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Preface

Heidegger During the Turn: Poetry, Literature, and Education is a text intended for academics and advanced students of philosophy, comparative literature, literary critique, critical theory, and philosophy of education. This book is not exclusively “about” Heidegger’s philosophy per se; for example, it is not focused on explicating Heidegger’s philosophy for the reader. Rather, it is an original work of scholarship offering new and unique readings of literature, poetry, and education interpreted through the conceptual lens of Heidegger’s later philosophy or thinking of the “Turn.” The unique features of the book are as follows: In addition to a detailed critical interpretation of the evolution of the concepts of “history” and “destiny” in Heidegger’s philosophy of the Turn, between the years 1927 and 1955, we explore new perspectives from which to approach topics in literature, poetry, and education from a Heideggerian perspective, facilitating the emergence of the interrelational aspects of our readings. We offer readings that probe new ways of understanding Heidegger’s thought toward, into, and beyond the Turn and, in doing so, fill academic gaps not only in educational research, but also in postmodern interdisciplinary, or, rather, extra-disciplinary, approaches to comparative literature and poetry. The book offers three divergent, but related, ways in which to engage Heidegger’s thinking during the Turn, contributing to the unified attempt to provide for the reader a deep sense of understanding both Heidegger’s later thinking and the specific themes of the three chapters focused on Conrad’s Lord Jim, the poetry of Tomas Tranströmer, and education.

The book consists of an introduction, five main chapters, and an epilogue. The introduction details the “Turn” in Heidegger’s thoughts of the 1930s, focusing on themes and the change to Heidegger’s language in the movement beyond Being and Time (1927) and the fundamental ontology of Dasein. Chapter 1 offers an in-depth analysis of the concept of “destiny” as traced from Being and Time through “The Origin of the Work of Art” (1935–36) and Contributions to Philosophy (1936–38). Chapter 2 deepens the interpretation of “destiny” as it evolves in Heidegger’s reading of two German poets, Hölderlin and Rilke (1934–1955). Chapter 3 places the poets Tomas Tranströmer and Arthur Rimbaud in a conversation with Heidegger that attends to the uniqueness of each mode of thought and questions how this mode of thought might provide a possible path beyond the language of metaphysics. Chapter 4 presents a reading of Heidegger and Joseph Conrad’s novel Lord Jim, attempting to think through the text from Heidegger’s notion of the leap and Jim’s jump, or, rather, jumps in the plural, in Conrad’s novel, which includes an interpretation of Heidegger’s notion of Geschick in relation to Lord Jim. Chapter 5 proposes an alternative mode of “meditative” inquiry to the scientific research and “calculative” thinking regimes that govern education on all levels today based on Heidegger’s later works of the “Turn.” In the epilogue we address the concerns surrounding Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism and contemplate the future of continued Heideggerian scholarship within the institutions.





Previous Publications

Some of the ideas that appear in Chapter 2, §2 were published by James Magrini in “The Work of Art and Truth of Being as Historical” in Philosophy Today, 54(4), 346–363 (2010).

Some of the ideas that appear in Chapter 3, §2 were published by James Magrini in “Speaking the Language of Destiny: Heidegger’s Conversation(s) with Hölderlin” in Philosophical Writings, 42(1), 34–52 (2014).

Some of the ideas inspiring Chapter 5 were published by Elias Schwieler in “Being a Stranger and the Strangeness of Being: Joseph Conrad’s ‘The Secret Sharer’ as Allegory of Being in Education” in Educational Philosophy and Theory, 409–419 (2012).

Some of the ideas that appear in Chapter 6 in a less developed form were published by Elias Schwieler and James Magrini in “Meditative Thought and Gelassenheit in Heidegger’s Thought of the ‘Turn’: Releasing Ourselves to the Original Event of Learning” in Analysis and Metaphysics, 14(1), 7–37 (2015).
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1
Introduction

The Heideggerian Analysis of Literature, Poetry, and Education: On the Turn in Thought and Language in Heidegger

