
nature of something. Man speaks only in é ' responding listen-
ing to the appeal of lénguage;7;The authentic responding to
this appeal takes place in a poetig utterance. This is why
Heldegger must listen to Hdlderlin's words, to think about the
nature of poetry and of dwelling. He decides to consider the
several lines of the poem iﬁ which the phrase "poetically man
dwells™ aﬁpears. and thus begins another thoughtful dialogue
with the poetry of Holderlin. | _

These words appear in the following lines of the Hdlderlin
poem: "Full of mefit, yet poetically, man/dwells on this
earth". Heldegger spells out what mag "pursues", according
to the poet's word by affirming that man "cultivates the

growing tQ}ngs of the earth and takes care of his increase"

and that this cultivating and caring is a "building".
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"On this. earth" .indicates the earthiness of the'boetic dwell -
ing, and that this poetizing is not a fantasizing. "Poetry is

what first brings man onto the earth, making him belong to it,

and thus brings him into dwelling".zo

Heldegger affirms as he interprets that man toils for
merits and gains them in plenty. But.at the same time man looks
up toward the divinities. "The upward glance spans the betweeﬁ‘
of sky and earth". This dimension is that due to which sky and
g\‘ifpth are related. Man measures himself agéinst the heavenly,
which makes man “"man",  He cgﬁ block it or disfigure it, but .
he can never evade it. It is this measure-taking that consti-
 futes the security of human dwelling. "The taking of measure
*is what is poetic in dwelling. Poetry is a measuring";Zl- k
What Eonstitutes any measuring? It consists in taking a stand-
ard measure which is applied to every measuring act. However,
Poetizihg is a measure~taking (Mass-ﬁahme).
understood in the strict sense of the word,
by which man recelves the measure for the 2
breadth of his Being. "Man exists as a mortal™".
This interpretation asserts that in the measure-taking that is
poetizing, measure is taken againststhe divine, in reference
to which man measures himself. God is not known in this measure-
taking but is revealed "as unknown” by the sky.- “Because man
"is', his Being must now and agéin be measured out”.
This is the way Heidegger articulates the relation between

the mortal and the divirie, and beitween the mortal and his

earth and sky, in the fourfold. To know himself, to obtain the

./'
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ultimate measure with which to gauge his own Being and the
essence of his actions man measures himself thus. .

Man as man has always measured himself.

against the heavenly ... he can indeed

block this spanning, trim it, and disfigure

it, but he can never evade it<2,

Man knows himself, acknowledges his mortality, and measures
his actions, always in reference to this basic measure. In
L our jurisprudence and legislation this measuringgappears as
trimmed and disfigured, and gives us the illusion that the laws

that man legislates for himself are productsof his secular
wisdom. But indeed he can never "evade® the basic measure-
taking of the fourfold, with which his Being "must now and
again be measured out". A THe author implies that Man poetizes
in so far as he establishes his essential relation to earth
and sky, measures his Being with the divine. This original
comprehension of his own status in the fourfold; that he must
from time to timé obtain, makes his living a poetizing. Weé
notice that a special status is accorded to the poet's po€tiz-
ing alongside man's poetizing. : .
The Poet makes poetry only when he takes thej.
measure, by saying the sights of heaven in
such a way that he submits to its. appearances
as to the alien element to which the unknown
god has 'yielded® ... But dwelling occurs
only when poetry comes to pass and is present
... Poetry first of all admits man's dwelliﬂg
into its very nature, its presencing Being?
~The making of poetry by the poets (of the like of "Hdélderlin)

is an original case of profound building that takes place as .

man dwells in the fourfold. Heidegger understands by "poetry”

-
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both man's poetry and the poet's creation, the former being
. the ground of tﬁe latté;. This is not to cbntradict the earlier
. Statement that "poetry".under consideration is not £o' be taken
ag the writing of ﬁoems.<'But Just as it is maintained in the-_
art;work essay'that "poesy is the most original form of pqetry“'
(P. 128), poetizing.here ishunderstood in the both senses.

However the basic concern of this investigatiop has to do with

man's dweliing.

But is man dwelling poetically today? It may not be wrong
to say we are dwelling rather unpoetically.. But according to

the author "dwelling can be unpoetic only because it is in -
o - N s
essence’ poetic"”. .

Man 1s capable of poetry at any time only -
to the degree to which his Being ls_&ppro—
priate to that which itself has a liking

for man and therefore needs his presence...

That 1s why amthentic poetry:does not %gme
to light appropriately in every period<>.
‘ o . :
. NN

Concluding Remarks

. P

Heidegker makes yet another atteﬂit to bring to expression

what -world means .and how worlﬁ}ng "takes place in the lecture-

-~ L*

€ssays composed in the early fiflees. These new insights do

A Y
not replace or alter his previous findings but further explain
¥hat was mentioned but not fully articulated in them. Tt=was

"posited in the first and basic statement in Being and Time

-

s and subsequently repeatedly asserted that world is not a totality

¥

>
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of entities but a horizon, by Being in which, and through the
disclosive understanding of which man is able to live and
function as man. World is not an entity and it is not a static
reality. For an understanding of its way of Being or for compre-
hendlng how it essences (west) those tradltlonal concepts such
2s substance and its attributes cannot be employed To compre-
hend worlding that is understood in its essentlal connectlon
with truth hlstory. and language. in the essays on the art-
work and the essence of Poetry, is not a matter of apprehending
what "causes" the world, or what, in furn. the world causes.
Heidegsger is convinced that Jrerms such as substance,
atiributes, causes, grounds,ﬂége not suitable at all for under-
standing and expressing the presencing of the world.
~———Hence in ordern to. compfehegd further the wholeness aﬁd
nearness that worlding of the world brings about, Heidegger now
 employs the metaphor of the fourfold (Geviert) an@ asserts that
worlding is the "mirror~§lay of the simple onefold of +he earth
and‘skyb,divinities and mortals" (P. 179). He arrives at this
curlous articulation of the worlding by contemplatlng thé’nature
of the_"thlng" and man's "dwelling®". Net all belngs are expe-
riehced as things, and’ Being in +he world does not always attavn to
true dwelling, yet the nature of thing and the nature of dwelling
explain the essentials of. man-world connection. Heidezger seems
to believe that thinghood of the thing and the essential
dwelling are viewed differently in different ages, but they

nevertheless constitute the grounds of a being and of man's Being
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in the world. This is why comprehension of what is a thing is
the key to an understanding of the Being not only of "equipment®
and "art-work" Qput also of "world". EyelIing happens as the
thing is acknowledged as the thing, and man dwells in nearness
1o what the thing gathers i.e. the fourfold of the world.

