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Interpretations of Heidegger often fail to distinguish between two very different matters -- on
the one hand “the turn” (die Kehre), and on the other hand “the change in Heidegger’s thinking” (die
Wendung im Denken), that is, the shift in the way Heidegger formulated and presented his
philosophy beginning in the 1930s. Failure to make this distinction can be disastrous for understanding
Heidegger, and the danger becomes more acute the closer one gets to texts like Introduction to
Metaphysics , where both the “turn” and the “change” begin to come into their own.1

The first issue, the Kehre or “turn,” is emphatically not an alteration in Heidegger’s thinking,
not an episode that could be dated to a period in his philosophical career. Rather, it is one name among
many for the abiding topic of Heidegger’s work: the radically inverted meaning of being, grounded in
finitude, that stands over against the metaphysical ideal of being as full presence and intelligibility. The
turn is indeed a kind of movement, but not the movement that Heidegger’s thought underwent in the
1930s. Rather, Heidegger associates the turn with Ereignis (usually translated "appropriation"), and
specifically with the way Ereignis operates: “Die im Ereignis wesende Kehre.”2 The turn is the
inner movement of Ereignis whereby (a) finitude opens a clearing in human being (b) in which entities
can appear as this or that.

The second issue, the “change in thinking,” refers to a shift in how Heidegger formulated and
expressed that inner movement of Ereingis. It is a change in das Denken/Sagen der Kehre.3 If
the turn refers to Heidegger’s central topic -- the giving of being in connection with the opening up of
Dasein -- then the “thinking and saying of the turn” refers to Heidegger’s efforts to articulate that state
of [p. 4] affairs.  And as a sub-set of that, “the change in thinking” refers to Heidegger’s shift in
orientation from the transcendental-horizonal approach of 1926-28 to the seinsgeschichtlich
(dispensing-of-being) approach of the remainder of his career. But this shift in orientation is not the turn
itself. The distinction here is between the Kehre -- the inner movement of Ereignis -- and a change in
how Heidegger expressed that movement.4 

In his famous letter to William J. Richardson (April, 1962) Heidegger acknowledged “eine
Wendung in meinem Denken,” “a change in my thinking,”5 and to this day the best analysis of that
shift in orientation remains Richardson’s majestic Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to
Thought. That book definitively proved that the breakthrough from the earlier to the later Heidegger
took place in his lecture “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” first delivered in December of 1930, and that
Introduction to Metaphysics , the lecture course of summer 1935, clearly indicates that “Heidegger
II has taken full possession.”6 

Richardson takes pains to distinguish between (1) Heidegger’s focal topic,  die Sache des
Denkens (which Heidegger explicitly identified with the Kehre operative in Ereignis) and (2) what
Richardson calls the “shift of focus” or “‘reversal’ in manner and method”7 that unfolded in Heidegger’s
work in the 1930s as he continued pursuing that single topic. If Heidegger characterized his professional



career in the phrase “auf einen Stern zugehen,” then the Kehre operative in Ereignis was the
“one and only star” that guided his journey, not any twist or turn along the way.8 

But this crucial distinction is not always maintained in the scholarship. The shift of focus to
which Richardson refers is what many Heideggerians erroneously call “the Kehre in Heidegger’s
thinking,” a confusion that flies in the face of Heidegger’s insistance that

First and foremost the Kehre is not a process that took place in my thinking and
questioning. It belongs, rather, to the very issue that is named by the titles “Being and
Time”/“Time and Being.” [. . .] The turn operates within the issue itself. It is not
something that I did, nor does it pertain to my thinking only.9

The present essay, which is intended as a prolegomenon to a fresh reading of Introduction to
Metaphysics , attempts to sort out what Heidegger means by the turn operative in Ereignis. (I
reserve for another occasion a discussion of the “change in thinking” that took place in Heidegger’s
work in the 1930s.) The essay focusses on the meaning of Ereignis that Heidegger developed in
Beiträge zur Philosophie: Vom Ereignis (1936-1938) and from that vantage point looks back to
Heidegger’s interpretation of the pre-Socratics in Introduction to Metaphysics  (1935).10

