KEHRE and EREIGNIS:
A Prolegomenon to Introduction to Metaphysics

Thomas Sheehan

in
A Companion to Heidegger’s Introduction to Metaphysics
edited by Richard Polt and Gregory Fried
New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2000,
pp. 3-16 and 263-274

Interpretations of Heldegger often fail to digtinguish between two very different matters -- on
the one hand “the turn” (die Kehre), and on the other hand “the change in Heidegger’ sthinking” (die
Wendung im Denken), that is, the shift in the way Heldegger 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 getsto texts like I ntroduction to
Metaphysics, where both the “turn” and the “change’ begin to come into their own.*

Thefirg issue, the Kehre or “turn,” is emphaticaly not an dteration 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 radicdly inverted meaning of being, grounded in
finitude, that Sands over againg the metaphysicd ided of being asfull presence and intdligibility. The
turn isindeed akind of movement, but not the movement that Heildegger’ s thought underwent in the
1930s. Rather, Heidegger associates the turn with Ereignis (usualy trandated "appropriation™), and
soecificdly with theway Ereignis operates: “ Die im Ereignis wesende Kehre.”? Theturn isthe
inner movement of Ereignis whereby () finitude opens a clearing in human being (b) in which entities
can gppear asthis or that.

The second issue, the “change in thinking,” refersto ashift in how Heldegger formulated and
expressed that inner movement of Ereingis. Itisachangein das Denken/Sagen der Kehre.® If
the turn refers to Heldegger' s centrd topic -- the giving of being in connection with the opening up of
Dasein -- then the “thinking and saying of the turn” refersto Heidegger’ s efforts to articulate that Sate
of [p. 4] affars. And asasub-set of that, “the change in thinking” refers to Heidegger' s shift in
orientation from the transcendental -horizona 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
itsdlf. The digtinction here is between the Kehr e -- theinner movement of Ereignis -- and achangein
how Heidegger expressed that movement.*

In his famous letter to William J. Richardson (April, 1962) Heidegger acknowledged “eine
Wendung in meinem Denken,” “achangein my thinking,”™ and to this day the best andysis of that
shift in orientation remains Richardson’s mgjestic Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to
Thought. That book definitively proved that the breakthrough from the earlier to the later Heldegger
took place in hislecture “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” first delivered in December of 1930, and that
I ntroduction to Metaphysics, the lecture course of summer 1935, clearly indicates that “ Heidegger
Il has taken full possession.”®

Richardson takes pains to distinguish between (1) Heidegger’ sfocd topic, die Sache des
Denkens (which Heidegger explicitly identified with the Kehr e operativein Ereignis) and (2) what
Richardson cdls the “shift of focus’ or “‘reversd’ in manner and method”’ that unfolded in Heidegger's
work in the 1930s as he continued pursuing that sngle topic. If Heidegger characterized his professond



career inthe phrase “ auf einen Stern zugehen,” then the Kehr e operativein Ereignis wasthe
“one and only star” that guided his journey, not any twist or turn dong the way.®

But this crucid digtinction is not dways mantained in the scholarship. The shift of focusto
which Richardson refersiswhat many Heideggerians erroneoudy cdl “the Kehre in Heidegger's
thinking,” a confuson that fliesin the face of Heidegger’ s indstance that

Firg and foremost the Kehr e 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’/*Timeand Being.” [. . .] Theturn operates within the i ssue itself. It is not
something that | did, nor does it pertain to my thinking only.®

The present essay, which isintended as a prolegomenon to afresh reading of Introduction to
Metaphysics, attempts to sort out what Heidegger means by the turn operative in Ereignis. (I
reserve for another occasion adiscussion of the “change in thinking” that took placein Heidegger's
work in the 1930s.,) The essay focusses on the meaning of Ereignis that Heidegger developed in
Beitrage zur Philosophie: Vom Ereignis (1936-1938) and from that vantage point looks back to
Heidegger’ sinterpretation of the pre-Socraticsin I ntroduction to Metaphysics (1935).1°

Although, as Richardson correctly argues, 1935 marksthe officia debut of [p. 5] the later
Heidegger, nonethdess important details fill had to be worked out. Introduction to Metaphysics
certainly does give evidence of Heidegger’ s changed approach to the meaning of being, but nowherein
that lecture course does Heidegger thematicaly explain the Kehr e operativein Ereignis, nor do those
terms, with their technica meanings, even appear in the text. Instead, Heidegger eaborated the Kehre
and Ereignis indirectly and unthematicaly viainterpretations of Sophocles, Parmenides and
Heraclitus. It would take him at least another year to make Kehre/Er eigni's the focus of explicit
treatment, and that first happened in his Beitrage zur Philosophie. Only there did the turn operative
in Ereignis move to center-stage and the corresponding change in Heldegger’ s presentation of that
topic get locked in.

Inwhat follows | argue that Heidegger' s foca topic was not “being” (the givenness or
availability of entities for human engagement) but rather what brings about being, namdy Ereignis,
the opening of clearing within which entities can gppear asthis or that. This clearing occurs when
Dasein -- which | trandate as“openness’ --is opened up by its own finitude. But neither Ereignis
nor the turnis an event in the usud sense of the term (much less an event that occurred in Heidegger's
thinking) but rather the presupposition of al human events. The essay then arguesthat Ereignis was
amogt -- but not quite -- envisioned by the early Greek thinkers, and it concludes that in the 1930s
Hedegger changed his orientation but not his centrd topic.

1. HEIDEGGER'STOPIC WASNOT “BEING,” EITHERINITS
TRADITIONAL ONTOLOGICAL SENSE ORIN A
PHENOMENOLOGICALLY TRANSFORMED SENSE.