Since our primary focus in this book is on the thought of later Heidegger, we begin with a basic definition of the “Turn” in Heidegger scholarship, which generally refers to a specific historical period marking an event in the development of Heidegger’s thought, and not merely his biography. The Turn generally refers to a period in Heidegger’s thinking that is traceable to the period immediately following Being and Time as he moves into the 1930s when his attention turns to art and poetry as new paradigms for potentially understanding the event of Being’s unfolding, which, as McNeill (2013) observes, includes “a sustained critique of science and technicity, themselves outgrowths of occidental metaphysics” (1). It must be noted that there are scholars on one end of the spectrum who claim that the Kehre as an event in Heidegger’s thinking never happened (Sheehan 2010, 2010a) and those on the other end that identify the Turn as naming “the beginning of a new ontohistorical age” and “not simply the transformation between [Heidegger’s] early and later work” (Thomson 2015, 79).1 Because of the complexity of this issue, it is necessary to gain a more detailed and nuanced understanding of the Turn by highlighting several key issues, which are crucial to Heidegger’s complex and difficult move to think beyond the metaphysics of presence and the ontological difference. Our goal within these introductory remarks is to draw out ten elements in the form of “talking points” emerging from Heidegger’s change in thinking and approach to language after Being and Time, attempting to understand their implications for what we argue is Heidegger’s philosophy of, or, better, his renewed “thinking” on, the question of Being or truth of Being, that is, thinking on Being in its intimate and ineluctable relationship to the human and its world, its historical appropriation and grounding, and the way in which thought and language are inseparable from the “historical” Being event itself (Eriegnis).


1. The Turn (Kehre)

From our brief remarks earlier, it is clear that considerable scholarly attention is devoted to elucidating the so-called Turn (Kehre) in Heidegger’s philosophy. The Turn is both a complex and controversial topic, an issue that calls for a rejoinder to the following “grounding” query: What is the Turn in Heidegger’s philosophy as he moves from the fundamental ontology of Dasein in Being and Time in relation to the “question of Being” to the thought of the “truth of Being” in its primordial unfolding? In approaching this question, we begin in a somewhat unorthodox manner, that is, via negativa in the attempt to elucidate and identify signs and characteristics of the Turn. We argue against the view that Heidegger’s entire philosophical corpus, his thinking throughout the many years, is unified, which endorses the position that the later work somehow completes the project of fundamental ontology started in Being and Time. Instead, the position we defend is that Heidegger’s thought, after Being and Time, undergoes a definitive Turn, in terms of a revelatory event in his thinking, and here we seek to clarify for the reader what is meant by this elusive and often debated issue by first examining what the Turn in Heidegger is not.

We agree with Fried (2001) that the Turn is irreducible to simply a “transitional moment” or “putative break or about-face in Heidegger’s personal intellectual biography” (67). This erroneous view is both naïve and potentially dangerous, for it has frightening implications concerning how Heidegger’s politics of the 1930s, his relationship to National Socialism, might be interpreted (see Epilogue §2). For such a view of the Turn can be marshaled as an apology for Heidegger’s involvement with Nazism. As the logic runs, because his early thought harbored a latent subjectivism traceable to Heidegger’s entrapment within the linguistic-conceptual schema of metaphysics, his political view was tainted because it was attuned by the metaphysics of presence, opening the context—especially if we consider Heidegger’s philosophical portrait of Nietzsche as last metaphysician—wherein the world and entities reveal themselves and come under the violent dominion of technology and the machinations driven by the will to power. Had this not been the case, if it would have been possible for Heidegger to transcend metaphysics in his earlier philosophy, prior to his “involved” political activities of 1933, he would “never have treated the German Volk as a bearer of Dasein, or Dasein itself as the fulcrum for remaking the world and saving us from nihilism” (78).

In line with Maly (2001), Risser (1999), and Krell (1989), we also contend that the Turn is not simply the abandonment of Dasein’s perspective in favor of a perspective focused exclusively on Being. For example, in Maly (2001) we encounter a definitive rejection of this view, which is untenable, if one merely reads Heidegger’s “Letter on Humanism”: As Maly concludes,



all talk of a shift from “Heidegger I” to “Heidegger II,” along with the rather simplistic idea that Heidegger’s thinking moved from “Dasein-oriented” to “being-oriented” (at times even more misunderstood by calling that shift a “reversal”) is, once and for all, obsolete.

