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[p. 287]

The period after World War Two saw the emergence both of the so-called later Heidegger and
of the corresponding problem of the unity of histhought. Although his mgor work, Sein und Zeit,
1927 (=SZ) had announced Heidegger's intention of working out the meaning of being (Sein), his
publications up through 1943, with the exception of the brief Vom Wesen der Wahr heit, presented
only his preparatory anadyss of human openness (Dasein). However, Heidegger's post-war
publications seemed to emphasize “being itsdf” (the history of being, being as language, pre-Socratic
notions of being, the withdrawa of being in the modern world) and indeed dmost seemed to
hypostasize being into an "other” with alife of itsown. This sate of affairs, combined with Heldegger's
announcement in 1953 that SZ would be left atorso, gave rise to such questions as whether his later
thought was ill phenomenologica, how it might be continuous with his earlier writings, and how, if
indeed at dl, it was to be understood.

A first wave of scholarly engagement with the later Heidegger was issued in a number of
important writings which, because they were published before 1966, fal outside the scope of the
present essay. H.-G. Gadamer's Wahrheit und Methode (1960), while based on Heidegger, opened
up origind new pathsinto hermeneutics and its gpplication to literary aswell as philosophica texts.
Significant interpretations gppeared in German (Allemann, Demske, von Herrmann, Lowith, Marx,
Poggler, Pugliese, Schulz, Volkmann-Schluck, Wiplinger), French (Biemd, Birault, Chapelle, Guilead,
Levinas, Wahl), English (King, Kockemans, Langan, Richardson, [p. 288] Seidd, Spiegelberg,
Vycinas), Itdian (Chiodi, Vatimo) and Dutch (IJssdling). Secondary literature on Heidegger from
1945 through 1965 ran to amost 1800 titles.

From 1966 until his death in 1976 Heidegger published some essays, a seminar and alecture
course [1-8], but, most importantly, he began the publication of his Gesamtausgabe. Among the most
sgnificant works that will appear in this Collected Edition are the heretofore unpublished texts and
notes from his lecture courses and seminars from 1923 through 1944. Some of these have recently
appeared [9-18], but the entire project will require some years to be completed.

The present report is devoted exclusvely to Heidegger's own publications between 1966 and
today, and particularly to the topics of (1) the development of his early thought in dialogue with Husserl
and Arigtotle and (2) the unity of his thought around the notion of Ereignis (the opening up of the open
gpace required for meaning), for these two topics come to the fore most clearly in Heidegger's latest
publications. The secondary literature on Heidegger continues to expand (almost 2000 titles since
1966), and some of these works are listed in the bibliography at the end. Inevitably, some very good
studies had to be omitted for lack of space.

A word about thetitle of thisessay isin order. One cannot pesk of a'"philosophy of mind” in
Heidegger without serious and mgor qudifications. The center of his thought remained, in the broadest



sense, the correlation between the being of entities and human being. Thus he considered the issues of
mind, consciousness, and knowledge -- in short, subjectivity -- to be two steps removed from "the thing
itself,” first because they were derived problematicsin relaion to human openness (Dasein), and
secondly because Dasein in turn received its meaning from the nature of being itsdlf. It istrue that the
question of intentiondity ("mind") served as Heldegger's entr ée to working out the meaning of human
being, but in the process Heidegger shifted the weight from intentiondity to what he called
transcendence. Nonethdless, with the qudifications that will emerge below, we may try to gain access
to Heidegger's own topic via the problematic of mind. Thefirst step isto locate, by way of a schematic
overview, the generd lines of Heldegger's central issue.

[p. 289]
I.  THE QUESTION OF THE MEANING OF BEING

Heidegger began philosophy in 1907 with the reading of Franz Brentano's 1862 dissertation,
Von der mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles[2, p. 81]. He learned that the
Greek particle on has both a gerundive sense (to-be-in-being: sein) and a substantive sense (that-
which-isiin-being: das Seiende). From that was born his question: If that-which-is-in-being has severa
senses, what is the meaning of being of entities in its very ground or “andogica unity”? In another
phrasng: What is it that lets being come about at al in human experience? Or: What isthat "gives' or
"dispenses’ being within the range of human experience? The focus is not on the being-of -entities but on
what makes possible the experience of the being of entities.

The question may seem to coincide with that of traditional metaphysics, viz., the investigation of
entitiesin their common being (ontology) and of being in its highest ingtance (theology). But Heldegger
was interested not in the ontological or theologica characterigtics of the being of entities, but rather in
what it isthat allows for the experience of dl modes of being; or: what it isthat "gives/dispenses’ the
being of entities to human experience. Heidegger takes a step back, asit were, back behind all
ontologica and theologica ways of discussing being, and he seeks to discuss the provenance of dl
modes of the experienced being of entities. On the way to SZ Heidegger transformed the question of
being in two ways, one which we may cdl "phenomenologicd™ and the other "kinetic.”

The phenomenological transformation. Being for Heldegger is aways the being of entities,
but he interprets such being not as the raw existence of entities but as their meaningful disclosure to
human experience. Whereas entities may exist gpart from whether or not human beings exig, being as
the meaningful givenness of entities never "is' gpart from human experience. Being is the meaning of
entities. But Heidegger’ s question concerns the meaning of being. This question about the meaning of
being (dso caled the question of the "truth” or disclosure or giving/dispensation of being) concerns
how it happens that the being-of-entities (not just entities, but entitiesin their being) is given or
dispensed to human experience. That question shifts the emphass from the relation of intentiondity
between human experience and the meaningful entities it encounters, to the reation of transcendence
between human experience and whatever it is that makes possible the being of entities. Aswe shall see
below, Heidegger's phenomenologica transformation of traditiona ontology entailed an ontologica
trandformation of traditiona phenomenology.

Thekinetic transformation. Heidegger alows that the tradition did discuss the being of
entities in more or less explicit correaion with human experience, but he daims that metaphysics failed
to see whatever it isthat gives or "digpenses’ (makes possible) the being of entities. that being is
intringcaly kinetic, i.e., an ontologica movement of disclosure that is bound up with the ontologica
movement of human being itself. Thus metaphysics interpreted the being of entities as one or another
form of stable presentnessin conjunction with human being as a stable subject. Heidegger's kinetic
transformation of the being-question entailed (1) working out the meaning of kinesisin Arigtotle asan
ontologica presence-by-absence; (2) determining human nature as an ontologica [p. 290] movement



of presence-by-absence (transcendence); and (3) interpreting the "dispensation of being”
(Sainsgeschick) as an ontologica movement that renders entities present-in-their-current-form-of -
being by somehow remaining "itsdf" in rdaive absence (a-letheia). Aswe shdl see below,
Hedegger's kinetic transformation of the being-question entailed the retrieva or articulation of what
Arigotle and the Greeks left unsaid.