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



In the firgt place Heidegger’ s foca topic was not “being” (das Sein) in any of itstraditiond
philosophica meanings. That is, it did not coincide with the three overlgpping ways in which classca
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 thisway or that) [p. 6]
B. transcendental : any entity’ s trans-generic Satus as
! something (res)
! one (unum)
! digtinct from others (aliquid)
! desirable (bonum)
! knowable (verum)*
C. theological: the highest entity’s state of perfect self-coincidence,
! not only between its thinking and the object of its thought,*?
! but dso and above dl within itsdlf.*3

But likewise Heidegger' s centrd topic was not “being” in a phenomenologica sense. Itistrue
that Heidegger' sfirg sep in retrieving the unsaid from the classical tradition was to see that, in dl the
above ingances, the being of entitiesisimplicitly some form of the presence of entities: not merely their
presence-to-themsealves or their presence-out-there gpart from human beings, but their presence to
and availability for possible human engagement -- their humanly specific (*ad hominem”)
givenness and accesshility. In thisimplicit phenomenological sense, the being of entitiesis their ability to
be of concern to human beings, that is, to be sgnificant, understandable, usable. Thus in what follows,
the term “givenness’ dways means “humanly specific givenness” and | useit interchangegbly with
“availability” and “accessibility” -- i.e., usability, understandability -- to name the being of entities*

One of Heidegger's maor achievements was to have rendered that implicit state of affairs
expllc:t by phenomenolagically shifting the meaning of JT gE<"*4 from an entity’ s “ being-out-there’ to
its“appearing-as’ (n*"\<gFh'*4, Erscheinung®), i.e, itsinteligibility in the broadest sense.™®
Throughout his work Heldegger ingsted that, properly understood, J1 B< (Whatever-is) is JT T< fiH
T80hXH (whatever-is as accessible) and that “being” means not the mere ontological thereness of
entities but their givenness as the available!” This changeis visible in Heidegger’ s reinterpretation of
@UF\"'/Sein (an entity’s being) as B*'DELF\"/Anwesen (an entity’s presence/givenness to possible
human engagement), in keeping with the principle “Being as the givenness of entities concerns
Dasein.” ¥ Thusdas Sein des Seienden = das Anwesen des Anwesenden = © B"DALF\"" J@J
B**'D"<J@H = the givenness/availability/accessibility (hence the usability and understandakility) of
whatever is. Therealm of givenness-itsdf (i.e, the field of possible concern) iswhat Heidegger called
“world,” and the gpriori human engagement with that rellm iswhat he caled “ being-in-the-world.”*° [p.
7]

Heldegger found this phenomenologica 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 gppearance of entities was nbF4H. The emergence (n bg4<) that this Greek word
indicates is not some pre-human appearance of entities, their coming-to-be prior to or gpart from the
receptive openness thet is human being. Rather, NbF4H refers to the givenness of entitieswithin JT
<@gA<, and nbg4< names the emergence of such givennessin correlation with that receptive openness®
Thusin Introduction to Metaphysics Heidegger equates nbF4H and T8Zhg4"*.%* And from
beginning to end, he argued that the givenness of entities requires ahuman ste -- a“dative’ -- in order
to occur a al.?



Nonetheless, being as the givenness and availability of entities was not Heidegger’s fundamental
topic. In either form -- whether as the mere-thereness (QUF\™") of entities, or astheir givenness
(B"'D@LF\"") -- being is ill that which makes entities be asthey are, either in the form of ther
ontologica thatness, whatness, and howness, or in the form of their phenomenologica emergence,
stable appearance, and availability as this or that. Both of these issues lie within the confines of
metaphysics and its ontologica difference (entities-in-their-being).® Thus even when Heidegger
phenomenologicaly reinterpreted the various instances of “is’ as so many forms of “is-present-as” he
gill had broached only die Leitfrage, the guiding question of metaphysics. This serves, at bed, asthe
antechamber to the Grundfrage, the fundamental question that reaches beyond metaphysicsto the
topic of Heidegger’' s own thought.2*

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

(A) Heidegger's fundamental question was. What produces (B@\g4, 1403t sein) availability?
What enables being as B"'D@ALF\"'/Anwesen to be given at al?*® And insofar as this givenness requires
a correlaive human dte in order to occur, the question becomes. What is respongble 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 iswhat Heidegger meant by die Sache des Denkens, the sngle
topic of histhought. Provisondly and heuristically we may designate this focd issue as*the enabling
power” that makes possible the correlation of givenness/being and its dative.

Heidegger cals this enabling power “ein drittes,”?® 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 asiit
makes B'DELF\"" possible, thisenabling [p. 8] power is |BX6g4<' J-H B""DALF\""H, “beyond” or _
other than being-as-givenness, in away that is anaogous (but only analogous) to what Plato caled J1
T("'h"<. Thisenabling power astertium quid isaso “beyond’ the ontologica difference, insofar asiit
lets that unity-in-difference come forth.?’

(B) Thefundamenta question “What brings about givenness?” entails a prepar atory-
fundamenta question: What is the dative of such givenness? Heidegger's answer was: intentiona or
open comportment.?® And the essence of such comportment he caled “Dasein.”?

Heldegger ingsted that Dasei n, as the essence of human being and acting, means being-the-
Da.”® Herethe Da isunderstood as the open (das Offene). And for Heidegger the openisthe
same as Lichtung,® Welt,® z 18Zhg4" > being-as-such,* the truth of being,® difference®” and
Ereignis.® In other words the Da, taken in its fullness, is nothing less than die Sache des Denkens.
It would be preferable, therefore, to avoid trandating 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 dl the senses of “open” just listed.

For Heidegger the verba emphasisin Dasein fals on the second syllable: Da-sein, being
the open.® The point is that the open is what we have-to-be (cf. zu-sein).*® But human beings do not
open up the open by their own subjective powers. Rather, the open isthrown- or pulled-open
(geworfen/ereignet), drawn-out in such away that, within that opened ste, the avallability of entities
occurs. This openednessis what Jean Beaufret had in mind when he interpreted Dasein as
I’ ouverture,™ 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 Arigtotelian
RLPZ for hisown understanding of Dasein.* In De Anima Aristotle arguesthat RLPZ isthe very
essence of human being; that, qua receptive, it has its nature as possibility;*® and that, as this possibility,
it is essentidly open to and reveatory of the being of entities other than itsdlf.

For Aristotle human RLPZ, whether in sense perception (JT ""EFhV<gFh''4) or intellectual
knowledge (J1 <@gA<), isaBVFPg4< J4, atranscendental openness-to-receive.** By itsvery nature,
RLPZ is*g6J46Z (Ldin, susceptiva), actively open to receive the forms (i.e., the being) of other
entities® Thisiswhat medieva philosophers meant when they described the soul as quod natum est
convenire cum omni ente.*® Precisaly as such receptive openness, RLPZ inits nogtic form is
ontologically structured to reved the being of everything that appears. © RLP- Je b<J" BFH |FJ4
BV<J" (* 8,431 Db 21). In short, for Heidegger: [p. 9]

1. RLPZ, properly retrieved, is the openness that the being of entities requires (braucht) in order
to bereveded: 0 J"B@H gi*a< (* 4, 429 a27-28).