Although, as Richardson correctly argues, 1935 marks the official debut of [p. 5] the later
Heidegger, nonetheless important details still had to be worked out. Introduction to Metaphysics
certainly does give evidence of Heidegger’s changed approach to the meaning of being, but nowhere in
that lecture course does Heidegger thematically explain the Kehre operative in Ereignis, nor do those
terms, with their technical meanings, even appear in the text. Instead, Heidegger elaborated the Kehre
and Ereignis indirectly and unthematically via interpretations of Sophocles, Parmenides and
Heraclitus. It would take him at least another year to make Kehre/Ereignis the focus of explicit
treatment, and that first happened in his Beiträge zur Philosophie. Only there did the turn operative
in Ereignis move to center-stage and the corresponding change in Heidegger’s presentation of that
topic get locked in.

In what follows I argue that Heidegger’s focal topic was not “being” (the givenness or
availability of entities for human engagement) but rather what brings about being, namely Ereignis,
the opening of clearing within which entities can appear as this or that. This clearing occurs when
Dasein -- which I translate as “openness” --is opened up by its own finitude. But neither Ereignis
nor the turn is an event in the usual sense of the term (much less an event that occurred in Heidegger’s
thinking) but rather the presupposition of all human events. The essay then argues that Ereignis was
almost -- but not quite -- envisioned by the early Greek thinkers, and it concludes that in the 1930s
Heidegger changed his orientation but not his central topic.

1. HEIDEGGER’S TOPIC WAS NOT “BEING,” EITHER IN ITS 
TRADITIONAL ONTOLOGICAL SENSE OR IN A 

PHENOMENOLOGICALLY TRANSFORMED SENSE. 

In order to sort out what “the turn operative in Ereignis” is, we must first be clear about what
Heidegger’s topic was and was not. We begin with two negatives: (1) Heidegger’s fundamental topic
was not “being” tout court (the is-ness of whatever is) and (2) it was not a phenomenologically
reinterpreted being (being as the givenness or availability of entities for human engagement).



In the first place Heidegger’s focal topic was not “being” (das Sein) in any of its traditional
philosophical meanings. That is, it did not coincide with the three overlapping ways in which classical
metaphysics had treated being, namely as
   A.  ontological: any entity’s

  ! thatness (existence: not-being-nothing) 
  ! whatness (essence: being this or that)
  ! howness (mode: being in this way or that) [p. 6]

   B. transcendental: any entity’s trans-generic status as
  ! something (res)
  ! one (unum)
  ! distinct from others (aliquid)
  ! desirable (bonum)
  ! knowable (verum)11 

   C. theological: the highest entity’s state of perfect self-coincidence,
  ! not only between its thinking and the object of its thought,12

  ! but also and above all within itself.13

But likewise Heidegger’s central topic was not “being” in a phenomenological sense. It is true
that Heidegger’s first step in retrieving the unsaid from the classical tradition was to see that, in all the
above instances, the being of entities is implicitly some form of the presence of entities: not merely their
presence-to-themselves or their presence-out-there apart from human beings, but their presence to
and availability for possible human engagement -- their humanly specific (“ad hominem”)
givenness and accessibility. In this implicit phenomenological sense, the being of entities is their ability to
be of concern to human beings, that is, to be significant, understandable, usable. Thus in what follows,
the term “givenness” always means “humanly specific givenness,” and I use it interchangeably with
“availability” and “accessibility” -- i.e., usability, understandability -- to name the being of entities.14

One of Heidegger’s major achievements was to have rendered that implicit state of affairs
explicit, by phenomenologically shifting the meaning of JÎ gÉ<"4 from an entity’s “being-out-there” to
its “appearing-as” (n"\<gFh"4, Erscheinung15), i.e., its intelligibility in the broadest sense.16

Throughout his work Heidegger insisted that, properly understood, JÎ Ð< (whatever-is) is JÎ Î< ñH
ï80hXH (whatever-is as accessible) and that “being” means not the mere ontological thereness of
entities but their givenness as the available.17 This change is visible in Heidegger’s reinterpretation of
@ÛF\"/Sein (an entity’s being) as B"D@LF\"/Anwesen (an entity’s presence/givenness to possible
human engagement), in keeping with the principle “Being as the givenness of entities concerns
Dasein.”18 Thus das Sein des Seienden = das Anwesen des Anwesenden = º B"D@LF\" J@Ø
B"D`<J@H = the givenness/availability/accessibility (hence the usability and understandability) of
whatever is. The realm of givenness-itself (i.e., the field of possible concern) is what Heidegger called
“world,” and the apriori human engagement with that realm is what he called “being-in-the-world.”19 [p.
7]