In their unity, Heidegger's two transformations of traditiona ontology point to asingle issue: the
essence of human being as a pres-ab-sential movement (called "transcendence”) that makesit possible
for entities to gppear in their being, or equdly, for the being of entities to show up in human experience.
The name Heldegger gave centra issueisitsdf akinetic term, Ereignis or appropriation, which is
Heldegger'sinterpretative trandation of kinesisin Aritotle. In the last section of this essay we shadl see
how appropriation is the unifying issue of Heidegger's thought.

. THE POLEMIC WITH HUSSERL

In recent publications [8, 14, 17] Heidegger has clarified for the firgt time explicitly and at length
his debts to and disagreements with Husserl. By andlyzing how Heidegger's own thought grew out of
and yet away from Husserl, we shdl see how Heidegger began to transform phenomenology from a
philosophy of mind into a philosophy of appropriation.

A. Heidegger's debts to Husser|

Phenomenology was born of the effort to gain an a priori science of mind as the foundation for
scientific philosophy and ultimately for philosophicaly grounded empirica sciences. Thefirg stepin
that direction was Franz Brentano's Psychol ogie vom empirischen Standpunkt (1874). Brentano
methodicaly bracketed the metgphysical claim of the existence of mind as a substance in order to focus
presuppositionlessdy on menta experiences just as they directly reved themsdlves to immanent
gpperception. The goa of his empirica-descriptive (as contrasted with an experimenta-genetic)
psychology was firdt to describe the essentia structure of menta experiences and then to arrange and
classify them according to their natura order. Inner apperception -- not to be [p. 291] confused with a
supposed introspection -- reved s that the common characterigtic of dl menta experiencesis
directedness toward or reference to a meant object (Beziehung auf ein Objekt, intentionale/mentale
I nexistenz eines Gegenstandes), whether or not that object actualy exists in the world. The essence
of mentd experience isintentiondity -- the minding-of-the-meant.

Whereas Brentano only showed that intentiondity characterizes mentd experience, Edmund
Husserl's Logische Unter suchungen, 1900/01, (=LU) worked out the essence of intentionadlity, at
leest initslogicd performances, with regard to: its bivaent structure of intentio and intentum; the way
the intentum is had, viz., in the "how" of its being-intended; the possihilities of empty and fulfilled
intention; and the nature of truth as an intentiond identity-synthesis of the meant and the perceived.

But asfar as Heldegger was concerned, the mgjor achievement of LU was the discovery that
the being of entities can itsalf be rendered present as a phenomenon through categorid intuition. Taking
expressed language as his clue, Husserl showed that not dl parts of an assertion can find intuitive
fulfillment in sensuous perception. For example, in the statement " The paper iswhite” the intentions
represented by "paper” and "white" can indeed befilled in by the corresponding sense perceptions, but
the state of affairs corresponding to "is' (the paper as being white) does not appear to sensuous
intuition. It remains asurplus over and above the content of sensuous intuition and o requires another
act, founded on sensuous intuition, to render it immediately present: the categorid intuition. The
dimension of the categorid corresponds to what the tradition caled "being." More specificaly, it isthe
"being-as’ dimension of phenomena (X asY =X isY). Therefore, by freeing being from its mere
datus as a copulaand by seeing it as adirectly given phenomenon, Husserl showed that the full range of
phenomenologica immediacy covers not just entities but entities-in-their-mode-of-being, entities as



being such or s0. Intentiondity initsfull range isintringcaly ontologicd, a disclosure of entitiesin ther
being.

Heidegger's debtsto LU were chiefly three and concerned the god, the theme, and the method
of philosophy.

1. Thegoal: Themeaning of being. By discovering that the being of entitiesisan
immediately given phenomenon, Husserl, [p. 292] unbeknownst to himself, had opened the way to a
phenomenologica solution of the traditiond being-question. If dl intentional comportment hasits
intentum in the "how" of its being intended, then categorid intuition likewise sees being in the "how™ of
its being intended or revealed. To Heidegger this suggested a question that went beyond Husserl:
What is the nature of the empty intention that can be "filled in" by being? Or: What isthe rdaive
absence from out of which being is disclosed as presence?

2. Thetheme: The being of intentionality. Husserl had demonstrated that the essence of
al comportment is intentionality, indeed as amovement (directedness to) that reveds (renders present).
To Heidegger this suggested the need to think out the unity of movement and revelation in terms of
presence-and-absence. In Aristotle, movement (kinesis) is the momentary presence that an entity has
on the basis of its sretch towards the privatively absent; and revelation (aletheia) isthe becoming
present of what was heretofore absent. But the intention of being is a stretch into relative absence
(empty intention) that alows being to come from absence to presence (fulfilled intuition). Thusthe god
and the theme of philosophy came together in the one issue of pres-ab-sence: human being's intentiona
movement (presence by absence) as correlative with the revelation of being (presence from out of

ce).

3. The method: Phenomenology. Husserl'sinvestigationsinto logica comportment provided
the modd that should characterize al phenomenology, viz., rigorous andytic description of the a priori
(i.e., the being) of the various modes of intentiondity. For Heldegger phenomenology was a method for
letting intentiondity show itsdf (Ilegein as apophainesthai) just asit shows itsdf to be (phainesthai).
Phenomenology was the ontology of intentiondity. And since intentiondity itself isintringcaly
ontologicd, the phenomenology of intentiondity could lead to solving the question of the meaning of
being in itsanaogica unity. The god, the theme, and the method of philosophy thus form a unity.
Husserl bequeathed to Heidegger a descriptive method for anadyzing the kinetic-disclosive essence of
intentionality for the sake of raisng and answering the question about the absence that alows the being
of entities to become present.

[p. 293]
B. Heidegger's transformation of phenomenology

Heidegger's debts to LU were transformed into tasks insofar as Husserl's later works (1) failed to
follow up the ontologica implications of the discovery of categorid intuition, (2) overlooked everyday
intentiondity in order to study pure consciousness, and (3) legidated the reductions as the necessary
means for moving from the naturd attitude to transcendental consciousness. In Heidegger's eyes these
shortcomings were due to Husserl's inadequate pre-grasp (Vorgriff) of the task of philosophy.

Hedegger's topic was the traditional being-question, phenomenologicdly transformed: how
one"minds being" in its various indantiations and its anadlogica unity. Husserl's ultimate interest, on the
other hand, was the relatively modern one, traceable to Descartes, of building a pure logic or mathesis
universalis on the foundation or pure consciousness. This ultimate god prescribed the penultimate
theme of his philosophy: the episemologicd dlarification of pure consciousness insofar as it can become
the object of universdly vaid satementsin an a priori psychology. And just asthe god prescribed the
theme, s0 the theme dictated the method: that of bracketing intentiondity in the natura attitude so asto



reach transcendental consciousness.