2.  Thevery essenceof RLPZ isto “belong to” (zugehdren: to get itsraison d’ étre from)
being.

3. Andtha essence consdtsin letting-be-seen the being of dl entities: 0 <@2H gE*@H gh*a< (* 7,
432 a2).

(C) Thetertium quid that makes possible the correlation of (&) the givenness of entities and
(b) intentional comportment as the detive of this givenness -- the centra topic of Heldegger's thought --
goes by ahog of titles, dl of which, in spite of their distinct nuances, are fundamentaly the same: Da,
Welt, Offene, Zeit, Lichtung, Ereignis, Kehre, Seyn, Setrt, Ermoglichung der Offenbarkeit
des Seienden, and the list goes on.*® We emphasize again: None of these titles directly names being
asthe givenness/availability of entities (° B*'DELF\"* J@Z B''D"<J@H, © 1T8Zhg4" J@Z T80h@ZH),
much less as the mere ontologica thereness of entities (J1 gE<"'4 J@@ D<J@H). What these titles
desgnaeis not the availability of entitiesbut what brings that about. They refer not to B"'DELF\"*
but to its origin. What, then, isthis “enabling origin” of givenness?

3. HEIDEGGER’SANSWER TO HISFUNDAMENTAL QUESTION WAS:
EREIGNIS, THE OPENING OF A CLEARING IN HUMAN BEING.

These two moves -- the phenomenologicd interpretation of being as the givenness of entities,
and the thematization of open comportment as its dative -- were only preparatory to raising the
fundamenta question concerning the ter tium quid that makes possible the correlation of the two. For
that, Heidegger focussed on the dynamics that bring together givenness and human being, and
specificaly on the reciprocity of needing and belonging. This reciprocity (Gegenschwung®®) between
the fact that givenness needs a dative (= das Brauchen) and the fact of the dative' s belonging to
givenness (= das Zugehdren) iswhat Heldegger means by das Ereignis, and it isthe centrd topic
of histhought.

Hedeggerians usudly describe this reciprocity as the “relation between being and Dasein.”
Precisely here, in the way the story of being is generdly told, lies the danger of amgjor
misunderstanding. It is an easy error to let an entity’ s being-as-givenness dide back into its being-as-
mere-presence, to reduce B*'DALF\"* to mere @UF\"". In turn this dippage fosters a quas-



hypostasization of being, whereby das Sein is represented as something (however ethered) that lies
[p. 10] “out there’ beyond entities, something we can “pursue’” and possibly “rdaeto,” asif it werean
ontological object standing over againgt us.>®

In the literature this bifurcated view -- Dasein on one Sde, being on the other -- has generally
taken two forms, with their gpposite narratives: (1) the now passé “dominant Dasein” story, according
to which human beings transcendentaly “project” being, asif they themsdaves were the source of the
availability of entities, and (2) the till popular “Big Being” story, according to which Being Itsdf, lying
hidden somewhere beyond our ken, occasionally pulls back the vell and reved's Itsdlf to properly
disposed human beings -- who in our days are, dmost exclusively, paid-up Heideggerians.

Heidegger rejected both forms of this crude confabulation, whether Dasein projecting being,>
or being projecting itsdlf to Dasein.*? His own story -- complex at first glance, but findly guite smple -
- wasthat of Ereignis, the opening of the clearing.

Agan: the spedificissuein Ereignis isthe reciprocity between “need” (das Brauchen) and
“bdonging” (das Zugehoren): entities need a clearing in order to be understood as this-or-that, and
theraison d’ étre of human being isto belong to and be that clearing. This reciprocity is a matter of
give-and-take: the dearing is“given” only when human being is “taken,” drawn or thrown into its
essentia 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 iswhat condtitutes
Ereignis:“ Dieser Gegenschwung des Brauchens und Zugehérens macht das Seyn
als Ereignis aus.”®

2. KEHRE: Inturn, thisreciprocity that congtitutes Ereignis (“ dasin sich
gegenschwingende Er eignis”™?) iswhat Heidegger means by the Kehr e, the back-and-
forth-ness (r eci-proci-tas) between belonging and needing: (a) Ereignis isthe opening of a
clearing in human being, (b) which is needed for the gppearance of being, thet is, for entitiesto
be understood as thisor that. “ Die Er-eignung des Da-Seins durch das Seyn und die
Griindung der Wahrheit des Seinsim Da-sein -- die Kehreim Ereignis.”

The single topic of Heldegger' s philasophy is this giving of the clearing (= Geschick des
Seyns) by the opening up of Dasein (= Ereignis). This grounding movement isinherently
“reciproca” (“ Gruinden ist hier kehrig”); it isthe “reciproca grounding of being and its dative’

(“ die kehrige Grundung von Sein und Da-sein™’), and as such it is the turn that operates at the
heart of Ereignis. [p. 11]

In short, as opennessis opened up (er eignet), there occurs givenness-as-such (“world” or
“dearing”) as the possibility of the meaningful givenness of this or thet entity. But thisis only aforma
indication of where the turn islocated and how it is structured. The sketch needs to be fleshed out.
What exactly isEreignis, and how doesit work?

4. THE CLEARING OCCURSWHEN OPENNESS
ISOPENED UP BY ITSOWN FINITUDE.

What isit, findly, that opens up openness? Heidegger’s most formd answer is. “the sdif-



withdrawing” (das Sichentziehende®®). The “ sdf-withdrawing” isthat which intringicaly withdraws
and, in the process, draws us out into §6FJ"*F4H. As Heidegger put it: “What withdraws from us draws
us aong with it by that very withdrawal.”*® Thiswithdrawa iswha he meansby Ereignis: theinner
movement that opens up openness. “ Entzug ist Ereignis.”®

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

Heidegger's own gtory is quite different. Its backdrop, which often remainsimplicit, isvery
traditiond and Arigtotdian. Although in thefinal analys's Heidegger “undid’ thet tradition, he first took
care to master it, and he recommended that Heideggerians do the same. *Y ou would be well advised,”
he told his studentsin 1952, “to put off reading Nietzsche for the time being and first Sudy Arigtotle for
ten to fifteen years™? -- the way Heidegger himsdlf did. It was out of that Aristotelian background,
properly reinterpreted, that Heidegger eaborated his own story of Dasein and the movement of
Ereignis.