Heidegger found this phenomenological notion of being to be the dominant, if implicit, view in
ancient Greek philosophy. In Introduction to Metaphysics , for example, he argues that one of the
earliest names for the appearance of entities was nbF4H. The emergence (nbg4<) that this Greek word
indicates is not some pre-human appearance of entities, their coming-to-be prior to or apart from the
receptive openness that is human being. Rather, nbF4H refers to the givenness of entities within JÎ
<@gÃ<, and nbg4< names the emergence of such givenness in correlation with that receptive openness.20

Thus in Introduction to Metaphysics  Heidegger equates nbF4H and ï8Zhg4".21 And from
beginning to end, he argued that the givenness of entities requires a human site -- a “dative” -- in order
to occur at all.22



Nonetheless, being as the givenness and availability of entities was not Heidegger’s fundamental
topic. In either form -- whether as the mere-thereness (@ÛF\") of entities, or as their givenness
(B"D@LF\") -- being is still that which makes entities be as they are, either in the form of their
ontological thatness, whatness, and howness, or in the form of their phenomenological emergence,
stable appearance, and availability as this or that. Both of these issues lie within the confines of
metaphysics and its ontological difference (entities-in-their-being).23 Thus even when Heidegger
phenomenologically reinterpreted the various instances of “is” as so many forms of “is-present-as,” he
still had broached only die Leitfrage, the guiding question of metaphysics. This serves, at best, as the
antechamber to the Grundfrage, the fundamental question that reaches beyond metaphysics to the
topic of Heidegger’s own thought.24

2. HEIDEGGER’S OWN QUESTION WAS: WHAT BRINGS ABOUT 
BEING AS THE GIVENNESS OR AVAILABILITY OF ENTITIES?

(A) Heidegger’s fundamental question was:  What produces (B@\g4, läßt sein) availability?
What enables being as B"D@LF\"/Anwesen to be given at all?25 And insofar as this givenness requires
a correlative human site in order to occur, the question becomes: What is responsible for the
correlation between an entity’s givenness and the dative of that givenness? Whatever the answer to
that question may turn out to be, it is what Heidegger meant by die Sache des Denkens, the single
topic of his thought. Provisionally and heuristically we may designate this focal issue as “the enabling
power” that makes possible the correlation of givenness/being and its dative.

Heidegger calls this enabling power “ein drittes,”26 a JD\J@< J4 (Sophist 250b) or tertium
quid over and above both being as an entity’s givenness and the dative of that givenness. Insofar as it
makes B"D@LF\" possible, this enabling [p. 8] power is ¦BX6g4<" J­H B"D@LF\"H, “beyond” or
other than being-as-givenness, in a way that is analogous (but only analogous) to what Plato called JÎ
ï("h`<. This enabling power as tertium quid is also “beyond” the ontological difference, insofar as it
lets that unity-in-difference come forth.27

(B) The fundamental question “What brings about givenness?” entails a preparatory-
fundamental question: What is the dative of such givenness? Heidegger’s answer was: intentional or
open comportment.28 And the essence of such comportment he called “Dasein.”29

                             
Heidegger insisted that Dasein, as the essence of human being and acting, means being-the-

Da .”30  Here the Da  is understood as the open (das Offene).31 And for Heidegger the open is the
same as Lichtung,32 Welt,33 z!8Zhg4",34 being-as-such,35 the truth of being,36 difference,37 and
Ereignis.38 In other words the Da , taken in its fullness, is nothing less than die Sache des Denkens.
It would be preferable, therefore, to avoid translating Dasein with variations on the word “there”
(being-there, there-being, being-the-there). Rather, Dasein means “open-ness,” i.e., being-open and
being-the-open in all the senses of “open” just listed.