We may spell out Heldegger's disagreements with Hussarl in three areas; the fidd of
phenomenology, its theme, and its method.

1. Thefield: Everydayness vs. theoretical comportment. For Heidegger intentiondity was
primarily operative in the reslm of ordinary habitua experience -- eg., work, conversation, history,
religion -- and it deserved to be treated on its own terms and not, as Husserl would have it, by andogy
with or from the viewpoint of theoretica comportment. Heidegger maintained that Husserl's logica -
theoretica interests not only prevented him from seeing everydayness as the basic field of intentiondity,
but also led him to read the naturd attitude from aprgudicia naturd-scientific viewpoint. His andyses
of perception, for example, tended to interpret perception as amere "staring” at objects (cf. his
descriptions of the famous cube on his desk) rather than redlizing that human beingsfirgt of dl have the
things of their world in pragmeatic concernful dealings (Umgehen mit) and "perceives’ any single thing
only within atotdity of other useful things (a hammer with nails, [p. 294] shingles, etc.). Moreover,
Husserl tended to see human being in the naturd attitude, e.g., the empirical ego, Smply in connection
with psychophysica and neurological processes, hence as athing-entity of nature. In that regard,
Heldegger considered the "naturd attitude”’ in Husserl to be not natura enough.

In Heidegger we may peak of atrangposition of the ontologica as-factor from the theoretical
dimension that Husserl discussed in terms of the categorid intuition to the practica dimension of
everydayness. In ordinary experience human beingslivein their concerns and projects and thus aready
have apracticd, if unthematic, understanding (hermeneia) of the being of themsalves, other people,
tools and nature. For example, when we employ tools for purposes, we know the tool as for
something, and this pragmatic as-factor indicates that human being dready understands the being-
dimension of thetool (X asbeing Y). Infact, Heidegger clams that the Greeks basically experienced
being in this practica modality, as evidenced by their gppropriation of the word ousia -- which refers to
things of practica concern, like tools and houses -- for "being." For Heidegger humans give evidence
that they are aliving understanding of the being of things (= the "hermeneutica as') whenever they
perform atask (usng ahammer to nail) or spdl out a pragmetic concern ("Give me the lighter
hammer"). Theoreticd statements with their categoria or "gpophantic* as-factor (“This hammer weighs
two kilos") are, for Heidegger, derivations from and aleveling down of the primary practical way that
one understands being.

2. Thetheme: Facticity vs. pure consciousness. Heidegger clamed that Husserl,
fascinated by his rediscovery of theided content of logica acts and in kegping with his episemologica
and logicd interests, neglected the ontologica question of the being of red intentiona acts (and more
generdly, the question of the meaning of being as such) in order to focus on pure consciousness.
Hedegger, on the other hand, influenced by Dilthey, found historica existence (facticity) to be "the
point where dl philosophica inquiry arises and to which it returns.” We may note four points of
difference between Heidegger's reading of facticity and Husserl's characterization of pure
CONSCiOUSNESS.

(@) Worldlinessvs. immanence. For Hussarl consciousness isimmanent being, i.e., sdf-
transparent in such away that itsdirect [p. 295] intentiona acts are interior to reflective intentiona acts.
For Heidegger, human beingsin their lived, facticd intentiondity are being-in-the-world, i.e,, dways
"outside’ the supposed immanence of consciousness and concernfully absorbed in worldly contexts of
meaning: the use-world of implements, the co-world of socidity, and, running through both of these, the
saf-world of concern for their own interests. Evidence of human worldlinessis the fact that we dways
find ourselves in moods, that is, "tuned in" to a given worldly context.

(b) Fallennessvs. apodictic self-givenness. For Husserl gpodictic sdf-givennessisthe
index of the presence that direct intentiona acts have for second-order reflective acts, the sdlf-



givenness of consciousnessis in contrast with the givenness of transcendent entities which may not be as
they appear and indeed may not be at al. For Heidegger human being as being-in-the-world is so
absorbed inits intentiond interests and in public opinions (das Man) that our true nature is usudly
hidden from us (fdlenness), and we know oursalves not directly but by reflection (Relucenz) from our
projected concerns (Praestruktion). Far from being a negetive factor that would argue against
intentiondity in everyday life, falenness tetifies that we are so utterly intentional asto belogt in our
interests. It dso indicates the need to "wrest" sdlf-givenness from everyday absorption, but not by a
reduction to some disengaged consciousness. Rather, intentiondity can thematize itself from within its
own movement, e.g., by the breakdown of tools or especialy by the "cal of conscience.”

(c) Thrownness vs. self-position. For Husserl consciousness is absolutely salf-positing (so
much so that the annihilation of the world leavesit untouched) and as such is absolutely condtitutive of
the meaning of transcendent redlity. For Heidegger human being in its facticity does not posit itsaf over
againg the world and then condtitute it presuppositionlessy from some supreme vantage point. Rather,
we find ourselves dready thrown-open (posited into possibilities), which possibilitiesin turn conditute
the meaningfulness or being-dimension of the things we meet in the world. As dready thrown-open
(geworfen), we are aready opened up (vereignet) by possbility, and we attain authentic selfhood, not

sdf-position, by personally regppropriating our openness.
[p. 296]

(d) Minenessvs. pure consciousness. For Hussarl "consciousness' isfindly "pure
consciousness,” seen inits eidetic whatness apart from concretization in a corpored individua. For
Heldegger facticdly lived intentiondity is aways individuated as one's own (Jemeinigkeit), is known
only in"having onesdf" in higorica stuaions (Mich-Selbst-Haben), is bodily and ematively determined
(Befindlichkeit, Stimmung), is dways co-exigting with others (so much so that for the most part
"everyoneisthe other and no oneis himsdf"), and in the find analysisis projected towards the ultimate
persona possihility that is one's degth. In short, "We oursdves are the entities to be andyzed.”
Moreover, factica human being can never be reduced to an atemporal e detic whatness, for our
essence is our very tempora existence, the need to become the projected possibility that we aready
are.

3. The method: Hermeneutical induction vs. phenomenological reduction. Method in
phenomenology is not a technique imposed on the subject matter but smply away of seeing the issue--
intentiondity--in its being. If, following Husserl, we spesk of intentiondity as " condtitution” (“the
property of an act which makes the object present™), then phenomenologica method is the interpreter's
way of re-seeing how intentiond acts congtitute modes of presence. As such, phenomenological
method entails looking away from the thematicaly intended object so asto seeits "how" or mode of
presence, i.e,, its being.