In Arigtotelian metaphysics, being (“redity”) isandogicd: it comesin 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 (J I JX8g4@<) is measured by how far an entity has*come full circle’ (cf.
JX8@H as cirde®) and “returned to” or fulfilled its essence. The highest degree of “having come fulll
circde’ isGod's perfect self-coincidence, which entails perfect presence-to-itsef: <™ OF4H <@ZFgTH.
Short of God, everything e se has being to the degree it gpproximates that ontol ogica -cognitive closure.

[p. 12]

Conversdly, to the degree that an entity is still “open,” it is ontologicaly im-perfect. But human
being isessentially open (}6FJ"J46"<). Never dl-at-once and complete, it is ever in a state of
becoming, dways on the way to itsdlf, but never arriving a full salf-presence. Human being is defined
by its condtitutive lack-in-being -- what Being and Time cdled ontologica “guilt” (Schuldigsein).
Unableto (g;/ercome this essentid lack, we can never complete the circle and become fully self-
coincident.

Our inevitable lack-in-being is our finitude, which opens us up. It “throws’ or “pulls’ usinto our
ineluctable becoming -- and thereby opens the open. Ereignis isnot amatter of Big Being (“the
Lethe’) heteronomoudy “appropriating” us from some Beyond.®® Rather, it is our own intrindc self-
absence that draws us out into openness, into the movement of becoming, and thereby into the
possibility of understanding both givenness-itsdf (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,®” into needing the presence of other entities. But such
other-presence, like Dasein’s own sdlf-presence, is never dl-at-once and complete but dways partial
and imperfect. Condemned to Fb<hgF4H and *4'"\DgF4H, we know only the finite intdligibility of
entities. Our lack-in-being makesit impossible for usto know by way of intelectud intuition, and
makesit necessary for usto 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 ar e one thing or
another, and thus know their being.

On one hand this synthetic-differentia knowing isaplus. 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 athematic science, is a mater of rdating to entities mediately through their
being-as. . ., rather than directly by intellectud intuition. On the other hand, such mediate knowledge of
entitiesis a defect, amark of imperfection. “Ontology is an index of finitude. God does not haveit.”% In
any case, the finitude registered in our openness is what guarantees that there is being as the finite
availability and understandabiility of entities

Whether in the earlier language of thrownness and projection or in the later language of
Ereignis and Geschick, itisDasein’s own finitude or lack-in-being -- dways “withdrawing,” ever
“absent” and intrinsically “hidden” -- that makes possible the emergence of being-as-such.®® For
Hedegger, therefore, thislack-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 ISNOT 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 asit isthe same as Ereigni's, the turn cannot be an event that took placein
Heidegger' s thought. In fact, it isnot an event at dl in the usud sense of that term.” One can certainly
date when Heidegger’ sinsight into the turn led to die Wendung im Denken, the reorientation of
his thinking (namely, 1930-1938, and especidly 1936-1938). Buit it isa very different matter with the
turn itsalf. When Heidegger was asked how the turn took place (* ist geschehen™ ) within histhinking,
he did two things. First he denied the premise: “There is no particular kind of happening connected with
theturn.””* And then he located the turn where it properly belongs: “The supposed ‘ happening’ of the
turn,” hewrote, “‘is Seyn as such,”” that is, Ereignis, the opening up of Dasein.”

It follows that the only way to understand how the turn functions (as contrasted with “when it
took place’) isfrom within the turn itsdlf, i.e,, from within onesown Ereignis. “ Es |&R3t sich nur
aus der Kehre denken.”™ Insofar as Ereignis isthe “most proper, exclusive, and inductable’ fact
of human being, it congtitutes the ultimate pr aesuppositum of everything we are and do.” Whether
wereflect on Ereignis or ignore it, whether we embrace it as the ground of our being or flee fromiit, it
isalways the presupposed. That isto say: Ereignis isthat ultimate state of affairs which dways-
dready (E;tl?‘) subtends (3B ™) and grounds (6g\ : g<@<) human being: J1 BD@I(B@6g\ : g<@<
BDaJ@<.

Onée's own grounding in this ultimate praesuppositum is what the early Heidegger called
“thrownness’ (Geworfenheit) and what the later Heidegger caled “being-opened-up” (Er eignet-
sein).”” Sotoo the act of resolutely embracing that groundless ground is what the early Heidegger
called “taking over one sthrownness’ (Uber nahme der Gewor fenheit),” and what the later
Heidegger cdled “taking over the fact of being-opened-up” (Uber-nahme der Er-eignung).”
Thrownness and openedness are the same.®

Our dready-opened-ness condtitutes the ultimate circularity of human being and is the basi's of
al the other circularities that characterize thinking and acting -- for example, the hermeneutica circle,
the so-called “relativism” of Dasein, and so forth.®" It is thus the basis of the circular protreptic in
which Heidegger’ s thinking reachesits culmination: (X<@4' @1@H } FF\, “become what you essentialy
are.”8 This exhortation indicates the find goal of Heidegger’s work: to re-gppropriate one's



openednessin the sense of embracing the praesuppositum that makes one be human. Thisisthe
force behind Heidegger's[p. 14] frequently repested admonition to let oneself be caught up in
Ereignis/Kehre rather than spending one' s career talking about the reorientation that took placein
his thinking.®



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

AsHeidegger seesit, there were strong intimations of Ereignis in pre-Socratic philosophy,
andin Introduction to Metaphysics hefinds virtudly al the dements of thistopic in the texts of
Heraclitus and Parmenides. Even these thinkers, however, failed to pose the fundamental question of
Ereignis ather explicitly or initsfullness. Let us consder the postive sdefird.

() 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 T8Zhg4™*, nbF4H,
8" ((@H: the unconceding / 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 Sitein order to happen, and they understood this
openness as belonging to (getting itsraison d’ étre from) givenness®

(3) They dso were aware of the correlativity between the fact that givenness needs a dative
(das Brauchen) and the dative's belonging to givenness (das Zugehor en).% Parmenides expressed
that very dtate of affairs when he said that gE<*4 and <@gi< are JT *UJ" (fragment 5).