For Heidegger the verbal emphasis in Dasein falls on the second syllable: Da-sein, being
the open.39 The point is that the open is what we have-to-be (cf. zu-sein).40 But human beings do not
open up the open by their own subjective powers. Rather, the open is thrown- or pulled-open
(geworfen/ereignet), drawn-out in such a way that, within that opened site, the availability of entities
occurs. This openedness is what Jean Beaufret had in mind when he interpreted Dasein as
l’ouverture,41 and it is the meaning we intend when we render this key term as “openness.”



The word “openness” captures important meanings that Heidegger retrieved from Aristotelian
RLPZ for his own understanding of Dasein.42  In De Anima  Aristotle argues that RLPZ is the very
essence of human being; that, qua receptive, it has its nature as possibility;43 and that, as this possibility,
it is essentially open to and revelatory of the being of entities other than itself. 

For Aristotle human RLPZ, whether in sense perception (JÎ "ÆFhV<gFh"4) or intellectual
knowledge (JÎ <@gÃ<), is a BVFPg4< J4, a transcendental openness-to-receive.44  By its very nature,
RLPZ is *g6J46Z (Latin, susceptiva), actively open to receive the forms (i.e., the being) of other
entities.45 This is what medieval philosophers meant when they described the soul as quod natum est
convenire cum omni ente.46 Precisely as such receptive openness, RLPZ in its noetic form is
ontologically structured to reveal the being of everything that appears: º RLP¬ Jè Ð<J" BfH ¦FJ4
BV<J" (' 8, 431 b 21). In short, for Heidegger: [p. 9]

   1. RLPZ, properly retrieved, is the openness that the being of entities requires (braucht) in order
to be revealed: Ò J`B@H gÆ*ä< (' 4, 429 a 27-28).47

  2. The very essence of RLPZ is to “belong to” (zugehören: to get its raison d’être from)
being. 

  3. And that essence consists in letting-be-seen the being of all entities: Ò <@ØH gÉ*@H gÆ*ä< (' 7,
432 a 2).

(C) The tertium quid that makes possible the correlation of (a) the givenness of entities and
(b) intentional comportment as the dative of this givenness -- the central topic of Heidegger's thought --
goes by a host of titles, all of which, in spite of their distinct nuances, are fundamentally the same: Da,
Welt, Offene, Zeit, Lichtung, Ereignis, Kehre, Seyn, Sein, Ermöglichung der Offenbarkeit
des Seienden, and the list goes on.48 We emphasize again: None of these titles directly names being
as the givenness/availability of entities (º B"D@LF\" J@Ø B"D`<J@H,  º ï8Zhg4" J@Ø ï80h@ØH),
much less as the mere ontological thereness of entities (JÎ gÉ<"4 J@Ø Ð<J@H). What these titles
designate is not the availability of entities but what brings that about. They refer not to B"D@LF\"
but to its origin. What, then, is this “enabling origin” of givenness? 

3. HEIDEGGER’S ANSWER TO HIS FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION WAS: 
EREIGNIS , THE OPENING OF A CLEARING IN HUMAN BEING.

These two moves -- the phenomenological interpretation of being as the givenness of entities,
and the thematization of open comportment as its dative -- were only preparatory to raising the
fundamental question concerning the tertium quid that makes possible the correlation of the two. For
that, Heidegger focussed on the dynamics that bring together givenness and human being, and
specifically on the reciprocity of needing and belonging.  This reciprocity (Gegenschwung49) between
the fact that givenness needs a dative (= das Brauchen) and the fact of the dative’s belonging to
givenness (= das Zugehören) is what Heidegger means by das Ereignis, and it is the central topic
of his thought.

Heideggerians usually describe this reciprocity as the “relation between being and Dasein.”
Precisely here, in the way the story of being is generally told, lies the danger of a major
misunderstanding. It is an easy error to let an entity’s being-as-givenness slide back into its being-as-
mere-presence, to reduce B"D@LF\" to mere @ÛF\". In turn this slippage fosters a quasi-



hypostasization of being, whereby das Sein is represented as something (however ethereal) that lies
[p. 10] “out there” beyond entities, something we can “pursue” and possibly “relate to,” as if it were an
ontological object standing over against us.50

In the literature this bifurcated view -- Dasein on one side, being on the other -- has generally
taken two forms, with their apposite narratives: (1) the now passé “dominant Dasein” story, according
to which human beings transcendentally “project” being, as if they themselves were the source of the
availability of entities, and (2) the still popular “Big Being” story, according to which Being Itself, lying
hidden somewhere beyond our ken, occasionally pulls back the veil and reveals Itself to properly
disposed human beings -- who in our days are, almost exclusively, paid-up Heideggerians.