For Husserl intention or condtitution is performed by the absolutely self-positing transcendentd
€go. Therefore the moment of "looking away" becomes aradica bracketing of the entire natura
attitude (with its dready operative understanding of the being of entities) so asto see how entities are
intended by pure consciousness (phenomenol ogica-transcendental reduction), indeed in their essentia
whatness freed from individuating characteristics (eidetic reduction).

But for Heidegger everyday intentiondity aready understands being, and therefore
phenomenologica method is smply the thematization of ordinary life. That does entail a"looking away”
from the thematic objects of intentiond acts. However, thisis not a reflective "looking back” to pure
consciousness, but rather athemeatic "looking ahead” into the realm of projected possibilities that is the
practicd being-dimengon of entities, their way of [p. 297] being present. Phenomenologica method
for Heidegger is not reduction but induction (epagoge: cf. Physics A, 2, 185, b 13), a second-order
hermeneutics that explicates the first-order hermeneutical understanding of being that we dready are.



By "induction" Heidegger does not mean reasoning from particulars to universals but rather re-seeing
(Hinftihrung zu) the being-dimension one has dready seen, bringing it into explicit view, and reading
entitiesin terms of it. When the entity to be andyzed is onesdlf, then hermeneutica induction is
"resolve’: conscioudy seeing and regppropriating the appropriation-by-possbility that one dready is. In
1921 Heidegger caled this"die Wiederholung des Lebens.”

This brief presentation of Heidegger's disagreement with Husserl with regard to the field, the
theme and the method of phenomenology has merely sketched out the parameters within which
Hedegger intended to work out, in a phenomenologica way, this question of the analogical unity of
being. Hefilled in that areawith his Sudy of Aristotle.

1.  THE RETRIEVAL OF ARISTOTLE

Hedegger was convinced that Arigtotl€'s treatises condtituted an implicitly phenomenologica
philosophy of everydayness without the obscuring intervention of a philosophy of subjectivity. But it
was aso clear that Aristotle moved within the Greek horizon of being as the stable presentness of
entities. Heldegger's reading of Arigtotle, therefore, had two tasks: that of explicating what Aristotle
said about the gppearance of being in everyday life and that of retrieving what Aristotle did not say
about movement as the condition of that appearance.

Arigtotle described wisdom as "philosophizing about truth: (Meta, A, 3, 983 b 2), not about the
concept of truth but about the presentation process that lets entities be seen as what and how they are.
We may follow out Heidegger's examination of that presentation process in Aristotle under three
headings. the place and kinds of truth; the structure of linguigtic truth; and the kinetic condition of truth;
Heidegger worked out these questions in his 1925-26 course on logic [10].

[p. 298]
A. The place and kinds of truth

The tradition has generaly appeaed to Aristotle as the source of its double claim that the proper locus
of truth is the judgment or assertion and that the essence of truth consists in the correspondence of a
judgment with an objective Sate of affairs. Apart from the problems inherent in the position itsdf (e.g.,
how mentd representations can accord with worldly facts), Heidegger chdlengesthe claim that this
doctrine can be found in Aristotle. Heidegger finds in the Aristotelian trestises a hierarchy of the
"places’ of truth:

1 entities as autodisclosive (on alethes)
2. human being as disclogive of entitles (psyche as aletheuein)
a inintuition (aisthesis, noesis)
b.  incompostion (logos)
I. preverbd: disclosve comportment (epistemesophia; phronesis, techne)
ii. verbd:  disclosive speech (logos apophantikos).
—our remarks about this hierarchy are In orde.

1 For Arigotle the primary and proper locus of truth (disclosure) is not human being at dl
but entitiesthemsdves. In Metaphysics X, 10, atext which Heidegger defends as authentic, Aristotle
says that the most proper characteristic of entities insofar as they are encountered by usis their sdif-
disclosure in their whatness and howness (eidos). The being of entitiesisther gppearing, and humans
are revelaory in asecondary sense, i.e, insofar as we take things just asthey reved themsalvesto be
(1051 b 6-9).

2. When Arigtotle consders truth or disclosure as a performance of human being, he
assarts that its primary locus is not judgment (logos apophantikos) but intuition, whether sensuous or,



above dl, noetic. Because judgment is by nature a synthetic and dia-logistic disclosure of a complex
date of affairs (legein: to bind together, dialegein: to say one thing through ancther), it has the
possibility of falsehood aswell as of truth and so is not the primary mode of human disclosure.

3. Intuition is the primary mode of disclosure because it immediately presents its object
without the possibility of falsehood. [p. 299] Sensuousintuition dways aims & its proper object (to
idion) and in that senseisawaystrue (De An,, 11, 3, 427 b 11). Noetic intuition discloses its proper
object by just "seeing” or "touching” (thigein) it. It discovers and never covers over (pseudesthai); at
wordt it isnot error but Smply non-seeing (agnoein, 1052 a 1-4).

4, Moreover, when Arigtotle in Nicomachean Ethics VI congiders human being insofar
asit "haslogos’ (to Iogon echon), he considers logos in its prelinguigtic or preverbd function of
disclosive comportment [18]. He firgt distinguishes the two parts of logos -- the theoretical, ordered to
the eterna and unchanging and the practical, ordered to the changeable -- and then asserts that the
function of both partsis disclosure. The theoretica modes of disclosure are sophia (wisdom) and
epi steme (discursive knowledge), whereas the practical modes are phronesis (prudence or
crcumspect indght: umsichtige Einsicht) and techne (know-how about the being of what isto be
produced: Schauskennen). These four modes of composite-revelatory behavior are called hexels,
ways that humans essentidly "have themselves' as disclosive in preverba comportment. For Arigtotle
the best of these modes (beltiste hexis) was wisdom, whereas for Heldegger, with his practical and
higtoricd interests, the best of prudence. But since human being as prudentia is dways posited in a
world, Heidegger combined the two practica disclosve virtuesinto his notion of concern: human beings
ultimately act for their own good (phronesis) and to that end carry out practica projects (techne).

The results of Heldegger's reading of the place and kinds of disclosurein Aristotle are: firdt, the
location of disclosure primarily in entities themselves, i.e,, in their being, and, secondly, the unfolding of
apanoply of modes of disclosure in human beings, with judgment or assertion being the last. Within the
logos-modes of disclosure Heldegger emphasizes the preverbd over the verbal: logos is a preverba
"reading"’ (Rede) of the world as such and S0, before it is ever poken out in language. And within the
preverba he emphasizes -- againgt Aristotle -- the practical over the theoretica. This shift, of course,
was basic to his own trestment of concern, tool-use, and the worldhood of theworld in SZ.

[p. 300]
B. Thestructure of linguistic disclosure

In order to work out a phenomenology of disclosure in human being'slinguistic or verba
comportment, Heidegger turned to Aristotle's De Interpretatione, atregtise on intdligibility
(hermeneia) both in the broad sense of reference and in the narrow sense of assertion (apophansis).
Here above dl Heidegger's effort was to retrieve from Aristotle a heretofore unarticulated
phenomenology of facticity. The following presentsin rough fashion Arigtotles schematization of
anguage in the treatise, with help from De Anima.