(4) Mot importantly, beyond merely understanding the movement of entities into accessihility,
Heraclitus dso had a sense of the emergence of givenness-itsdf (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 principaly hasin mind here is Heradlitus fragment 123:
nbF4H 6DbBJgFh*4 n48gA, which Heidegger interprets to mean: The source of the emergence of
givenness-itsdlf is, by its very nature, concedled.®®

It would seem, then, that dl the dements of Ereignis are present in these early texts. But not
quite. What Heraclitus and Parmenides lacked was ingght into the “fit” of these condtituent ements.
Beyond naming the correlaion of givenness-itsalf and receptive openness, and gpart from hinting that an
intringcally conceded 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-
itsdlf. In other words, they lacked a developed and thematic grasp of how absence (finitude) opens up
human being in such away that, within that clearing, entities can be understood. Asfar as Heldegger
was concerned, the Greeks simply did not think Ereignis.?’



7. CONCLUSION: IN THE 1930SHEIDEGGER CHANGED HIS
ORIENTATION BUT NOT HISCENTRAL TOPIC.

The reorientation of Heidegger’ s thinking that became visblein Introduction to Metaphys-
ics wasfar lessdramatic -- and the difference between the earlier and the later Heildegger much less
pronounced -- than is usudly suggested in the literature. In that regard Richardson’ s assessment of the
later Hg}degger’s relation to the earlier is as correct asit is succinct: “The difference: only one of
focus.”

Moreover, the reorientation was not due to Heidegger’ s dtering, much less surrendering, the
topic he origindly settled onin Being and Time. As hetold Richardson, the “change in thinking” was
not an “about-face” (eine “ Umkehr” ),% nor wasit “a consegquence of atering the standpoint of
Being and Time, much less of abandoning its fundamentd issue”® Rather, it was merdly afilling out
(Erganzung)* of the question posed in Being and Time. The reorientation took place, he said, asa
result of his*gticking with the issue-for-thought of Being and Time, i.e, inquiring into the perspective
that Being and Time, a p. 39, had aready designated by the title‘ Time and Being.’ "% Specificaly
the reorientation was the resullt of Heldegger’ s enhanced appreciation of how human being is opened up
and, in particular, how thrownness -- which he came to read as being-opened-up -- ways has priority
over projection,®

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

The question was never focdly about being or about human being, that is, about either Sde of a
supposed noetic-noemetic divide between the understanding of being (Seinsver stehen) and the
understandability of being (Sei nsver standlichkeit). The question was dways about the apriori fit” of
the two, the tertium quid that brings together and thus makes possible both givenness and its dative.
Inasmuch as thisfit is das transcendens schlechthin,® it is beyond or other than what it brings
together. In 1943 Heidegger listed some names for what his question was aways about: the “ meaning,”
“truth” or “openness’ that makesiit possible for usto understand entitiesin their being.% [p. 16] “ Das
Ereignis” and“ die Kehreim Ereignis” wereonly two in along line of titles for what must
always already be the case if givenness and its detive are to come together a dl. But the various
titles asde, the question remained the same.

And 0 did the answer. In both the earlier and the later Heidegger, the “giving” of being as
presence requires the “taking” of Dasein by absence, thét 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 a no sage in his thinking did Heldegger conceive of the opening up of
the open as an achievement of subjectivity.®” Rather, he aways saw the open as grounded in Dasein’s
being opened up by its own finitude.

* k%



Introduction to Metaphysics stands on the brink of the full-blown reorientation that
Heidegger’ s thought would undergo between 1936 and 1938. Ddlivered as a lecture course one year
beforetheterm “ Ereignis” moved to center-stage, the I ntroduction does not thematicaly explan
Kehre or Ereignis for themselves. Nonethel ess, those issues are there without the titles -- for
example, in Heidegger’ s discussion of the bivaent reciprocity between das Brauchen (being's need
of its dative) and das Zugehdr en (the dative s beonging to being). Likewise, Dasein's nature as
thrown-open-nessis present in Heidegger’' s dlusions to homel essness and neediness (cf. Not,
Notigung).® 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.”®®

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 hisabiding centra topic. But in the end, Introduction to
Metaphysics smply alowed Heidegger’ s thinking to catch up a bit with the Sngle issue he spent his
life pursuing.

End of text.
Endnotesfollow.



Endnotes

[p. 263]

1. Einfuhrung in die Metaphysik, ed. Petra Jaeger, Gesamtausgabe, Band 40, (Frankfurt am
Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1983). Hereinafter the various volumes of Heidegger's Gesamtausgabe
are abbreviated as. GA plus the volume number. Citations in these notes frequently refer to texts by
page and line. The line-count does not include the * header” or any empty lines on the page but does
count the lines of section titles.

2.“...die Kehre, die eben das Wesen des Sains selbst ds das in sich gegenschwingende Ereignis
anzagt’: GA 65, 8140, 261.25-26. “Das Ereignis hat sein innerstes Geschehen und seinen weitesten
Auggriff in der Kehre’: 8255, 407.7-8. Cf. (1) the Kehre oper ative in Eragnis “Dieim Ereignis
wesende Kehre': 8255, 407.8. Cf. “die (im Ereignis wesende) Kehre': GA 9, 193, note “a’ = Martin
Heidegger, Pathmarks, ed. William McNelll (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univerdty Press, 1998),
148, note “a” Compare within GA 65: (2) the Kehrein Ereignis: 8§10, 30.2-3, 8§13, 34.10-11, 822,
57.10, 8141, 262.3-4; 8146, 267.12, 8197, 320.19, §202, 325.9-10, §255, 407.6; (3) the Kehre of
Ereignis: 8190, 311.4, 8217, 342.25, 8226, 351.22, 8227, 354.9-10; (4) the Ereignis of the Kehre:
8190, 311.13-14; (5) Ereignis and its Kehre: “Ereignis und dessen Kehre’: 811, 31.18-19, and “Die
Er-eignung in ihrer Kehre': 8217, 342.22.

3. “das Denken der Kehre': cited from Martin Heidegger's“Vorwort” (hereinafter cited as“Vorwort”)
to William J. Richardson, Heidegger: Through Phenomenology to Thought (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1963): xvii.25 and 28. Also “[das] Sagen dieser Kehre': GA 9, 328.3 =
Pathmarks, 250.3.