Heidegger rejected both forms of this crude confabulation, whether Dasein projecting being,51

or being projecting itself to Dasein.52 His own story -- complex at first glance, but finally quite simple -
- was that of Ereignis, the opening of the clearing.

Again: the specific issue in Ereignis is the reciprocity between “need” (das Brauchen) and
“belonging” (das Zugehören): entities need a clearing in order to be understood as this-or-that, and
the raison d’être of human being is to belong to and be that clearing. This reciprocity is a matter of
give-and-take: the clearing is “given” only when human being is “taken,” drawn or thrown into its
essential openness. Ereignis and Kehre are the same, and they are this movement of give-and-take,
of belonging-and-needing:

  1. EREIGNIS: The back-and-forth reciprocity of needing and belonging is what constitutes
Ereignis: “Dieser Gegenschwung des Brauchens und Zugehörens macht das Seyn
als Ereignis aus.”53 

  2. KEHRE: In turn, this reciprocity that constitutes Ereignis (“das in sich
gegenschwingende Ereignis”54) is what Heidegger means by the Kehre, the back-and-
forth-ness (reci-proci-tas) between belonging and needing: (a) Ereignis is the opening of a
clearing in human being, (b) which is needed for the appearance of being, that is, for entities to
be understood as this or that. “Die Er-eignung des Da-Seins durch das Seyn und die
Gründung der Wahrheit des Seins im Da-sein -- die Kehre im Ereignis.”55

The single topic of Heidegger’s philosophy is this giving of the clearing (= Geschick des
Seyns) by the opening up of Dasein (= Ereignis ). This grounding movement is inherently
“reciprocal” (“Gründen ist hier kehrig”56); it is the “reciprocal grounding of being and its dative”
(“die kehrige Gründung von Sein und Da-sein”57), and as such it is the turn that operates at the
heart of Ereignis. [p. 11]

In short, as openness is opened up (ereignet), there occurs givenness-as-such (“world” or
“clearing”) as the possibility of the meaningful givenness of this or that entity. But this is only a formal
indication of where the turn is located and how it is structured. The sketch needs to be fleshed out.
What exactly is Ereignis, and how does it work?

4. THE CLEARING OCCURS WHEN OPENNESS 
IS OPENED UP BY ITS OWN FINITUDE.

What is it, finally, that opens up openness? Heidegger’s most formal answer is: “the self-



withdrawing” (das Sichentziehende58). The “self-withdrawing” is that which intrinsically withdraws
and, in the process, draws us out into §6FJ"F4H. As Heidegger put it: “What withdraws from us draws
us along with it by that very withdrawal.”59 This withdrawal is what he means by Ereignis: the inner
movement that opens up openness. “Entzug ist Ereignis.”60 

But what is it exactly that “intrinsically withdraws,” that “refuses to become present” because
“its very essence” is to remain “hidden”?61 What is it that draws us out with it and, in the process, gives
givenness-as-such? It would be easy to fall back on the “Big Being” story and to hypostasize das
Sichentziehende into “Being Itself” in its absential mode (“the Lethe”) and to have “It” (whatever “It”
is62) do the drawing-out and the giving. But that would be only metaphysics in another form, and thus
the destruction of everything Heidegger stood for. 

Heidegger’s own story is quite different. Its backdrop, which often remains implicit, is very
traditional and Aristotelian. Although in the final analysis Heidegger “undid” that tradition, he first took
care to master it, and he recommended that Heideggerians do the same. “You would be well advised,”
he told his students in 1952, “to put off reading Nietzsche for the time being and first study Aristotle for
ten to fifteen years”63 -- the way Heidegger himself did. It was out of that Aristotelian background,
properly reinterpreted, that Heidegger elaborated his own story of Dasein and the movement of
Ereignis.