Non-
signifying/ Signifying/r efer ential
referential phone semantike
psophos
monon




Simple utterance
phasis

Complex utterance: discursvity

apophantikos

(Optative,

subjective,

imperative
moods)

logos
Noun Verb Non-
onoma rhema presentative Presentative
ouk

apophantikos

(Indi cative mood)
Affirmation Negation
kataphasis apophasis
true | false true | false

According to this diagram, the structure of disclosive language conssts of: (1) sounds that refer (2) to
complex states of affairs, (3) in such away that they present something as something (4) with the daim
that it is or isnot the case, (5) with the possibility that the claim may be either true or false (correct or
incorrect). Heidegger firgt explainsthis position and the "retrieves’ whét it leaves unsaid.

1. Reference. Whereas animas make sounds, only humans can make an utterance, i.e, a

meaningful or referentid sound (phone semantike). Arigtotle delinestes the characteristics of reference
[p. 301] in five interconnected ways.




(8 The sound must be meta phantasias (De An., 11, 8, 420 b 33), that is, about an eidos, not
as some "species’ in the sense of a"menta representation” but about something that can show itsdlf in
the world of human possibility [19].

(b) A referentid utterance isfound only hoti genetai symbolon (De Interp., 16 a 27), only
when there is a binding together (syn + ballein) of human being and the being of aworldly entity.

() Meaningful sounds are hermeneia (420 b 19) in the broad sense, i.e., delousi ti (cf. De
Interp., 17 a 18): they create acirde of inteligibility by showing something, even if they do not yet
show it from itsdf(apo-phainesthai).

(d) Referentia utterances are not physei but kata syntheken (17 a 1): they do not arise from
nature but from convention, i.e., by the historica actions and socid intercourse of men.

(e) Findly, referentid utterances are intrindgcally socid (cf. ho akousas eremesen, 16 b 21),
oriented towards others with whom the speaker shares the world, and directed to effecting the hearer's
agreement.

In summary, for Heidegger the referentia character of language showsthat we are: in the world;
transcendent to the being of entities; hermeneuticd, i.e. caught up in inteligibility; higtoricd; and socid.

2. Mere utterance vs. talk. While al utterances are referentia, not dl referentid utterances
conditute talk (logos). Nouns and verbs, for example, are indeed referential sounds, but, taken by
themsdves, they are only namings (phaseis). A noun names a thing without reference to time; averb
has a reference to time and to synthesis (legomenon kat'heteron, 16 b 5), yet it posits neither the time
nor the synthesis but remains only asign (semeion) of such positing. Tak requires synthesswith
regard to time.

3. Meretalk vs. apophantic talk. Whileal tak refersto complex states of affairsin a
tempora synthesis, not al talk is presentative (apophantikos) of a ate of affairs so asto let it be seen
fromitself. According to Aristotle prayers, commands, wishes, definitions and the like are indeed talk
but not gpophantic talk, not talk which can be ether true or false. Arigtotle refers discussion of mere
talk to the Poetics and the Rhetorics (17 a7), and in that latter treatise Heidegger found the basis for
hisown [p. 302] discussion of "meretak” (Gerede) in SZ [19].

4. Apophantic talk: Two levels of disclosure. Insofar as gpophantic or presentative talk
does not something forth to be seen, it is dways true or disclosive in the broad sense of bringing
something out of hiddenness; the opposite of to alethes in this wide sense isto lanthanomenon, that
which does not appear. However within this broad revelatory function, gpophantic talk can be either
true or false in the narrow sense of correctness’ incorrectness. Thefirst level of disclosure has no
counterpart of fasehood: it isasimple tendency to disclose. This primary presentationd disclosureis
our dianoetic participation in noetic intuition; Heidegger cdlsit "the disclosve having of an entity” (inits
being), or more smply, the pre-having (Vorhabe). The second leve of truth is embedded within
primordia disclosure and runs the risk of presenting something incorrectly as well as correctly. The
basis of predicative truth-or-falsehood is prepredicative presentationa disclosure.

5. Disclosure in affirmation and denial . Assertoric or categorid tak, whether affirmation
or denia, presumes the prepredicative gppearance of the phenomenon and then speaks from (apo-) the
phenomenon so asto show it (-phainesthai) as such and so or as not such and so, with the possibility
that such showing may be correct or incorrect. What condtitutes the possibility of correct assertoric
talk isthe same as what congtitutes the possibility of incorrect assertoric tak: the structure of composing
and dividing (synthesis, diairesis). Arigtotle says that fasehood (and therefore truth in the narrow



sense of correctness) is possible only where there is synthesis (De An., 430 b 1), and he adds that
synthesisinitsdf isdso adiairesis. Itisnot the case that affirmative judgments compose the subject
and predicate whereas negative judgments divide them. Rather, composition and divison both occur in
every judgment, whether affirmative or negative, whether true or false. Hence, synthesisand diairesis
are two names for a sngle bivalent phenomenon. The unity of synthesis and diairesis, whatever that
might be, is the condition for the possibility of both correctness and incorrectness.

Arigtotle did not question "below™ the composing-dividing structure of assertoric talk to the [p.
303] underlying condition of its possbility. Heidegger'sretrieva of Aristotle finds that underlying
phenomenon to be movement in the form of what he cdls the "hermeneuticd as"

C. Movement as the ontological condition of truth

Heldegger's aticulation of linguidtic disclosure in Arigtotle had two mgjor results: first it showed that
gpophantic logos has amoment of primoridia disclosure with no counterpart of falsehood; secondly, it
showed that, within that primordia disclosure, affirmation and denia can be ether true or fase because
of the unified sructure of synthesis-diairesis. In hisretrieva of the unsaid in Aristotle's position,
Heidegger brought these two insghts together and (1) interpreted the unity of synthesisand diairesisin
terms of the primordia disclosure in terms of movement.

1. Primordial disclosure asthe hermeneutical as. To know an entity isto know it as being
such and s0. And in the practical mode of comportment, that entails knowing the entity as "being for"
such and such apurpose. Indeed, the "as-for" dimension (Wozu) iswhat is priorly known when one
knows an entity. That is, we can get involved with an entity only by being aready beyond it, by having
dready understood it as being for something. This primordia, unthematic, prepredicative understanding
of an entity’s being iswhat Heildegger cdled the "hermeneuticd as™” Thisisthe underlying structure that
makes possible assartoric compogtion of a subject with itslogicaly distinguishable predicate: synthesis
and diairesis. To synthesizeisto distinguish, and the assertoric synthesis-digtinction (the "apophantic
as') rests on the prepredicative synthesis-digtinction (the "hermeneutical as') of entities and what they
arefor.