Thinking about the nature of the thing in its independence
reveals that the thing has a "gathering” role. The thing thingg
world. ‘Paking the example of:a Jjug, Heidegger observes that
over and above its equipmental function the jug—thing'gathers
man's world by granting a whglesome meaning to its involvement
in man's world. For instance, as the jug outpours the gift of
wine to mortals after a 1{BE¢ioﬁ§%p the gods has been made,
fhe fourfold of earth and sky, mortals and divinities enters
into a"unison, and at the same time the_precise signification
of the each of the four is revealed. At this time, the four
aspects of the world persist or "while" fogether.

We have witnessed that apart from the realization that
"world's worlding cannot be explained ... and fathomed through
anything else" (P. 178), there are several other reasons that
lead Heidegger to adopt this expression (P. 176). He wants to
grasp the "essencing" and not tﬂe "eséence“ of the world, and
seeks to destroy the ontological priorities i.e. of cause over
the effect, of "the cause" over the q;uses. At the same time
he rejects the standard definition of the definition or the
accepted way of defining anything at all. Most of all he aims

to destroy the priority of man over the thing and over the world.

el
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By replacing the world-earth dualism conceived.in the art-work
essay,rby the "mirfor-play of the onefold of the fourfold™, he
seems to suggest tzgt the dimensions of the world are not
étrictly two or strictly four. It depends on how we proceed
to investigate world's nature. We observe, however, that fﬁe
conception of the fourfold is referrqg to again and .again in
the works composed after 1950. It seems to consummate all his
investigations into the world's nature.

Heideggér wénts especially to explain how the union of the
four aspects of the world takes place. He calls their reveal-
ing of each other a2 "mirror-play". Each in its own Being
.presences, in getting near to eachother® Perhaps this is to
explain that meaning unfolded by the world has neither a single
face nor a single ground. Its fourfold roots lie in mortality
of the mortal, the divinity of the divine, in the hiddenness
of the. earth, and in the uncértainty and openness of the sky.

The nature of dwelling, that is, the primordial Being in
the world in nearness to things is thought by Heidegger in
connection with man's building; Man builds because he is a
dweller (P. 181). Dwelling is also a sparing, preserving and
staying with things. ﬁﬁortals are in the fourfold by dwelling
(P. i82). Men dwell means ﬁhey save the earth, receive the
sky as sky, await the-divine, and initiate their ovn nature.

To illustrate how building is rooted ip dwelling Heidegger takes
the example of a bridge. The bridge is a buildinz that provides

2 "site" for the fourfold. Buildins ig'a'lettingﬁdwell, or
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responding to the summons of the fourfold (P. 184). -'Heidegger
takes building in a sense much broader than mere constructlng,
and calls it man® S response to the summons of the fgqurfold
(i.e. of the world). It is man's creative response to all

(the four) aspects of the world.- Lonstructing and g¢stablishing

of "locations" is one of the ways building is carrie¥d out.

Next, dwélling is called “poetic™ by Heidegger as he imter-
prets Holderlin's saying.f Poetizing is taken in 2 sense }é
than_the writing of poems, just as dwelling is taken in the
sense of reSponéing to the fourfold (of the world) .and not
merely as occupying of a house. Howevef poetizing as a lin-
guistic creation, and constructing and 1iving in 2 house are
part of the poetic dwelling. 1In dwelling man builds and takes
2 measure, he measures himself against the heavenly. This
measure-taking which is a rgsponding to the summons of the
fourfold is whét is poetic in dwelling (P. 187). “Man a3z man
has always measured himself azainst the heavenly" (P. 188),.
Héidegge? seems 1o say that to the diviﬁefaspect of the four-
fold, man has.always given a response; hé felt its presence
in the past, and now he feels. its absence. But he‘zould never
be 1nd1fferent. It is becauge the mortal knows and measures
his Being against the divine.

The ﬁost elementary measures with which man measures hnis
ovn status and‘his actions (in the world) are taken in a
measuring of his own Being vis-a-vis the other aspects of the

fourfold. Man "initiates" his own nature i.e. accents his
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mortality, compares and contrasts his Being with the divine,
belongs to the earth, and receives whatever the sky has in
.store for him. Heldegger emphasizeé that Jjust because man's Qk
existegce does no% seem to be poetic in this age does not mean
that it is basipally indifferent to poetry. Man's capacity
for poetry, in both larger and narrow sgnses..hds to do with
the grant and participation, of Being, and not only with man's

/
will. “Authentic poetry does not come to light appropriately

w" in every period" (P. 189). : )

e

Hence, we notice that in the fifties Heldegger arrives at;fm
a new way of articulating world in-terms of the fourfold, ther' .
-gathering thing, and the poetic dwelling. He has oriented his
thought and expressed himself thus, because he has found the
~traditional conceptions unsuitable for conceiving and stating
what ﬁe takes world fédb@. We have refrained from speculating
at length, whether Heidegger 1is retriéving a Gfeek myth by way of
Hélderlin's poetry or is hinting that thought is better
carried out througﬁ “mythos". Ve have.also avoided an exten-
sive web-spinning on how each one of the four are to be defined,
and how the concepilion of the earth in the ar%;work essay 1is
relatéd to the earth in the fourfold26. We .only say that this
new expression is rooted in Héidegger's realization that the:
thinker and the poet are akin "}h'their care of thé word",
Mo wonder then, if thinking is expressed metaphorically. Let
us say that fhe fourfold is a "metaphor" employed to articulate

world's nature. Without speculating with Richardson that the
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fourfold- is "polyvalent Being“.27 let us just say with Heilde-
gger that the world is fourfold, and concentrate on why he

wants to destroy the singular ground and posit four grounds.