(150)




This view leads to a host of absurd conclusions, one of which is that it is somehow possible to abandon Dasein, or the “There-Being” (Da) of Dasein, in the quest to interrogate Being qua Being or the unadulterated and primordial event of Being. According to Risser (1999), Heidegger never abandons Dasein, “since the thinking of being never escapes the question of the human being who speaks of being” (2), for Being is always a question of Dasein’s thought and language. Instead, Heidegger’s Turn inspires a shift in emphasis, which moves from the Being of Dasein, or the “Beingness” (Seiendheit) of entities, “to an analysis of the event of being itself that occurs in the ‘there’ (Da) of Dasein [Da-sein]” (3). While it is the case that Heidegger never abandons Dasein, it is also true, as intimated earlier, that the Turn is not a drastic event in which Heidegger abandons his original concern with the issue of Being qua Being from 1927, which would erroneously, as Krell (1989) recognizes, suggest a radical change to Heidegger’s original philosophical concern or problem.

The Turn is also irreducible to Heidegger merely substituting metaphysical (representational) language with a more poietic (nonrepresentational) language when attempting to understand the event of Being, for this oversimplified view is still tethered to a philosophical structure grounded in the analysis of entities (beings) and their metaphysical ground (Beingness)—that is, the ontological difference. This perspective misses the implications that the “failure” (Versagen) of language in Heidegger has for an understanding of the Turn and simply accepts that the failure of metaphysical language in Heidegger’s philosophy is easily overcome by the incorporation of a non-metaphysical language. As Vallega-Neu stresses, “we must not be satisfied with a simple distinction between metaphysical language and its non-metaphysical ‘content,’ as if the right meaning were already there and we needed only the correct words” (26). Considering Heidegger’s reconceptualization of language from the 1930s onward, Being cannot be intellectually grasped and then communicated without distortion in language. For although the event of Being is an occurrence of language, and thinking and saying are inseparable from the originary relationship of time and Being, the truth of Being is a phenomenon that will always remain ineffable to a certain degree, defying complete expression in even the most poietic forms of expression.2 Since Heidegger’s fundamental ontology of Dasein in Being and Time embraces the ontological difference, it gives the impression that Being is a concept, and beyond, an a priori structure giving form to the human’s a posteriori empirical (ontic) instantiations as if it stands at an objective remove (the object of contemplation) of the Dasein contemplating it. The interpretation of Being as an a priori phenomenon that awaits the proper forms of thought and language to capture its meaning is the precise view of which Heidegger is critical and seeks to avoid during the Turn, which amounts to, as Polt (2006) argues, “personifying or hypostatizing be-ing—turning it into some hyper-entity or divinity that is calling us, manipulating us, or commanding us” (159).

We now examine an oft-cited quotation from “Letter on Humanism”—originally published in 1947—and these observations by Heidegger (1993), reflecting on the fundamental ontology of Being and Time, bring to light the key issues that ground our understanding of the Turn: (1) the “failure” (Versagen) of language to capture the phenomenon on Being; (2) the problem with the transcendental analytic of Dasein and the issue of latent subjectivism, which includes the issue of the horizon of Dasein’s temporality as the condition of possibility for understanding Being qua Being; and (3) thinking out of the (re)experience of Being’s oblivion:



The adequate execution and completion of this other thinking that abandons subjectivity is surely made more difficult by the fact that in the publication of Being and Time the third division of the first part, “Time and Being,” was held back… The division in question was held back because thinking failed in the adequate saying of this turning [Kehre] and did not succeed with the help of the language of metaphysics… The turning is not a change of standpoint from Being and Time, but in it the thinking that was sought first arrives at the location of that dimension out of which Being and Time is experienced, that is to say, from the fundamental experience of the oblivion of Being.

(231–232)