2. Primordial disclosure as transcendence. Heidegger interprets human being, insofar as it
dready knows the being-dimension of entities, as "transcendence’ to that dimension, i.e., as being
beyond entities and disclosive of the possibilitiesin terms of which entities can be understood. This
kinetic exceeding of entities he cals our Immer-schon-vorweg-sein, our "aways dready being out
ahead” of entities. Thismovement is disclosure in the primordia sense; Heidegger cdlsit "world-
disclosure” and it [p. 304] corresponds to the diairesissmoment of the hermeneuticd as. In hislecture
course, Die Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik (Feb. 27, 1930 [20]) Heidegger said that diairesis, seen
as human being's transcendence, "pulls human being asunder, as it were, and grants it a stretching-
ahead, takes it away into the possible..." But at the same time we return from that transcendence to
entities 0 as to know them in terms of possibility, i.e., "so asto dlow the possible -- as what
empowers the actual -- to speak back to the actua in abinding way..., binding or bonding it:
synthesis." Clearly the unity of diairesis as transcendence to the being of entities and synthesis asthe
return to entitiesin their being condtitutes the kinetic structure of the hermeneutical as, which in turn
makes possible truth and fasehood in assartions. Human being is nothing other than this disclosive
movement of transcendence and return: excess to being and access to entities.

Hedegger's study of Husserl and Arigtotle transformed the traditiond question of being by
putting it on a phenomenologica and akinetic base. Husserl provided Heidegger with a method for
andyzing the intentiond disclosure of being, Aristotle let Heidegger see the kinetic basis for that
disclosure. Disclosure and movement came together in the answer Heldegger gave to the question of
the meaning of being: Ereignis or appropriation.



IV.  THEUNITY OF HEIDEGGER'STHOUGHT: OPENNESS

Hedegger scholarship is haunted by a tendency to hypostasize being into an autonomous
"other," separate from entities and from human being. Often Heldegger's own way of speaking about
being seems to abet this misunderstanding. But it is sure that being is not athing or event off by itsdf
(cf. Physics B, 1, 193 b 5: ou choriston on) but rather is only the disclosve Structure of entities,
distinguishable from entities but neither separate from nor reducible to them. Moreover, it is
disinguishable only by human beings (cf. ibid., all'e kata ton logon), specificaly through our kinetic
dructure of transcendence-and-return. When Heidegger spesks of the meaning of being (or equally:
the time-character of being, the truth of being, the clearing of being [8]), he is smply naming [P. 305]
that which gives or dispenses the being/intelligibility of entities within human experience. Thus,
when we spesk below about "appropriation,” we are Smply referring to the unified source of the many
ways that entities are disclosed in their being to human understanding.

At the beginning of SZ Heldegger stated a threefold program that hefilled out over the next fifty
years. (1) the andysis of the kinetic structure of human being with regard to disclosure, (2) the andysis
of the kinetic ructure of disclosurein itsandogicad unity, and (3) arenterpretation of the history of
metaphysicsin the light of the kinetic structure of disclosure. In order to see the unity of Heldegger's
thought around the notion of gppropriation, we shal follow this threefold program.

A. Thekinetic structure of human being

A recent publication of Heidegger's[9] dlows us to see the smplicity and unity of the andyses
of human being's kinetic structure as worked out more densdly in SZ. To date it schematicdly: human
being as transcendence (exigtentidly-facticaly ahead of itsdlf in possibilities) holds open the world
within which one can have meaningful accessto entities. Asan "excess' that has "access' to entities,
human being is cdled the "there," that is, "opnenness,” the open area of intdligibility. Thekinetic
gructure that holdsthis areaopeniscdled "care” Thefirg divison of SZ works out the bivaent
gructure of care, while the second divison defines that structure in terms of movement.

1. The bivalent structure of care. We have dready seen that the structure that makes for
human being's practica disclosive activity (e.g., in usng tools) is transcendence-and-return, one's
excess-and-access. SZ spdls out the excess-dimension in terms of exigtentidity and facticity (or
project and positedness) and spells out the access-dimension as presence-to (Sein bei). By
exigentidity and facticity, taken as a unity, Heidegger means that human being is posited or thrown into
its proper condition of living ahead of itsdlf in possibility, and specificdly in the possibilities that
condtitute given worldly contexts. By presence-to-entities Heidegger means that humans understand
entities, relate to them, and are usualy [p. 306] absorbed in them (fdlenness). The definition of careis.
"being-aready-out-ahead-in-possihilities as being-present-to-entities.” 1t merely articulates Heidegger's
undergtanding of the unity of diairesis-synthesis.

2. The " temporal” structure of care. The second division of SZ firg of dl showsthet the
ultimate term of human being's aready-aheadness is one's death, not in the sense of a future demise but
as ever-present finitude that is concretized in on€s dying. "Being towards death” is not to be
understood as a directionality towards a moment that has not yet come. Rather, it means that, asfinite,
human being isdways"a the point of death." Secondly, divison two discusses how human being might
appropriate its essentidly finite condition. The "cdl of conscience” is the radical awareness of one's
essentid finitude; when heeded, that awareness issues in a decision to accept and affirm what one
dready is. This"resolve" is disclosure of onesdf to onesdlf intheform of a"retrieva” of onesdlf.

The analyses of finitude and self-disclosure round out the proper wholeness of human being's
kinetic structure and dlow it to be defined in its "tempord" sructure. By "tempordity" Heidegger
means nothing chronologicd or linear but rather the way in which human being's essentid movement is



generated (zeitigt sich).

@ As ahead of itsdf, human being is dways becoming its proper possbility, death. This
becoming or coming-towards (Zukommen) condtitutes what is caled the exigentid "future” (Zukunft).

(b) However, what human being is becoming iswhét it dreedy and essentidly is: itsfinitude
concretized initsdying. In the existential scheme, the "past” as something by-goneis replaced by the
"dready-essentid” or "dreadiness’ (Gewesenheit). Thisis Heidegger'sinterpretation of Arigtotlesto ti
en einai (hetrandates. das jeweils schon voraus Wesende), and it points to the a priori determination
that is registered in human being'sfacticity. The exigentid "future’ and exigentia "dreadiness’ belong
together: human being is becoming what it dreedy is.

(© The unified movement of becoming on€'s dreadiness gives human being its proper
"present moment” or Stuation, within which it can authentically understand itsdlf and properly render
entities present instead of just being absorbed in them.

The upshot of SZ isthat the bivaent structure of care finds its meaning in "temporad™ movemen.
Again, excess (becoming what [p. 307] one dready essentialy is) makes possible access (the
meaningful presence of entitites). The next question is how "timeisthe origina essence of being” ([16]
lecture of February 24, 1931).