In Aristotelian metaphysics, being (“reality”) is analogical: it comes in degrees, ranging
hierarchically from the most perfect to the least. The degree of an entity’s being is the degree of its
perfection, and perfection (JÎ JX8g4@<) is measured by how far an entity has “come full circle” (cf.
JX8@H as circle64) and “returned to” or fulfilled its essence.  The highest degree of “having come full
circle” is God’s perfect self-coincidence, which entails perfect presence-to-itself: <`0F4H <@ZFgTH.
Short of God, everything else has being to the degree it approximates that ontological-cognitive closure.

[p. 12]
Conversely, to the degree that an entity is still “open,” it is ontologically im-perfect. But human

being is essentially open (¦6FJ"J46`<). Never all-at-once and complete, it is ever in a state of
becoming, always on the way to itself, but never arriving at full self-presence. Human being is defined
by its constitutive lack-in-being -- what Being and Time called ontological “guilt” (Schuldigsein).
Unable to overcome this essential lack, we can never complete the circle and become fully self-
coincident.65

Our inevitable lack-in-being is our finitude, which opens us up. It “throws” or “pulls” us into our
ineluctable becoming -- and thereby opens the open. Ereignis is not a matter of Big Being (“the
Lethe”) heteronomously “appropriating” us from some Beyond.66 Rather, it is our own intrinsic self-
absence that draws us out into openness, into the movement of becoming, and thereby into the
possibility of understanding both givenness-itself (world) and the givenness of this or that entity.

Fated to be always open, human being is likewise fated to be exposed and receptive. Dasein
is thrown into the necessity of being-present-unto,67 into needing the presence of other entities. But such
other-presence, like Dasein’s own self-presence, is never all-at-once and complete but always partial
and imperfect. Condemned to Fb<hgF4H and *4"\DgF4H, we know only the finite intelligibility of
entities. Our lack-in-being makes it impossible for us to know by way of intellectual intuition, and
makes it necessary for us to know only through entwerfen auf. . . , “taking-as” or “projecting.” We
take things as this or that, thereby see them to be such and so, understand that they are one thing or
another, and thus know their being.

On one hand this synthetic-differential knowing is a plus. Our very finitude -- thrown and only



thus able to “take-as” -- guarantees that we do understand the being of things. We are condemned to
ontology, which, before it is a thematic science, is a matter of relating to entities mediately through their
being-as. . . , rather than directly by intellectual intuition. On the other hand, such mediate knowledge of
entities is a defect, a mark of imperfection. “Ontology is an index of finitude. God does not have it.”68 In
any case, the finitude registered in our openness is what guarantees that there is being as the finite
availability and understandability of entities.

Whether in the earlier language of thrownness and projection or in the later language of
Ereignis and Geschick , it is Dasein’s own finitude or lack-in-being -- always “withdrawing,” ever
“absent” and intrinsically “hidden” -- that makes possible the emergence of being-as-such.69 For
Heidegger, therefore, this lack-in-being, as the source of the giving of being, was from beginning to end
die Sache des Denkens, the issue most worthy of thought.[p. 13]

5. THE TURN IS NOT AN “EVENT” IN THE USUAL SENSE
(MUCH LESS AN EVENT THAT TOOK PLACE IN HEIDEGGER’S THINKING) 

BUT RATHER THE PRESUPPOSITION OF ALL HUMAN EVENTS.

Inasmuch as it is the same as Ereignis, the turn cannot be an event that took place in
Heidegger’s thought. In fact, it is not an event at all in the usual sense of that term.70 One can certainly
date when Heidegger’s insight into the turn led to die Wendung im Denken, the reorientation of
his thinking (namely, 1930-1938, and especially 1936-1938). But it is a very different matter with the
turn itself. When Heidegger was asked how the turn took place (“ist geschehen”) within his thinking,
he did two things. First he denied the premise: “There is no particular kind of happening connected with
the turn.”71  And then he located the turn where it properly belongs: “The supposed ‘happening’ of the
turn,” he wrote, “‘is’ Seyn as such,”72 that is, Ereignis, the opening up of Dasein.73

It follows that the only way to understand how the turn functions (as contrasted with “when it
took place”) is from within the turn itself, i.e., from within one’s own Ereignis. “Es läßt sich nur
aus der Kehre denken.”74 Insofar as Ereignis is the “most proper, exclusive, and ineluctable” fact
of human being, it constitutes the ultimate praesuppositum of everything we are and do.75 Whether
we reflect on Ereignis or ignore it, whether we embrace it as the ground of our being or flee from it, it
is always the presupposed. That is to say: Ereignis is that ultimate state of affairs which always-
already (BD`) subtends (ßB`) and grounds (6g\:g<@<) human being: JÎ BD@(LB@6g\:g<@<
BDäJ@<.76