In the words of Kockelmans: i

Heidegger thus wishes to express that world,
even though it is one, is nonetheless also
structured, and the structure of z2l1
structures is the fourfold ... -

The number four should not be taken literally,
but rather as an indication_of the complex
structure of the world ...28

L e
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CHAPTER VII . -
WORLD AND LANGUAGE

One of the major concerns of Heidegger in his late: works
is language. His contribution to the philosophy of langzuage
consists of a few general insights which identify and amend
fundamental presu%ptipns concerning the nature of language
taken for granted in modern philosophy and philology. Since
this thinking about language remains at a general level it is
not vying with the insights gained within so-called philgéophy
of language or within linguiétic science which take as self-
?évident what Heidegger considers problematic. Hence his thought
“on language should only be compared with the other fundamental
. conceptions of the Being of language, and not with ény theory
of léquage.
One such general insizght, in'which'we are esﬁecially intep—"
ested, happens to be concerning the connection between language -
and ‘the world. The first indication of this connection is given

in Being and Time where in- the discussion of Dasein's

" disclosedness i.e. Dasein's "there", linguistic articulation
(Rede), alongside disposition and comprehension, is described
as constituting Dasein's disclosure of its world. (P. 42).

Hints about this connection are-giveﬁ-in the  Essence of Ground

and in the essay on the art-work, but in "Holderlin and the
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Essence of Poetry" it is openly asserted that "only where there
is language is there the world" (P. 14%). This assertion is
further artlculated and elaboratec in some of the essays on
language composed in the nineteen fifties. More comprehensive
treatments of the issue are Presented in the lecture- -essays
tltled "Language" (Die Sprache-1950) and “The Nature of Lan-
guage" (Das Wesen der Sprache-1957- 58). which we shall consider
in the present chapter. |

The author's insight concernlng the co-occurrence of lan-
guage and the world does not make assertions concerning "how" -
 Precisely the two are related, but articulates the implica-~
tions of the fact "that" they are relatea. The most basic
assumptlon concerning the nature of language that Heidegger
wants to reéjeect and modify is the one which takes language to
be a purely "human" reality. He does not deny that it is
only man who speaks, rather he repeatedly p051ts this fact,
What he wants to explain is "the way" man speaks, and this he
clarifies by artlculatlng man's essential bond with Being.
Nan speaks in response to Being, as he comprehends, listens
to, and belongs to Being. ‘Heqce. the origin of language does
not lie'in human will to communicate, but in the presencing
nature of man which is the ground of his relatlon with Being.
In the following élaboratlons of the fact that world and lan-
guage happen concurrently. the priority of man is destroyed
in explaining that man is not “the orlgln of" world and

language. Man is rather "endowed with" world and language.
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It may be.65served once again that Heidegger exércises
his chagacteristic reticence on those specifics 6f the issue,
the resolufion of which, according to him, is not "the pfoper
matter for thoqght"} His thinking of language has proceeded

gradually and has not been oblivious of the limits of knowl-

edge, as he informs the interlocutof_in "A Dialogue on
Language" (Aus einem Gespréch von der. Sprache-1953):

@
Because reflection on language and on Being,
has determined my path of thinking from
early on, therefore their discussion has
stayed as far as possible in the background.
--- It was all of twenty Years after my
doctoral dissertation that I dared discuss
in a class the question of language ... It
took nearly another ten Years before I was
able to say what I was thinking — the 1
fitting word is still lacking even today™.

The Peal of Stillness

The connection befween the worlding of the world and the
speaking of the language has been pronounced by Heidegger in
the lecture-essay “"Language". He begins- by observing that
"man speaks™ i.e. man is man because he speaks, and that man
is never divorced from languagg. he belongs to it even when

" he is not actuaily‘speakingf How does lahguage occur? Wﬁile
it is rightly said in the above senses that man speaks, think-
ing of-language qua language, we must also observe that
"language speaks".

To reflect on language means — to reach



201

FURE T

-

the speaking of language in such a way that
this speaking takes place as that which 2
grants an abode for the Being of mortals”.

Speech is usually understood as "the exppession and commu-
nication of human'feelings". This view presupposes that
speaking is expression wherein something internal externalizes
itself, and that it is an activity of mén. Some views of lan-
guage point toward its divine origin, for instance the Gospel
of St. John says that "in the beginning the word was with God".
Another school of thought stresses the figgrative and symbolic
character of language and opposes those who characterize word-
meanings aé concepts. Heidegger maintains that none of these
explanations of linguistic phenomena is able to shake off the
traditional and fixed idea of language which has alwayéAdomi-
nated g;ammar;ﬂlogic. philosophy of languagé, and linguistics,
namely thats language is-an expression of inner emotions, that
it is human activity, and that‘it is a2 presentation through
image and concept. These ideas cannot bring us to language as
language. .

To encounter the speaking of language Heildegger thoughtful;y
interprets a poem by Geérge Trakl, for "what is spoken purely
is the poem", and this poem desc;ibing a winter gv;ning provides
"some fruitful hints for our atfempt to discuss language".