4. Cf.“. . .eneWendung. . ., die sainen [d.h. des Denkens] Gang der Kehre entsprechen 18" :
“Vorwort,” xix.27-28. [p. 264]

5. “Vorwort,” xvii.25 (see ds0 Richardson, Heidegger, 243, n. 86). Cf. “eine Wandlung des
Denkens’: “Vom Wesen der Wahrheit,” GA 9, 187.21-22 = Pathmarks, 143.33; and “Wandd des
Fragens,” ibid., 202.4-5 = Pathmarks, 154.18.

6. Richardson, Heidegger : “breakthrough”: 243.17; “Heidegger | becomes Heidegger 117: 254.12;
“With EM [= Einfuhrung in die Metaphysik] Heidegger Il has taken full possesson”: 296.15.

7. Richardson, Heidegger, respectively 243.19 and 624.28 (“ shift of focus’) and xxvi.17 (“reversa”).

8. “Auf einen Stern zugehen, nur dieses. / Denken it die Einschrénkung auf einen Gedanken, der eingt
wie en Stern an Himmel der Wdt stehen blaibt”: GA 15, 76.8-11 (Martin Heidegger, Aus der
Erfahrung des Denkens, second edition, [Pfullingen: Neske, 1965], 7.6-9) = Martin Heldegger,
Poetry, Language, Thought, trans. Albert Hofstadter (New Y ork: Harper & Row,1971), 4.8-11.
Cf. “Jeder Denker denkt nur einen einzigen Gedanken”: Martin Heidegger, Was hei (3t Denken?
(Tubingen: Max Niemeyer, 1954), 20.24-25 = Martin Heidegger, What |Is Called Thinking? trans.
Fred D. Wieck and J. Glenn Gray (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1968), 50.5.

9. “DieKehreid in erger Linie nicht en Vorgang im fragenden Denken; Se gehtrt in den durch die
Titel “‘Sainund Zet', ‘Zeit und Sein’” gennanten Sechverhdt sdbd. . . . Die Kehre spidt im Sachverhdt
selbst. Seist weder von mir erfunden, noch betrifft Se nur mein Denken”: “Vorwort,” xix.1-3 and 6-8,
emphasis added. “Vorwort,” xvii.29-31, shows that the pairing “ Sein und Zeit” / “Zeit und Sein” does
not indicate that the Kehr e wasto “take place” between Divisons Two and Three of Part One of SZ,
but only that Divison Three, “Time and Being,” wasto spdll out the Kehre.



10. Theterm “die Kehreé” made its debut on Thursday, July 12, 1928, in Heidegger's course Die
metaphysische Anfangsgrinde der Logik: GA 26, 201.30, 35 = Martin Heidegger, The
Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, trans Michad Haeim, (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1984) 158.30, 34. Thereit described the transformation (not “overturning™! cf. GA 9, 249.21-
29 = Pathmarks, 191.8-15) of the received ontology of entities into a meta-ontology or metaphysica
ontics (including the metaphysics of Dasein qua ontic), grounded in temporally interpreted being. This
trandformation is primarily amaiter of the movement intrinsic to being-itself (its emergence asfinite); and
as early as 1926 Heidegger saw that the articulation of this*“turn in being” would require a*“changein
thinking” (“Vorwort,” xix.25-27). Hence “die Kehre” and *“die Wendung im Denken” were
diginguished from the beginning. By Beitrage zur Philosophie, 1936-1938, “die Kehre” had
attained the settled sense it would keep for the remainder of Heidegger's career. viz., the inner
movement of Ereignis: cf. GA 9, 193, note “a’ = Pathmarks, 148, note“a’; GA 9, 328.4-11 and
note “d’” = Pathmarks, 250. 4-10 and note “d”; GA 79, 69.9 (Wandd im Sein) and 71.17ff.: (Sich-
kehren, Kehre, einkehrt, kehrige) (dsoin Die Technik und die Kehre, 38.11 and 40.21ff.) =
Martin Heidegger, The Question Concer ning Technol ogy, trans. William Lovitt (New Y ork:
Harper and Row, 1977), 38.12 and 41.11ff.; Vortrage und Aufsatze, 182.29-30 (11, 56.29-30) =
Poetry, Language, Thought, 184.4-5. See also the author’s “Time and Being, 1925-27" in Robert
W. Shahan and J. N. Mohanty, eds., Thinking About Being: [p. 265] Aspects of Heidegger’s
Thought (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1984), especidly 184-186, 192-193,
and 208-216.

11. Arigotlelaid the basis for these trans-generic (*transcendental”) notions in the Metaphysics when
he asserted both the universality of being | (TP< 6" 8@L -V84FJ" BV<JT<: B 4, 1001 a21) and
the fact that being is not agenus (QUP @1°< Jg *¥ JA< D<JT< «< gi<"4 (X<@H @UJg JT b<: B 3, 998b
22). In keeping with that:

(1) Arigtotle asserted the convertibility of gE< "4 and 1T8Zhg4"* at Metaphysics ** 1, 993 b
30-31: 26" FJ@< fiH §Pg4 J@P gE<'*4, @AJT 6"*A J-H T80hg\"*H (cf. the Scholastic axiom “ens et
verum convertuntur”).

(2) He likewise asserted the convemblllty of * bemg and “one” & |, 2, 1053b 25: 8X(gJ " *z
FF'PaH JT N< 6'A JT 2<, and at 1054b 13: J**UJT FO:""\<g4 BTHJT «< 6"h JTB< (cf. “unum
convertitur cum ente”: Summa Theol ogica I, 11, 1, resp.). At B 3 he argued that athough “being”
and “oneness’ are the two characteristics most predicated of al things (JT N< 6" JT «<. . . 6"'J&
BV<JT< :V84FJ" 8X(gJ''4 Ja< b<JT<: 998b 20, 21; cf. I, 2, 1053b 20-21), neither one of them
can be agenus of entities (998b 22, as above), because whetever might serve to differentiate each
species within that genus (i.e., each “specific difference”) would, of course, itsdlf aso have the
characteristics of being and oneness(| <V (60 -¥< (€D J&H *4"'n@DeH 06VFJEL (X<@LH 6'"A gE<'"4
6"A -\"'< gE<"'4 ©6VFJO<: 998b 23-24), and that would beillogica (cf. Topics Z 6, 144a 36--b 11).
Therefore, “being” and “oneness’ have to be transgeneric.