One’s own grounding in this ultimate praesuppositum is what the early Heidegger called
“thrownness” (Geworfenheit) and what the later Heidegger  called “being-opened-up” (Ereignet-
sein).77  So too the act of resolutely embracing that groundless ground is what the early Heidegger
called “taking over one’s thrownness” (Übernahme der Geworfenheit),78 and what the later
Heidegger called “taking over the fact of being-opened-up” (Über-nahme der Er-eignung).79

Thrownness and openedness are the same.80

 Our already-opened-ness constitutes the ultimate circularity of human being and is the basis of
all the other circularities that characterize thinking and acting -- for example, the hermeneutical circle,
the so-called “relativism” of Dasein, and so forth.81 It is thus the basis of the circular protreptic in
which Heidegger’s thinking reaches its culmination: (X<@4’ @Í@H ¦FF\, “become what you essentially
are.”82  This exhortation indicates the final goal of Heidegger’s work: to re-appropriate one’s



openedness in the sense of embracing the praesuppositum that makes one be human. This is the
force behind Heidegger’s [p. 14] frequently repeated admonition to let oneself be caught up in
Ereignis/Kehre rather than spending one’s career talking about the reorientation that took place in
his thinking.83



6. EREIGNIS  WAS ALMOST -- BUT NOT QUITE -- 
ENVISIONED BY THE EARLY GREEK THINKERS.

As Heidegger sees it, there were strong intimations of Ereignis in pre-Socratic philosophy,
and in Introduction to Metaphysics  he finds virtually all the elements of this topic in the texts of
Heraclitus and Parmenides. Even these thinkers, however,  failed to pose the fundamental question of
Ereignis either explicitly or in its fullness. Let us consider the positive side first.

(1) In Heidegger’s view, Heraclitus and Parmenides were aware of the process whereby
entities become accessible, and they named this movement with such kinetic titles as ï8Zhg4", nbF4H,
8`(@H: the unconcealing / emerging / gathering of entities into givenness.

(2) They further understood that being-as-givenness does not occur “out there,” independent of
human beings. They saw that it requires an open site in order to happen, and they understood this
openness as belonging to (getting its raison d’être from) givenness.84

(3) They also were aware of the correlativity between the fact that givenness needs a dative
(das Brauchen) and the dative’s belonging to givenness (das Zugehören).85 Parmenides expressed
that very state of affairs when he said that gÉ<"4 and <@gÃ< are JÎ "ÛJ  ̀(fragment 5). 

(4) Most importantly, beyond merely understanding the movement of entities into accessibility,
Heraclitus also had a sense of the emergence of givenness-itself (die Bewegung des Erscheinens)
and even intimated that the source of that movement-into-presence was a withdrawal-into-absence
(das Sichverbergen). The text Heidegger principally has in mind here is Heraclitus’ fragment 123:
nbF4H 6DbBJgFh"4 n48gÃ, which Heidegger interprets to mean: The source of the emergence of
givenness-itself is, by its very nature, concealed.86   

It would seem, then, that all the elements of Ereignis are present in these early texts. But not
quite. What Heraclitus and Parmenides lacked was insight into the “fit” of these constituent elements.
Beyond naming the correlation of givenness-itself and receptive openness, and apart from hinting that an
intrinsically concealed absence is the source of being as givenness, these early Greek thinkers failed to
say exactly how that correlation happens or what brings about [p. 15] the emergence of givenness-
itself. In other words, they lacked a developed and thematic grasp of how absence (finitude) opens up
human being in such a way that, within that clearing, entities can be understood. As far as Heidegger
was concerned, the Greeks simply did not think Ereignis.87



7. CONCLUSION:  IN THE 1930S HEIDEGGER CHANGED HIS
ORIENTATION BUT NOT HIS CENTRAL TOPIC.

The reorientation of Heidegger’s thinking that became visible in Introduction to Metaphys-
ics was far less dramatic -- and  the difference between the earlier and the later Heidegger much less
pronounced -- than is usually suggested in the literature. In that regard Richardson’s assessment of the
later Heidegger’s relation to the earlier is as correct as it is succinct: “The difference: only one of
focus.”88  