The naming in the poem is not a handing out of titles or an
application of terms. But it brings into presence what was
previously never called. This bringing infovpresence by the

language in the poem is unlike the presence of things actually
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present around us, but it is a presence that is "sheltered in
dbsence”. The things named in the poem gather sky and earth,
mortals and divinities.

The unitary fourfold ... which is stayed in
the thinging of things .we call the world ...
Thinging, (things) unfold world ... carry .out
world ... gesture, gestate, world ... liter-
ally visit mortals with a world.

(This) naming ... entrusts world to the things

and simultaneously keeps the things in the
splendor of worldJl.

Heidegger.is asserting that language in the poem is an originai
speaking which. enables us to understand how in the naming that
takes place in language, a presence sheltered in absence comes
to be. This naming of things in the poem gathers the fourfold
1.e. unfolds the man's world. Just as the art-work unfolds a
~world and an earth, the language in the poem gives rise to a.

thinging of the things,;and the worlding of the worid, as it
gathers the fourfold.

The relation between the d and the thing is further
contemplatediby Heidegger'4;rij::;éxja/ﬁ€j language speaks.
World and things do not exist side by side. They penetrate
each other and have a common "middle*. They do not fuse into
each other, but are intimate. In their miadle prevails a
"difZference", which carries out world in its worlding and

thing in its thinging. This difference is nét a generic concept

for various differences, but each happening of it is unique.

In the bidding of things and world what is really called rs/\/

the dif-ference. We notice that this dif-ferenée is concomitant

oD

o
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with the ontoibgical difference i.e. the difference between
Being and beings, but we will refrain from equating them. What

Heidegger is explaining here is worlding and thinging as it

‘takes place in the speaking of language. He does not expressly

say that he 1s taking Being as "logos", and that his reference
to "dif-ference” is, in fact, an explication of the Ontological

difference. It would be more proper to say that Heidegger is

trying fodpoint toward a structure that is more explicitly or

~

phenomenologically available, i.e. in an experience with the
language in the poem, without making asseftibns about having
resolved the enigma of the ontological diff%;enqe as such.
Hence, we must not go one step further than him and must not
equate world with Being, and thing with a being, although they

are, admittedly, at one level, the same. We should also remem-

ber that in the essay on the thing, we were told that ine

contrast to fhe countless objects and living beings, "things
are modest in number". (P. 179)
Languaéé speaks by bidding "thing-world" and "world—thingﬁr

to arrive in the "dif-ference", which "stills" the thing in

a

thinging, and the world in worlding.

The gathered bidding, the command in the
form of which the dif-ference calls world
and things is'the peal of'stiliness ...
Language speaks as thé peal of stillness.
Stillness stills by the carrying out, the
bearing and enduring, of world and things
into their presence %.

From the experience with the h ppening of language in the

Trakl's'poem. Heidegger learns how languagze takes place or how

W
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language speaks. Language is a biddihg and a2 command which
presences the differentigting (world) and the differentiated
(things). The origin of language is a stillness, and language
stills i.e. whiles or sustains, world and the thing. Language
is the peal éf stillness, ite.‘when language speaks or happens
it is as if the stillness resounds or rings sustainingly and
world and thing come to be.

This "pgél of stillness is not anything human". The human
being is given to speech i.e. his Being comes to be out of the
speakingiof language or becomes itself through language.

The presencing of language needs ahd uses

the speaking of mortals in order to sound )

as the peal of stillness for the hearing..of . e
mortals. Only as men belong within the peal

of stillness are mortals able to speak in
"their own way' in sounds5S. -

While acknowledging that it 1s only man who speaks, and observ-
ing that man's Being comes to its own in speaking of language,
Heidegger is, at the same time asserting that the peal of
stillness that is language is not something human. Man speaks
belongingly and respondingly to this peal. MNan hears this
ring and responds being attuned to it. Hence world as sustain-
ing of the fourfold which granits meaning to the thing, and
thing which bears the world, are the major factors in speaking.
The way in which mortals, called out of the
dif-ference into the dif-ference speak on
their own part is by responding. Mortal
speech must first of all have listened to the

command ... Receptive listening is at the -same

timeéa recognition that makes due acknowledge-
ment®. '
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Heidegger is convinced that men speak in respbnse to a coming
into Being of the differentiating in the differentiated. As
man speaks, he 1s listening and responding to a presencing.
By speaking he recognizes a presence, acknowledges what:has
come into Eeing. He gives voilce to the peal of stillness and
fhereby acknowledges the difference that has taken‘plade, the
world that has prevailed, thing that has obtained its meaning.

On what does the peal of stillness break?

How does the broken stillness come to sound

in words? ... Assumlng that the thinking

w;ll succeed one day in answering these

“‘questions, it must be careful not to regard

utterance ... as the decisive element of

human speech?.
Heldegger does not claim to have answered how stillness comes
‘to be transformed into words and sentences. His insight
confines itself to asserting utterance is only the last event
in speaking. Speaklhg has to do with man's response to the
peal of stlllness and with man's essential dwelling in the

world in nearness to things, and most of 211 with man's

fUndaméntaI bond with Being.

-

\

The World-moving Saving

In December 1957 and in February 1958_Heidegger delivered

‘three lectures at Freiburg which were published in Unterwegs

zur Sprache (1959) under the title "Das Wesen der- Sprache"
(The Nature of Language). 1In these lectures, ﬁé'undergoes

another experience ‘with the speaking of language by thought~
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fullyjéonversing with the poet's word, and gains insights into
the nature of language, and eégecially in tﬁe third lecture,
dwells upon the role of language in founding man's world._

When does language present itself as itself? There af;
occasions when we cannot find the right word ﬂg; whé%‘concérns
us. According to Heidegger, it is in these moments that lan-
guage in its own Being fleetingly touches us. To listen to -
the original speaking this time he reflects over Stefgn Georgeﬂ%{j
poem titled "Th_e'Word“.8 concentrating on the last lines which- J—
say:

So I renounced and sadly see:
Where word breaks off no thlng may be.