On that basis Thomas Aquinasin Quaestiones de veritate (in Quaestiones disputatae
et quaestiones duodecim quodlibetales, I11-V [Turin and Rome: Marietti, 1942)), qu. |, art. 1,
responsio (pp. 2-3), spelled out three other transgeneric characterigtics of an entity, each of which
“adds’ something over and above what “being” (“ens [quod] sumitur ab actu essendi”) says, not by
supplying whet is not included in the notion of being, but by articulating a mode or manner of being that
isnot explicitly expressed in theword “being” (“dicuntur addere supra ens, in quantum exprimunt ipsius
modum, qui nomineipsius[sc. ‘ens’] non exprimitur”). He argues that this “ exprimere’” can happen in
two ways. secundum quod consequitur omne ens
A.inse:

1. res: quidditas/essentia entis
2. unum: indiviso entis
B.in ordine ad aliud (or: secundum ordinem unius ad dterum).
(B.i) concerning “diviso unius ab dtero”:
3. aliquid (“diud quid’): divido @ diis (asvs “indiviso entis’)
(B.ii) concerning “convenientia unius entis ad diud” (on the presupposition of




“diquid quod natum est convenire cum omni ente,” viz., anima):
4. quavis appetitiva bonum: convenientia ad gppetitum
5. quavis cognitivar ver um: convenientia ad intellectum
See ds0 Heidegger’ sremarks on the andogiaentis. GA 33, 26-48 = Martin Heidegger,

Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1 1-3, trans. Walter Brogan and Peter Warnek (Bloomington and
Indiangpalis: [p. 266] Indiana Universty Press, 1995), 21-39; dso Martin Heidegger, Schellings
Abhandlung lGber das Wesen der menschlichen Freiheit (1809), ed. Hildegard Feick
(Tubingen: Max Niemeyer, 1971), 233.20-31 = Martin Heidegger, Schelling’ s Treatise on the
Essence of Human Freedom, trans. Joan Stambaugh (Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 1985),
192.28-38. GA 42 omits these notes, which date from ca. 1941. On verum and ens see GA 65,
§225, 349.30.

12. The formulae abound in Aristotle, Metaphysics 7: "'RIT< *¥ <@gh 0 <@H 6" J& :gJVBOR4<
J@% <@0J@g: 7, 1072 b 19-20; J""0JT< <@2H 6'"A <@0J"<: 7, 1072 b 21; §FJ4< © <~ OF4H <@ZFgTH
<" OF4H: 9, 1074 b 34-35; <~ OF4H J& <@@L:X<& :\"": 9, 1075 a4-5; @aJTH *z §Pg4 "'0J- ""RJ-H
© <OF4H JT< GB"'<J" ""F&<": 9, 1075 a 10.

13. Cf.. T*4""\DgJ@< Bé< JT :- §P@< a80<: Metaphysics 7 9, 1075 a 11.

14. (1) Re*“accesshility”: See GA 65, 8210, where Heidegger links Sein/1T8Zhg4™* asthe
Unverborgenheit des Seienden (334.10) with Sein/T8Zhg4"" in Aristotle as
Zuganglichkeit/Freistehen des Seienden (333.28-29; cf. 332.23). (2) Re " ahility to be of
concern’: “Im Sain as Anwesen bekundet Sch der Angang, der uns Menschen so angeht, dal3 wir im
Vernehmen und Ubernehmen dieses Angangs das Auszei chnende des Menschseins erlangt haben”:
Martin Heidegger, Zur Sache des Denkens (Tubingen: Niemeyer, 1969), 23.33-36 = Martin
Heidegger, On Time and Being, trans. Joan Stambaugh (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1972), 23.5-8;
aso Heidegger’ sinterpretation of “ereignet” as* concerng,” i.e., “getroffen, aufgertiht, umschlossen,”
cited in Jean Beaufret’s contribution to Dem Andenken Martin Heideggers. Zum 26.Mai 1976
(Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1977), 13.11-15. (3) Re “significance’: One of Heidegger's
earliedt titles was “ das Bedeutsame” (Tuesday, March 18, 1919, Kreigsnotsemester, in the course “Die
|dee der Philosophie und das Weltanschauungsproblem”: “. . .nicht Sachen mit einem bestimmiten
Bedeutungscharakter, Gegensténde, und dazu noch aufgefa& as das und das bedeutend, sondern das
Bedeutsame it das Primére, gibt sch mir unmittelbar, ohne jeden gedanklichen Umweg Uber ein
Sacherfassen”: GA 56/57, 72.34--73.3.

15. “Sain west al s Erschainen”: GA 40, 108.31; indeed, “nur als Erscheinen”: ibid., 147.29-30.

16. On the Greek <@0J "< as“inteligible’ in the broad sense, see the author’ s “Nihilism:
Heidegger/Jinger/Arigtotle,” in Burt C. Hopkins, ed., Phenomenology: Japanese and American
Per spectives (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1998), 287, n. 33.

17. The centraity of being as disclosure (esse ut verum esse) in the phenomenologica tradition was
clear from the beginning: cf. Erich Przywara, “Dre Richtungen der Phénomenologie,” Stimmung der
Zeit, 115 (1928), 252-264, ep. 253-254. Heidegger statesthe thesis. “‘[D]as Sein selbst’ ist das Sein
in seiner Wahrheit, welche Wahrheit zum Sein gehdrt, d.h. in welche Wahrheit * Sain’ entschwindet”:
GA 9, 366, note “a’ = Pathmarks, 278, note“a.” [p. 267]

18.“...dasSeinds. . .An-wesen geht das Darsein an”: “Vorwort,” xix.24-25, emphasis added. Also
Zur Sache des Denkens, 23.33-36 = Time and Being, 23.5-8.

19. Heidegger is clear that being-as-presence does not mean presence to asubject: “DasB™'DV im
gE<"*4, das Her- und schon bei-wesen meint nicht, dal? das Anwesende als Gegenstand auf uns, die
Menschen, zukomme’: Was hei 3t Denken? 144.32-33 = What is Called Thinking? 237.21-24.



Rather, it means accessibility for possble sgnificance.