B. The kinetic structure of disclosure

In the late ‘twenties Heidegger had hoped to read off the disclosure of the being of entities, as
itself kinetic, from the kinetic nature of human being as world-disclosive. His recently published work,
Die Grundprobleme der Phanomenologie [9], was afalled attempt in that direction. In the ‘thirties
Hedegger tried a different gpproach to the problem of the kinetic unity of disclosure: through
interpretations of Holderlin [15] and above dl Aristotle [1, pp. 239-301].

1. Movement in Aristotle Whereas his earlier andyses of De Inter pretatione read
movement Smply in terms of human being's transcendence-and-return, Heidegger's later interpretations
of Physics Il and 111 studied movement in terms of the sdf-disclosure of entities. In both cases,
however, kinesisis an ontologica affair. It isthe kind of being that characterizes moving entities. A
moving entity is one that does not fully appear (is not completely present) and yet does gppear in its
incompletion. Its presence is dways fraught with absentiaity: anot yet and ano longer, acoming into
and agoing from presence. But such rdative absentidity is precisdy what lets the entity be amoving
entity. Therefore, to know amoving entity as what it truly is means to keep present to mind not only
the present entity but aso the presence of the absentiality that makesit amoving entity. The
presence-of -its-absentidity is the moving entity's being-structure. We may call it "pres-ab-sentidity.”

Arigotleés word for the pres-ab-sentidity of moving entities is dynamis, aword for "being.” It
does not mean "mere possibility” but rather "imperfect presence’ or "movement into presence” As
Hedegger interpretsit, it meansthe same as kinesis. Indeed, he trand ates both words coequaly as
Eignung and Ereignung: “the appropriation into presence of what is not fully present,” an entity’s
coming into presence from out of absence. It iscrucid to note that the absentid dimension of an entity's
[p. 308] emergenceinto presenceisitself present in its own way, viz., as "privative presence," and
therefore can be experienced. (Examples: anticipation of the future of an entity or retention of its past
[2, p. 13]).

Dynamis and kinesis are the origin of Heldegger'sterm Ereignis. Thisword describes a
moving entity's disclogve gructure, itsbeing. Since being is dways and only the disclosive structure of
entities, "gppropriation” does not name a separate hypostasis but only the common way that dl moving



entities disclose themsaves.

2. Appropriation in Heidegger. Aristotle held that, properly spesking, only natura entities --
as contrasted with artifacts -- have their being as movement. However, Heildegger maintains thet all
entities, insofar as they are autodisclosve phenomena, have their being as movement into appearance.
They may come from complete unknownness into knownness, or from digtortion into clarity, or from
forgottenness into remembrance. All of these are modes of gppropriation, ways an entity comes into
presence. Thus, to see an entity as disclosed isto seeit askinetic. And that means not only seeing the
present entity but aso (indeed priorly) co-seeing the being of the entity, its pres-ab-sentidity.

[p. 309]

Thereisan essentia between the self-disclosive structure of human being and the autodisclosive
structure of entities only on the basis of the former does the latter happen. Human being is present to
itsdlf -- that is, isthe openness of Da-sain -- only by being appropriated into its own sdlf-absence. But
the openness (Da) isthe arenain which entities show up asthis or that, i.e., in their being. The openness
is given by the human being's kinetic sdf-absence; and that absence in turns dlow for the finite presence
of entitiesasthis or that.

Heldegger's unfortunate tendency to hypostasize being can be seen in the following statement in
which he summarizes histhought: "Being itsdf recedes, but, as this recess, being is precisdy the pulll
that claims human being's being as the place of being's own arriva” (Nietzsche, 11, p. 368). Trandated,
that means. the disclosure of entities has a privative dimenson that is registered in human being's
transcendence in such away asto alow the disclosure of entities.

C. Metaphysics and openness [Ereignis]

Hedegger undertook what he caled a phenomenologica decongtruction of traditiona ontology
in order to show that, ever since classical Greek thought, the meaning of being has been interpreted in
terms of time, but only one moment of time. He found evidence of thisin the fact that Plato and
Arigtotle named being with the words ousia and parousia, "presentness.” Thus entities were
understood as presently disclosed, but the kinetic [p. 310] pres-ab-sentia disclosing of entities was
overlooked. Corrdative with this interpretation was the understanding of human being'slogos as a
rendering present of entities. The one-dimensona "temporaity” of human being was corrdative with
the one-dimensiond tempordity of being. In fact there is no temporality here but rather an attempt to
read presentness in terms of, and to reduce it back to, the eternal. Time and movement were seen as
indices of the weakness, the rdative non-being, of the world. In his reinterpretation of metaphysics,
Heldegger sought to use the kinetic-disclosive meaning of being as a clue to unpacking traditiona
ontology S0 asto show the kinetic source of its categories. He meant neither to "destroy” metaphysics
nor to ground it, but rather to find the ground from out of which metaphysics arose. That ground turns
out to be no "ground" a dl but rather the movement of appropriation, which Heidegger, citing
Heraclitus, calsa"game' (cf. Frag. 52: paizon). And human being's highest cdling isto "play dong'’
with that game, i.e, to redize and accept its own kinetic involvement with appropriation.

Heidegger's decongtruction of metaphysics entailed an andysis of (1) pre-metaphysical Greek
thought, (2) metaphysics from Plato to the present, and (3) the possibility of overcoming metaphysics.

1. The pre-Socratics. Heldegger clamsthat the archaic Greek thinkers did in fact experience
the disclosure of entities in both its pogitive and privative dimensions (a-letheia) but did not thematize
gther the privative dimenson itsdlf (Iethe) or its conjunction with human being's transcendence. In
Anaximander, Parmenides and Heraclitus he finds the same topic addressed: the openness of things
(aletheia), indeed the emergence of things into openness (physis) in such away that things bring with



them an intringc absentidity [13]. AsHedegger reads them, the pre-Socratics were aware of the
privative dimension of presence and named it (eg., kryptesthai philei, Heraclitus, Frag. 123), but did
not investigate it for itself. 1t remained, asit were, in their penumbra vison as they focused on the
emergent, radiant entities that were the issue of this pres-ab-sentiality. For Heidegger, the very
implicitness of the gppropriation process is what congtituted the beauty and the enchanting naiveté of
the archaic Greek world and made possible their celebration of the up-front-ness of thingsin the

poetry, art and [p. 311] religion. The archaic Greeks were, S0 to speek, "dl eyes,”" caught up in seeing
the world as resplendently "there” without the mediation of subjectivity or anthropocentrism. They lived
the everyday natural attitude at its best -- the experience of the emergent openness of things -- while the
archaic thinkers preserved in word the privative presence that |ets things be open.