Heidegger 1nterprets it as ¥pnly where the word for the thing ;
has been found is the thing a thing". Eor a better understand-
ing of how the poet reaches this conclusion he wants to share
the poet's experlence in thought. By engagiﬁé.in thinking thﬁ%
"euts furrows into the soil - of Being", he hope§ to apprehend
the moment where "Being of language is the language of Belng"
What brings oog;ry and thinking together is the “saylng"
Saying is also the essentlal nature of language. The roots of
'sagén' (to say) are in 0ld Nozse 'égga' which means to make
appeaf. to set free i.e. to offer and extend world, lighting

and concealing. "This lighting and hiding proffer of the world
* is the essential Being of Saying“.9 : N

77 To illustrate further, Heidegger refems to Hblderlin's

+ poems “"Germania® and “"Bread and Wine", in which the langiage
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" is called "the flower of the mputh", and the words are ref-
erred to as "words like flowers". The author thinks that in
those designatioés Saying isithe earth out of which the flower

emerges., °

The sound rings out'in the resounding assem-
. bly call which open to .the Open, makes world
appear in all things ... The sound of lan-
guage, its earthiness is held with the
harmony that attunes the regions of. the 10
world*s structure playing them in chorus™".

By this is meant that thé“Sound of language proffers the world.
The grouﬁd of the sound of language and the ground of;theﬁ
world-regions (the fourfold) is the saﬁéf The "sayiﬂé",
"holds", i.e. makés adhere to itséif. the éound of language,
and at the same time attunes, i.e. holds fast, the fourfold

in its onefold. 1In other words, Heidegger is pointing toward
. the connection'between épeaking of the language and coming
iqpo Being of the world,_by taking the saying as the earth of
beth. |

i

Nearness and Saying, Being of the persisting

...nature of language, are the same. Language
then is not a mere human faculty ... Language
is, as world-moving Saying, the relation of

+ all relations. It relates,. maintains, prof-
fers, and gnriches the face-to-face encounter
of the world's regions, holds and keeps them,
in that it halds itself-saying-in reservell

Thé author is pointing out that saying has a nearing function.
It presences the nearmess as such. Saying persists as it
presences. Language is not merely something related to man.
-But it is the very foundafion of all relations. For it relates,

sustains, lets emerge, grants meaning to the onefold of the
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fourfold of the Qorld. As it holds fast the four regions, it
also holds fast its saying, that is, its saying is not entirely
said but an aspect of it is kept in reserve.

Reserv1ng itself in this way, as sayihg of
the world's fourfold, language-éoncerns us,
us who as mortals belong within this. four—

fold world, us who can speak only as we
respond to language12

Heidegger is observing that the saylng cf the fourfold con-
cerns man in an essential way Man speaks in response to this
saying. In his speaking, the saylng of the fourfold 1s not
entirely brought to the surface;‘but it .continues to concern
him, and man con%inues to reSpgﬂd téiéj, fq; an asRect of it
is always held back by the Being of;iahgusge.

In other words, an unconcealment concealment process lies

in the essence (i.e. way of Belng) of lancuage as. well as the

world. World is not merely what has worlded 1tself and lanu‘.

guage is not merely what has -been utterred by man.~ Man as a .
presencing belng, presences world by way. of resnondlng to- ther
Sayinz of language. Because an aspect of Be:mcr remalns con-
cealed, the world has to be described more approprlately ast

worlding.

Assuming that the mover which holds the . e

worlg’ls—feur regions in the single nearness .-

of fheir fate to face encounter, rests in A
- Saying, thepn only Saying confers what we T

.call by the\tiny word 'is', and thus say
after Saying. Saying releases the !'is'

into lighted freedom and therew1th into theh i‘-"l'z«~~"u

security of its thinkabilityl3. L

Heldegger is hinting at the connection_bet@een Being and &Qﬁﬁg;'
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and is substantlatlng hlS earller assertlon that the “Being -
of language is the language of Belng“ If language brings
the fourfold into nelghborhood whloh grants meaning to what-
is, then it is the Saying whlch grants meaning to "'is', i.e.
lets an assertion be assertion. - Furthermore, it is the Ian-
-éuage that provides basis on which thlnklng thinks, for by
-fdaccordlng meanlng to’ every 'is' it provides what thinking
~holds . on to 1n lts orogre331on. ‘
Such speculation of Heldegger should not be interpreted as
”easserthg that Belng is nothing but Logos, and as implying
:ffthat he: has nothlng new to offer in this Greek llﬁstsrticu;
lation of Belng as d;scourse.;.What is original here is an
explanatlon of the world, in terms which are articulated
espec1a11y for descrlblna 1ts worldlng.. -The relation between

languaee and’ the world is descrlbed as ‘the. oo-occurrlng of

':Saylng and worldlng. The role .of man 1s explalned in his

B essentlal connectlon w1th Belng, as. man is” concelved as an

entlty whom Béing needs and Uses in- lts presenc1ng. All thls

ils achieved by dlsregardlng the set of tradltlonal terms whlch .
have been employed in metaphysical phllosophy to artlculate '
«*the essence of any substance whatsoever, 1nc1ud1ng that -of the_a

world and Ianguage. The Presumed prlorlty of man: 1s destroyed

in this approach as the role of man 1s re- expllcated.
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Contemolatxon on the essence of language in %he final

perlod of Heldegger s phllosophlcai career, obllges him to

r, .

1nvest1gafe further and, Dronounce the connection between lan-

g;age and the world. The meanlng of Being as"logos' has
propelleq hls thought from earlier on, and he has referred %o
the concomitaanPbetween_world-discldsure and speech at the

' very inception of hi§rinquiry ipto the méaning of Being (P. 42).
In the Hdlderlin comméntary of 1936 he directly exclaims "only
where there is language is)ther"e the workd" (P. 147). The
meaning of this insight is{;oreaiulig art}c&lated in the medi-
tations on language's Being composed in the ninteen fifties.