Moreover, the reorientation was not due to Heidegger’s altering, much less surrendering, the
topic he originally settled on in Being and Time. As he told Richardson, the “change in thinking” was
not an “about-face” (eine “Umkehr”),89 nor was it “a consequence of altering the standpoint of
Being and Time, much less of abandoning its fundamental issue.”90  Rather, it was merely a filling out
(Ergänzung)91 of the question posed in Being and Time. The reorientation took place, he said, as a
result of his “sticking with the issue-for-thought of Being and Time, i.e., inquiring into the perspective
that Being and Time, at p. 39, had already designated by the title ‘Time and Being.’”92 Specifically
the reorientation was the result of Heidegger’s enhanced appreciation of how human being is opened up
and, in particular, how thrownness -- which he came to read as being-opened-up -- always has priority
over projection.93  

In other words, what did change (but more slightly than scholars usually allege) was only, as
Richardson says, the “manner and method” of Heidegger’s approach,94 whereas what stayed the same
were both the question and the answer that Heidegger had in place by 1927.

The question was never focally about being or about human being, that is, about either side of a
supposed noetic-noematic divide between the understanding of being (Seinsverstehen) and the
understandability of being (Seinsverständlichkeit). The question was always about the apriori fit” of
the two, the tertium quid that brings together and thus makes possible both givenness and its dative.
Inasmuch as this fit is das transcendens schlechthin,95 it is beyond or other than what it brings
together. In 1943 Heidegger listed some names for what his question was always about: the “meaning,”
“truth” or “openness” that makes it possible for us to understand entities in their being.96 [p. 16] “Das
Ereignis” and “die Kehre im Ereignis” were only two in a long line of titles for what must
always already be the case if givenness and its dative are to come together at all. But the various
titles aside, the question remained the same.

And so did the answer. In both the earlier and the later Heidegger, the “giving” of being as
presence requires the “taking” of Dasein by absence, that is, the opening of human being by finitude.
Before the 1930s Heidegger described this movement of give-and-take as the interface of
Geworfenheit and Entwurf: being thrown-open as grounding the possibility of taking-as. During the
1930s Heidegger began describing the same issue as the interplay of Ereignet-sein and Es-gibt-
Sein: being-opened-up as the ground for understanding the being of entities, Ereignis as making
possible Seinsgeschick . But at no stage in his thinking did Heidegger conceive of the opening up of
the open as an achievement of subjectivity.97 Rather, he always saw the open as grounded in Dasein’s
being opened up by its own finitude.

***



Introduction to Metaphysics  stands on the brink of the full-blown reorientation that
Heidegger’s thought would undergo between 1936 and 1938. Delivered as a lecture course one year
before the term “Ereignis” moved to center-stage, the Introduction does not thematically explain
Kehre or Ereignis for themselves. Nonetheless, those issues are there without the titles -- for
example, in Heidegger’s discussion of the bivalent reciprocity between das Brauchen (being’s need
of its dative) and das Zugehören (the dative’s belonging to being). Likewise, Dasein's nature as
thrown-open-ness is present in Heidegger’s allusions to homelessness and neediness (cf. Not,
Nötigung).98 In this 1935 lecture course Heidegger was beginning to find the language that had
repeatedly failed him in 1926-1928, when he first attempted the transition to “Time and Being.”99 

Therefore, yes, Introduction to Metaphysics  does represent a step forward in thinking and
saying the turn; however, such thinking and saying is not the turn itself. And yes, it does represent a shift
in Heidegger’s presentation of his abiding central topic. But in the end, Introduction to
Metaphysics  simply allowed Heidegger’s thinking to catch up a bit with the single issue he spent his
life pursuing. 

End of text.
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Räumlichkeit gehört zur Lichtung, gehört zum Offenen. . . ”: Zollikon, 188.14-15.
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nicht eine Änderung des Standpunktes [footnote: d.h. der Seinsfrage] von ‘Sein und Zeit’. . .”: GA 9,
328.7-8 = Pathmarks, 250.7-8.
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End of endnotes.