Heldegger's purpose was not to "restore” ancient Greece but to explicate what it left implicit
and to articulate what it left unsaid, i.e., lethe and human being's transcendence. Because privative
presenceisintringcaly privative (and thus "loves to hide"), it lends itsdlf to being overlooked, and when
it is overlooked, human being becomes absorbed in entities as presently disclosed and forgets the pres-
ab-sentidity thet lets them be. The emergence of human being as the "measure of dl things' in fifth-
century Greece heraded the end of the penumbra awareness of gppropriation and the beginning of
what would become metaphysics: the understanding of the world -- the realm of human possibility -- as
the correlation between stably disclosed entities and stably disclosive human being.

2. Metaphysics asthe " forgetting” of what discloses the being of entities. The
appropriation process (physis, aletheia) is an entity's movement into gppearance. According to
Hedegger it was with Plato that the bi-dimensiondity of gppropriation (movement, appearance) was
forgotten, with the result that only one moment of it was seen, the eldetic gppearance of entities as what
they are: eldos. The eldos loses its reference to the entity's emergence into disclosure and becomes
ingteed that-as-which an entity presentsitself for possible intellectua viewing by human being. As
physis and kinesis (privative presence) drop out of the picture, any hope of grasping the corresponding
kinetic nature of human being islogt. The being of entitiesisinterpreted as stable disclosedness, and
human being is understood as the one who renders entities meaningfully present in that stable
gppearance. And since only what is unmoving and eternd is, for Plato, truly stable, only the eternd
shows itsdlf astrue being (ontos on). Tempora, moving entities are relegated to the status of me on,
not-redly-in-being. Concomitantly, a new term emerges to designate the being of entities: ousia,
"presentness-in-redlity,” and the proper formation (paideia) of human being congdsin its ability to see
eldetic presentness in a correct (orthotes) vison. Thus, according to Heidegger, truth comes to be
understood not asthe [p. 312] pres-ab-sentid disclosure of entities but as human being's intellectud
correspondence with entities in their disclosed presentness.

Arigotle effects a decisive shift away from Plato's emphasis on idea/eidos, but without
recovering the origina Greek sense of kinetic disclosure. To be sure, for Aristotle an entity that is till
moving and becoming is no longer, asit was for Plato, ame on; rather, it isthe primary instance of
ousia. Itisadablething (hypostasis) thet isin the process of being brought forth (morphe) into what
itis(eidos). Inshort, itisan ergon, a"work" in the unique Greek sense of that which gppears as being
brought forth and rendered stable. Itsbeing is energeia, presentness as an ergon, or (sncetelos
means the same as ergon) entelecheia. While thisvision of entities does regain some of the archaic
sense of movement, it falls short of the pre-Socratic ingght precisdy to the degree that it follows after
and is to some extent controlled by Plato'sidea/eidos. Kinesisin Arigotle is entirely for the sake of
gppearance and presentness, so much o that the absential dimension of disclosureis not seen as
intringcaly privetive (kryptesthai philel) but as not-yet-in-appearance. Ousia dominatesin Aristotle
asmuch asin Plato, and dthough Arigtotle gives priority to prote ousia (thet whichisin ousia:
exigence) over deutere ousia (that as which something isin ousia: essence), nonethel ess the
contralling viewpoint isgill ousia, presentness. The emergent character of gppropriation which issues
inousia liesback behind both exigentid and essentid ousia and is not recovered by Aristotle.



From classica Greece onwards, metaphysics would continuoudy manipulate the whatness and
thatness of ousia by giving primacy to one or ancther of them (ontology) and in turn would trace ousia
back to its highest ingance in a salf-present God (theology). But dl such "ousiology,” according to
Heidegger, does not raise the question of the kinetic process that lies behind stable presentness. (Even
Aquinas esse entium and ipsum esse subsistens is, for Heidegger, only an existence-oriented modality
of ousiology.) Theforgetting of pres-ab-sentidity has its source not in some psychologica defect of
human being but rather in the intringcally privative (self-conceding) nature of pres-absentidity itsalf.
Human being's falenness or absorption in entities-as-present is thus anorma consequence of the very
nature of disclosure. The fact that metaphys cs thematizes the presentness of entities and traces it back
to God does not [p. 313] bresk out of falenness but in fact reinforces falenness by devating it to the
level of athematic science. The history of metaphysics congsts in the various transformations of the
understanding of the presentness of entites. For Heidegger the fullest form of such forgetting of pres-
ab-sentiaity isthe widespread contemporary attitude of Technik, which interprets entities as totaly
disclosed or disclosable for human being's use.

3. Overcoming metaphysics. The overcoming (Uberwendung) or surpassing of metaphysics
refers to overcoming the forgottenness of the opening of the open (Ereignis.). Asearly as1920, ina
course on the phenomenology of religion, Heidegger cdled this overcoming die Umwandlung der
Philosophig, i.e., the transformation of human being's philosophica awarenessinto arecognition of the
privative dimension of disclosure and of the corresponding structure of human transcendence. This
"turn” wasthe god of Heidegger's thought from the early ‘twenties onward. In SZ it was discussed ina
preliminary way as "resolve’ (Entschlossenheit), human being's acceptance of itsdf as ordered to the
appropriation process, in later writingsit is talked about in terms of Gelassenheit, letting onesdf go
aong with the appropriation process. The Kehre is human being's turn towards (its recognition of) the
pres-absentidity that is dready operative both in his own kinetic structure and in the kinetic structure of
disclosure but that is obscured by falenness, metaphysics and the attitude of Technik. To "takethe
turn” isto awaken to the privative dimension of disclosure. This means getting "behind” the historica
formations of presentness (idea, energeia, esse, etc.) which make up the history of metephysics, thus
getting "to" the kinetic source of dl such formations: gppropriation. In that sense Heidegger can say that
gopropriation "gives' the various forms of presentness in metgphysics while being itsdf "withhed” in the
double sense of being intringcally privative (sdf-conceding) and thus overlooked (forgotten). To
awaken to appropriation, therefore, means to overcome the history of forgetfulness and to enter into the
true movement that is disclosure, not o as to extinguish the privative dimension of disclosure (an
impossibility) but rather to recognize and to accept it in its pres-ab-sentia bivaence[2, pp. 441.]. In
short, the "turn” -- the unifying goa of Heidegger's thought -- means re-appropriating the structure of
appropriation.

We have seen that Heidegger's latest publications reved the unity of histhought precisdy by
reveding its genesis. His philosophy is not an exigentia anthropology and not a philosophy of "mind.”
It is not ametgphysics and least of dl astudy of some platonicaly separate thing caled "being." Rather
it is a phenomenology of movement or gppropriation: the andys's of human being's experience of the
pres-ab-sentid disclosure of entitiesin itsandogica unity.

[Note: The bibliography isunder construction.]