As we have observed in the previous chapter, these'-are also

the times in which the investigation into woffd;; nature is
carried out in. terms of the fourfold. By these giﬁes} hisiway
of thinking i.e. his way of positing, 1nvest1gat1ng, COncIudrng
a philosophical .problem, has developed 1nto a d1$t1nct method,
rigorous according to his own cénvictions gonce;nlng th; task-

- &
-

It may be asked, why is the connecticn between Being and, .
- language now articulated as one between wofi&'anq}ianguage,

and why is the ontological difference now déhtemplated‘us the

"dif-ference{ between world and.thing? Many bémmentators vhao,
do not confront this question, 51mply equate Belna with world,- -

and b61n"S w1th thlngs © AS we have- malntalned at, several

s
[ ]
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moments of thls 1nvest1gatlon, Helidegger posits these subtle
dlstlnctlons to open up the nroblematlc of the presence of
what presences. He nroceeds wlth the reallzatlon that nelther
the question of the meaning of Belng nor that of the world nor
~that of language, can be;resolfed summarilyr in one attempt or
even in one thinker's llfe span._ By way.of his own effort, he
makes several attempts, taklne several departures. w1thout
ever forgettlng what is fundamentally at lssue, namely, Belng.'
In his later works,uheldegger s use of phllosophlcal language )
undergoes a change. Instead&of coining new terms with a root.id
‘sein’ (Belnc) to show their ultimate relatidn w1th Belng, he
has now reallzed that all essential words are already rooteo
in Being. Hence hl& ‘purpose of freelng these words of thelr
metaphyslcal meanlng does not necessarlly need a- llteral root
'sein'. The essential meaning can be restored to these words,
by under-emphasizing the meanlng accorded to them by the
tradition of metaphy31cs. This is why Heidegger now retreives
the essential meaning from out of basic terms like man, thing,
living (dwéiliné), building, etc., rather than neologize or hy-
Pherate. This is also why he engages in etymological. explora-
tion, and meditates on the meaning of poet's word. -

Furthermore ¥it séems to us. that these later investigations

v,
s T

“concehtrate on world and thlngs, instead of on Being and belnﬂs,

= to comprehend the role of language, primarily because He;degger,

Ld -

true to hls phenomenologlcal anproach outllned in Being and

Time , wants to-proceed from what is more avallable to knowledge ;

-
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toward what is 1ess.availablé. This method was consciously or
subg¢onsciously followed By ali western philosophers ever since
Flato and Aristotle pronounced its validity. Hence Heidegger
wants to learn more about the ontological difference as suchs
'by studying how "dif-ference" between world and things happens
alongside the héﬁpEning of language. By showinz connection

= bepyeen 1anguageland world he wants to authenticate that the

,ﬁ;trﬁe origin of language is Being. . - |

Comgéring Heldegger's earlier allusions to the ontoloéical
differe;ce with this later one, Kockelmans observes that in
the first period it is described ag "man's théught concerning
Being" while in the later period as taking place "in 1anguagé'é-
saying":;and "the second approach obviously does not exclude
%he first“.14 Richardson, on the other hand, does not distin-
guish between "dif-ference" between world and thing referred
to here, and the "Ontological difference" be?ween Being and
beings treated in Heidegger's earlier writgpgsl5.

AIt is important to observe that Heidegg;r‘s insight con-
cerning co-occurrence of world and lapguage does not speculate
"how" the two are related but it is eiabbratgq to point out the-
implications of the fact "that" they are cbnc&}rent. At the
same time, by pointiné out that man's will is not the origin
of language, but rather man is endowed with language, Heide-
gger refers to the esséntial involvement of-Being in man's

fﬁF.Being. The presumed priority of man is destroyed, és man's

role is re-explicated as responding to language's "saying".



-

213 ¢

~

The idea that man is not the origin of language, is not an
original contribution of Heidegger, for it is implicit in the

Greek notion of 'logos'. Ancient Hindu thinkers and Sanskrit

-l

Grammarians maintained that all words have their source in

"Brahman" (Being), and as Heidegger himself points out accord-
ing to the Gospel of“St. John, "in the beginning word was with
God" (P. 201). Allttpese insights seek to destroy the pri&fity

of man in the linguiétic articulation. However, Heidegger
offers his own explanation of the happening of language and
the world, without saying too much about the precise connec-
tion of lénguage and .the world with Being.

By pointing toward the co-happening of language and the

“%orld, Heidegger also destroys the priority of man over the

. world, a question left unexamined in Being and Time . Now

he seems to explain why'language and the world are predominant

over man even though manifestly it is only through man's arti- .

culation that language ‘and world come to be. By adopting the
Greek meaning of:Being l.e. presence, he exvplains that both
language and world happen, (come into presence), and man is the
pPresencing agent, whom Being needs and uses. As they arfive
in presence, language and world have a persisting nature. It
is implicit in Heldegger's treatment that it is the persistines
of the Being of words, and of the world, that zrants them
their predominance over man, even though it is man who is

the presencing agent.

It is emphasized in Heidegger's insight that it is only

A
|-
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through language that world happens. As it was stressed in

the earlier works that man is always in the world, if is now
added that man is always in language. Language does not
happen when man éctually épeaks, but we Are always 1n speech
(P. 200) i.e. always responding to the saying of language.
Heidegger wants to explain hd; speaking "granté an abode for
the Being of mortals” (P. 201). Since poetic utterance real- .
izes the language's saying more originally; the naming in
Rilke's poem is taken as providing an instance of this sayings.
The naming in the pﬁem brings out a presence "sheltered in
absencel! It gathers the thinging of things, the fourfold world.
This naming "entrusts wérld to the things and simultaneocusly
keeps the things in the splendor of the world" (P. 202).