Since the next section deals in detail with the question of language and the Turn, our comments here are limited to the so-called failure (Versagen) of language as traceable to metaphysics, which refers at once to the limits inherent within the language, the mode of conceptuality, and the overall phenomenological-ontological approach Heidegger adopts in earlier work leading up to and including Being and Time. However, to indicate that the linguistic-conceptual schema of metaphysics “fails” to authentically facilitate a legitimate or adequate rejoinder to the question of Being is not to say that Being and Time was itself a failure. For this is not the case, as Thomson (2011) notes, for in Heidegger’s later years, he repeatedly refers to fundamental ontology or the project of Being and Time as a “Holzwege.” It is possible to understand Holzwege in terms other than a woodland path that reaches a “dead-end,” frustrating progress through the woods, for it is also a moment that can be fortuitously beneficial, opening the potential for us to retrace our steps in order find a new way along the journey. In addition, Holzwege can also be understood as a “clearing” in the woods, and the metaphor Thomson offers is helpful for understanding the event of the Turn in Heidegger. The Holzwege, as a lighted clearing (Lichtung) in the woods, brings about something akin to an ontological epiphany: “Out of the encounter with nothing, initially we come to notice the light through which we ordinarily see the forest,” as the Holzwege facilitates our seeing the light “by redirecting our attention from entities to being, that usually unnoticed ontological light through which things appear” (292). Being and Time reached an impasse, because of the failure of the language of metaphysics, and this impasse (as Holzwege) is “what opened up the perspective from which all Heidegger’s later works were born” (292).

This further indicates, as stated previously, that Heidegger does not reject or abandon the fundamental issue of Being and Time; rather, because he is concerned with the inadequacy of the phenomenological method or fundamental ontology to contribute to formulating an adequate rejoinder to the question of Being, Heidegger changes his approach to the fundamental question grounding his philosophy. The Turn, according to Polt (2006), as radical as it is experienced in Heidegger’s thinking, actually provides “deeper insight” into the issues that already formed the background of Being and Time (158), which defied adequate formulation because of the limits of metaphysics, and these issues include the technical phenomenological understanding of Dasein’s transcendence and its temporal horizon serving as the condition of possibility for understanding Being. Heidegger comes to realize that the event of Being, which during the Turn becomes das Seyn west als das Ereignis (the essential unfolding or event of Being as “historical” appropriation), cannot be read from the transcendental horizon of Dasein’s temporality, as Heidegger’s fundamental ontology attempts. In this view, access to Being occurs through Dasein’s temporal and finite “projection,” which affords an opening unto Being, and beyond, this opening, the event of presencing (the Augenblick), as Heidegger recognizes in “Letter on Humanism,” can be read and misinterpreted as a willed, subjective phenomenon. This gives the erroneous impression that Dasein and its temporal “care-structure” (Beingness) determines the meaning of Being (see Chapter 1 §1). After Being and Time, Heidegger is highly critical of this view, for presencing is not of our doing or making because it is grounded in the unfolding of Being. In light of this view, during the Turn Heidegger becomes more attentive to our receptivity to the overarching power of Being, our listening in anticipation of its address, and our “releasement” (Gelassenheit) over to the supreme responsibility as guardians of Being: As Heidegger (1993) emphasizes, although thinking unfolds in its relation to Being, it “does not make or create the relation,” rather thinking “brings this relation to Being solely as something handed over to it from Being” (217).

On a related note, when Heidegger thinks of the horizon of temporality as the condition of possibility of Being’s disclosure, this view harbors traces of Kantian transcendentalism, indicating the existence of a “logical” and causal relation, and as Vallega-Neu (2001) argues, this understanding allows thinking to “slip into a representational mode of thought in which thinking distances itself from what it says as it places itself over and against what it wants to say” (26), and this slides into the modern dualistic register embracing the subject-object divide, which indicates that truth, unlike the original showing of aletheia, is reducible to the re-presentation and the correspondence model; truth becomes “agreement,” that is, correctness. This talk of “truth” returns us to the issue of the ontological difference, grounded in the separation of Being and beings or the difference between the metaphysical categories of the existential and existentiell. According to Polt (1999), this resembles to “the distinction between essential and accidental predicates” (119), and beyond this, considering that Heidegger during the Turn becomes far more intensely focused on the event of Being’s unfolding as a historical event, the ontological difference in Being and Time appears to mark the “distinction between the a-historical universal and the historical particular” (120). During the Turn Heidegger transcends this distinction as he moves to leap over the linguistic conceptual schema of Western metaphysics (see Chapter 1 §3). The task of thinking during the Turn, according to Heidegger (1999), “is not to surpass beings (transcendence) but rather to leap over this distinction and thus transcendence and to inquire inceptually out of being and truth (von Sienden her und der Warheit)” (177).