20. “Wenn jedoch zum Sein ds nbF4H das Erscheinen gehort, mul3 der Mensch as Seiender diesem
Erscheinen zugehtren”: GA 40, 148.15-16 (cf. ibid., 148.8-10). “Zu ihr [= nbF4H] gehort
Vernehmung, ihr [d.h. der nbF4H] Walten it Mitwalten von Vernehmung: ibid., 147.33-34 (cf.
147.22-25).

21. “Seinwes al s Erscheinen” and “nur ds Erscheinen”: GA 40, 108.31 and 147.29-30. But
ErscheinenisT8Zhg4™: “in die Unverborgenheit treten”: ibid., 147.30. But that iswhat nbF4H is. “das.

.aus dem Verborgenen sich bringen”: ibid., 17.18-19; cf. “Anwesen und Erscheinen”: ibid., 76.13.
Therefore Heidegger equates the two: “die T8Zhg4™ und die nbF4H, das Sein ds Unverborge1het"
ibid., 129.9-10; also 142.5. Cf. “nbF4H in Sch schon T8Zhg4™*, well 6DbBJgFh™"4 n48gA”: GA 2,
282, note “ a’; “18Zhgd". . . ds Grundcharakter der nbF4H": GA 65, 8186, 306.7 and 8207, 329.24;
“ Hervorkommen—ajsrder-Verborgmheit (im Sinn der nbF4H)” equeted with “das Aufgehen-in-die-
T8Zhg4™”: GA 15, 331.5-8 = Martin Heidegger, Vier Seminare, trans. Curd Ochwadt (Frankfurt
am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1977), 69.5-8.

22. Cf. “Die Wahrheit des Seins und so dieses [Sein] selbst west nur, wo and wann Da-sein”: GA 65,
§ 261.22-23, which echoes “ Allerdings nur solange Dasein ist, das heif die ontische Mdglichkeit von
Sainsverddndnis, ‘gibt es Sain”: GA 2, 281.1-2, and “Sein aber ‘ist’ nur im Verstehen des Seienden,
ZU dessen Sein S0 etwas wie Seinsverstandnis gehort”: ibid., 244.5-6.

23. “Denn diese [ontologische] Unterscheidung  entspringt ja gerade einem Fragen nach dem Selenden
as solchem (nach der Seiendheit)”: GA 65, §132, 250.21-23.

24. Leitfrage, Grundfrage: GA 65, 82, 6.29-30, 834, 75.26-27 and 76.8; 8193, 313.23-24. Cf. “.
.. meine Philosophie, die nicht nur, wie ale Philosophie bisher nach dem Sain des Seienden fragt (I’ ére
de |’ &ant) sondern nach der Wahrheit des Seins (lavéité de I’ ére)”: Heidegger’ s private letter to Jean
Beaufret, November 23, 1945, cited in Martin Heidegger, Lettre sur |” humanisme, 2nd edition, ed.
and trans. Roger Munier (Paris: Aubier, Editions Montaigne, 1964), 182.9-13. See “das Denken, des
die Wahrheit des Seins zu denken versucht und nicht wie dle Ontologie die Wahrheit des Seienden”:

GA 9, 380.23-25 = Pathmarks, 289.3-4.

25. “die Frage, inwiefern es Anwesenheit ds solche geben kann”: Zur Sache des Denkens, 77.17-
18 = On Time and Being, 70.9-10. Also “die vorgangige Ermdglichung der Offenbarkeit von
Seiendem Uberhaupt”: GA 9, 114.26-27 = Pathmarks, 90.32; “Grund und Zulassung der Seiendheit,”
GA 68, 51.5. [p. 268]

26. Was hei 3t Denken? 147.19-20 = What Is Called Thinking? 241.10.

27. On “the enabling power” /das Tauglichmachendeas J1 T("'h "<, see GA 9, 228.10-11 =
Pathmarks, 175.6-7 (aso Ermdglichen, Ermdglichung: ibid., 228.8, 24 = Pathmarks, 175.4, 19).
Compare “die Bedingung der Méglichkeit desSenS/erstandnlsees” GA 24, 405.12-13 =
Pathmarks, 286.9-10. Concerning 'BX6g4<"" J-H @UF\"*H (Republic VII, 509 b 9) and the world
as“das Umwillen” see GA 26, 203-252 = Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, 159-195. On
ontologicd difference: GA 65, 8258, 423.27-424.23.

28. Verhalten: GA 9, 184.15-22 = Pathmarks, 141.22-28. In this passage Heidegger indicates the
“intentiond” or “revelatory” aspect of such comportment by the phrases “dal? [das Verhdten)]. . .jean
ein Offenbares al s ein solches sch hdt,” “offengtdndig zum Saenden,” and “[dag] offengténdige
Bezug.” | am grateful to Professor Charles B. Guignon for helpful discussons on this point.



29. In Being and Time the “preparatory fundamentd” question (GA 2, 24.2) was answered in Part
One, Divison One (and extended into Divison Two), while the “fundamental question” itsdf (die
Fundamentdfrage: GA 2, 6.30; 37.8, etc.) was reserved for the unpublished Part One, Division Three,
“Timeand Beng.”

30. “Esgilt, das Da-sein in dem Sinne zu erfahren, dal3 der Mensch das ‘Dd, d.h. die Offenheit des
Sainsfir ihn, selbst i st, indem er es Ubernimmt, Se zu bewahren und bewahrend zu entfalten”: GA 15,
415.10-13 = Vier Seminare, 145.10-13. Cf. “&releld’: Martin Heidegger, Zollikoner Seminare.
Protokolle -- Gespréache -- Briefe, ed. Medard Boss (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann,
1987) 157.7; hereinafter abbreviated as Zollikon. Also Heidegger's privete letter to Beaufret, in
Lettre sur | humanisme, 182.29-184.3; “Der Mensch west so, dal3er das‘Da. . .it": GA 9,
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92. “Vorwort,” xvii.29-31. (“p. 39" refersto SZ 39.39 = GA 2, 53.22)) Cf.: “Damit wird nicht gesagt,
‘Sainund Zeit' sa fir mich selbst etwas Vergangenes geworden; ich bin auch heute noch nicht
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303.22.

98. Homeessness: GA 40, 160.10ff., 176.2-4, 178.19, etc. Neediness: ibid., 171.32, 176.30,
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End of endnotes.