In the call of the laﬁguage a "dif—férénce" appears between _
the differentiating (world) and the differentiated (thing).
The bidding of languaée_gr the command of‘the dif—ferenée, is
the "peal 6f stillrness". 3By taking-a cue from language in the

poem Hei@egger explains how language and the world happen con-
'currently. By the metaphor "peal of stillness" he wants to
bring home that the origin of language is a stillness. At

the same time, language performs a stilling function and a
persisting function, just as the ringing (of a bell) persists,
Language "stills by fﬂé carrying out, the bearing and endur-
ing of world and things into their presence” (P. 203).

The' aspect. of langzuage that is rssponded to by man is

called "Saying" by Heldeggmer. It is in the "Sayinzg" that all
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actual speaking and the arising of the onefold of the fourfold
is rooted (P. 207). Languaze as sayinz is world-moving.
Heidegger's investizations into the Being of language are =
- part of his preject of fundamental ontelozy. Their aim is to
coqnter the "metaphysical explanation" which does not rezard as
problematic "the presence of the present" i.e. the fundamental
ground of different aspects of man's reality such as languzse,
world, history, but rather compartmentalizes tﬁis reality inits

endeavor to "explain" it. McCormick in his Heidegger and the

Lanzuaze of the World observes that in evaluating Heideggzer's

réflections on lanzuage one facés a "dilemmay in that they "seem
to preclude their ovn evaluation, while evaiszhinq those claims
seems to preclude Heideggéris acknowledzing them as his own"..16
We may observe that any genuine evaluation of Heidegzger's thought
must acknowledge the distinction between fundamental ontolbgy and
metaphysical articulation., It is unfair to judze one 2y the
standards of the other. WMcCormick's own attempt at an evaluation |
does hot recognize this distinction and does not'examine the
validity of its own "analytical" procedure.h The failure of it=
interpretation to take a stand concerniﬁg "what Helidezzer scus"

can only be attributed to this procedure and not to Meidegger's

so-called obscure expression.
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CONCLUSION

This study has endeavored to show Heidemsser's quest to

. define what is called "world" in its various stages through

the breadth of his career. ‘e have showm that this aquest is

f

-—constituted of various attempts. The findings of each of

these attempts, along with the comments on their interpreta-
tion, have been enunciated as concluding remarks at the end of
eéﬁh chapter of this essay. The following general conclusions,
for the mogt pért, supplement rather than summarise these
remarks. - |

The need for articulating Heidegger's “several" attempis
to define world arose from our observation that his later
attempis ﬁave not been given the attention they deserve by

scholars who have studied the problem of the world in his

-—D‘

thought. The general neglect of his later writings on this

issue is rooted in the assumption that Beine and Time. is the

most representative and the most mature work of Heildegger.
Cur investigation has showm that this unsound assumption has
led to a misunderstanding of how the problem of the definition
of the world has been "posed" and "resolved" in Heidegger's
thought asva whole. A deeper understanding of Heidegger's“.
attitude'toward "the guestion" of the world reveals why he 1is
oblige@ to mzke several attempts in "thought" subsequent to the -

one made in Being and Aime .

>

To comprehend Heidegger's attitude toward the issue %} is



importaht to keep in mind that this issue is especially

P ) - e
conjoined with the question of Being. -

-

As our-study shows, "man" and "world" have been the focal

»

points .through which, and on the basis of which, Heidegger

[ %= Ldm )}

~articulates the question concernine Being. The reason for

this approach is not difficult to gﬁess. He realizes that

-

an #Fenue to Being as such lies in comprehending how Being of
fas? ~ - . .

man and Being of the world éipear phenomenologically i.e. show

themselves in Being. Hence -his various attempts tg apprehend

the nature of man and the nature of the world.
The very first insight concerning the Being of man that
imbresses Heidegger is that man's Belnc is always a Being in

the world, and the entire problematic “in ‘Being and Time

proceeds from this observation. This insight at the same
time posits that the Being of man and the Being of the world
are rooted in each other 'i.e. there is no man unrelated to
world, and there is no world unrelated to man. Qur inves-
tigation shows that Heldegger does not ever abandon this
assumption, noimatter which Doin% of departure he takes .to
,@robe-world's'nature. World is always man's horlvon, accord-
‘1ng to both hlS early and later investigations, for it is™’
only man who is endowed w1th world. ths first 1n51éht

which seems tr1V1al at first sight, hes far reachlnT implica-

tions for his 1nqu1ry. Firstly, it preovides him with the \

basis-for rejecting the unphilosgghical i.e. the popular defi-
. L i
nition of the world. Secondly, it is also ilie ground for his

\-
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about.this matter is conclUsive. Theré always remains z neces-
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rejection of othexr philosophical concépts of the world. The

rejection of the popular conception is the very initiation of

" his philosophical inquiry, as he observes in the Essence of

Ground (P. 7h): -

- i

Where elementary concepts like 'world' are
concerned, the popular is usually not the
primordial and, essential meaning. The
latter is constantly hidden; it is only ‘
seldom expressed conceptually and then with

~ difficulty.
It is because "the primordial and the essential Meaning“ of
the world is "constantly hidden" that Heidegger has had to ¢
make several attempts to express it. It is because he realizes
that it is difficult to comprehend ;nd speak about this reality
that he refrains from-making a conclusive statement that might
be taken as "the definition" of the world.

As our labours have poiﬁted out,ielidegger finds it even
more difficult to'expressmhow precisely Being as such is con-
nected with the world zs such. ﬁdwéygr, the rezalization that
1t iz difficult to grticglate man;wofld or the Beinz-world
corméction does not mean that it is impossible for man to
comprehend and speakFEbout these ﬁatters. In the above guoted

remark Heidegger does not use the term "never" but "seldom".

-
v
’

What he really wants to impress upon us is thiat no statement

sity for further investigation”éuch fundamental issues from
different phenomenologically available points of departure.

p .,‘. . - .
soncerning the problem of the definition of the world, Heidezger



himself does just that. It is in keeping with the spirit of
this way of thinking that we have refrained from numbering
the later attempts as the second, the third, andethe‘fourti¥’”
attempts. ) ‘ .
Heidegger's basic insight is also the foundation of his:t' 
rejection of the traditional and éspecially the modern phil5-¢‘_ﬁ~
sophical concepts of the world. Je.will nbt repeat here ﬁfé.':i
criticisms of the metaphysical character of these phllosophlcal
conceptions. Tt may be observed however, that the reJectlon‘};
of metanhy51cal assumptions and of the metaphysical way of
1nveat1gatlon and artlculatlon, constitute the initiation of hws
attemnus to know the world's naturé. a recapltulation of the‘

various moments of his inquiry shows that he ‘shakes off the

traditional conceptions aﬁa methods step by step. In ‘Being

and Time the priority of man and the ;%alytical method are
not entirely overcome, whereas in the later attempts,

the Greek meaninz of Being as "presence" is employed rather
than rejected, to artlculate the w;erlnP of the world How-
ever, the or1g1na71ty of Heidegger llES in the aluernatlve
resolutions and the alternative methods of philosophiéing that
he offers alongside his critiques of the tradition._ It lies
in his approach, in his firm resolve not to claim that such
auestions are or can be.conclusiVely answered, Regarding his
articglation of Being as "presence', he is quite aware that

he 1s embracing the traditional Greek notion, and is employ-

ing a basis which is not necessarily the only way of dealing
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'°ﬂ with fundamental conceptions such as worlﬁg'man. uruth' and

langue;e. ~This attitude is quite evident in his’ de51rnatlonﬂ

.of time as the "DrOVlSlonal" meaning of Belnrr ln Belnb and

Time .. In What is called Thlnﬁlnc fhe"vema

.. .Greek thlnklnﬁ even Dbef fore its. beﬂwnnlnes
is at home w1th the nrevalence of ‘on' as
the presence of what is present- ve. . (But)
It remains. undeCLded whether in the 'pres-
ence of what is present' there will . . .
appear that which constitutes the presence
of what is present. It would be 2 mistake,
then, for us to take the view-that Being -
of beings meant- merely, for all time, the
presence of what is prESent (J G Gray
Translation, P. ?35)

Nevertheless, Heidegger carves out the role of hls own thouﬂnt
To thlnk about the Dresence of what is nresen*" risz orously
50 that its ne; lect thau is Y'ooted in the very 1ncentlon of

metaphysics, can be corrected._ This is what, according to him,

-,

is the task'of thinking.. The.problem of the world in Heiqg-
. N t . . . . . ’

gger's latnr";ttempts is also encountered and'resolved throush

a awelllnﬁ on, and " in terms of, the Dresence of wnat“is nresent,

It aims to correct the- notlon thau uorld Just "is" by positing

that it "worla“" or nresences, and that 1t functlons long51ae
"Belng, truth and lansuage, rather than unctlonln" as an
attribute. of the subaect1v1ty of the subaect .as for 1nstance{

-Schopenhauer descrloeq it. At the . same. ulme. in these

the role znd the statuc of man in the Droces " of the unconceelf

ment of \hat~1s is re—exeTlceted. h

+

is we. qave nointed out at the arious moments of our study,

it is very important to "retaln" “the various. dlstlnct ﬁOﬁlOPu

S



that Heidegger emplbys to unfold the presencé‘of what is
present rather than "obliterate” them. e will be defeating.
the very aim of fundamental ontology by simplistically equat-
"ingz 3eing, truth, and world with each other and describiné -
them as synonymous concepts. pf‘COurgé, these réalities have
a éommon.ground.' But we musﬁiofser#eifhat Hei@¢gger'éttempt;
to underctand the presence of what is_ feéenf‘on the basis of
the several asnects of un- cqncealment that man Es endowed %ith
'as a presencing being.“Truth is described as presencing

throush an unconcealment-concealmentmprocess, vhereas world

throuzh a mirror-play of the fourfold. Nothing conclusive or

}‘F_,

gni ant is said about the-Being-world commection. e mizht

say that Heldebber rezards Being as esgenulally closest to man,
wh;feas world- as functlonally clogest In other words, he
emplojs these ba51c not’ons and attemnts to articulate the if
'meaning in newer and more‘metaphgrical terms but he does not
ekélicate théir inter—connébtion: This inter-conﬁéction falis
vithin a re;idn'of nowledpe ab;gt which he finds himself
obliged 1o be reticent.. He'is coﬁvincéd that fundamental onto-"
lozy has yet to gain.the rrr‘ounds on the ba51s of whlch At can

make assertlons about this matter. - SRR . )

»

b2

- Cur study Teads us to conc’ude thpt the severa

- ’

- L
to define -world in heldegﬁe* s tnouﬂht are interconnected, -«

attempis=

The basic position pronoynced in Beih

abandoned or altered in the subs quent attempts; 1t is only

further enriched, further articulated, as the worid's vorldinse
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1

1s understood in its essential relation with truth, lansuage,

e e T

and history. The status of man in the man-world connection

is more fully explicated in the later atiempts, as it is

explained why world persists and predominates as it zrant

4

meaning to man's<feality. The illusion of man's priority in

this relation is dismissed, as this priority and this rela-

tion .are redefined.*'ltnis brought home to us that it is

-

_*as‘*the definitién?~0f the wor;dsg"Tﬁefe can only be "defini-

- tions" of the world. And it entail§ that philosophy mist

coht;nue-to-performlits distinguished tésk by continuing to

4

wonder and further investizate what i1s world.

-

.

_‘Hifficult to éﬁgll put world's nature. There 1s nothing such

78
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