When Heidegger (1993) speaks of the Turn as first arriving “at the location of that dimension out of which Being and Time is experienced,” namely, the “oblivion of Being,” this indicates that the primordial experience that inspires Being and Time ultimately defies conceptualization and expression in the stultifying and re-presentational language of metaphysics. Polt (2006) contends that “oblivion” is “linked to the “withdrawal’ or ‘expropriation’ that is part of propriation,” which is the “concealing event of be-ing” (158). The primordial phenomenon of Being’s concealment in relation to unconcealment is precisely the “happening,” the truth of Being, which remains hidden and forgotten by Western metaphysics, it has slipped into “oblivion” (Vergessenheit), so to speak. We must understand that Heidegger is not concerned essentially that entities and world come to presence, in terms of being present for our appropriation; rather, his concern is with what makes presencing possible or, better, what grants presence in the first instance, and during the Turn this becomes the question of the original event of Being in its “historical” unfolding as appropriation (the “en-owning” event) in the Ereignis. Heidegger (1993) notes the following in the addendum to “The Origin of the Work of Art,” penned in 1956: “The whole essay, ‘The Origin of the Work of Art,’ deliberately yet tacitly moves on the path of the question of the essence of Being” (210), which is to say that it intimates a return to the source of “givenness” with the concern for how presencing occurs in the Being-event. In relation to our foregoing remarks, Sheehan (2001) observes that Heidegger seeks to uncover the phenomenon responsible for the connection between an entity’s givenness and the dative of that givenness, which indicates that Heidegger seeks the “enabling power” that makes possible “the givenness of entities and the intentional comportment of the dative of that givenness” (17), which in the 1930s and beyond is defined by and represented in the Ereignis, through which Dasein and its world first appear in terms of historical and epochal meaning (see Chapter 1 §2). During the Turn, this lighted clearing occurs when Dasein is opened by finitude, the radical recession of Being into its primordial mode of concealment or mystery (Fynsk 1993; McNeill 2006; Thomson 2011).3

In the following we isolate characteristics and traits, or signs, indicating the change occurring to Heidegger’s thought within the work of the 1930s and beyond. In response to these important concerns, we identify five characteristics of the Turn that are related, and, indeed, foundational, to our interpretation of Heidegger:



	The Turn indicates a shift from a transcendental phenomenological approach (the fundamental ontology of Dasein) to an approach that highlights thinking from out of, as it is immersed and sheltered within, the truth of Being’s unfolding. This is thinking that does not, as in Being and Time, think toward the opening of Being in its truth, but rather a thinking that “thinks” from out of the origin or source of Being in its truth. This is a turning toward a form of thinking that transcends representational modes of thought, which harbor the latent subjectivism of Being and Time, in favor of a renewed vision embracing nonrepresentational modes of meditative or inceptual thought and poietic language.

	During the Turn the language of “decision” changes, giving way to embracing the anticipation and receptivity to Being, which in the later works (1945/1959—e.g., Discourse on Thinking) is expressed in terms of the attitude of Gelassenheit or the releasement toward things as bound up with the human’s openness to the mystery of Being. Explicit reference to the ontological difference and the categories of the existential and existentiell disappear from Heidegger’s writings along with such concepts as transcendence, horizon, and condition of possibility, because they are inadequate to the task of understanding the meaning of Being or the truth of Being as an inceptual historical occurrence, which during the Turn occurs through meditative thinking (Being-historical thinking) as well as participation in through the preservation of works of art, poetry, and authentic thinking.

	Dasein is de-centered in the later works because the event of Being can no longer be adequately understood from the individuated perspective of Dasein (as solus ipse [alone itself] attuned by the Grundstimmung “Angst”). This model (fundamental ontology) poses the problem associated with the transcendental-temporal locus for understanding the meaning of Being, which is a view of “subjectivity” linked with Kant’s transcendental thought and the metaphysics of Descartes. However, this is not to indicate that Heidegger abandons Dasein in his later analyses, but rather, through a renewed way of thinking-experiencing Being, Heidegger embraces Dasein’s thinking from out of (as opposed to toward) the Being event, which intimately includes Dasein but as well, stands beyond it because it is always in “excess” of Dasein.

	In relation to the writings on art and poetry, the “Turn” denotes a move toward understanding the event of Being as communal, and beyond, as intimately bound up with a people’s historical destiny, for example, in the “Origin” (1935/1936) the event of Being occurs in the “work-Being” of the great work of art as the Ereignis, the lighting and clearing of truth’s happening, the temporal appropriation of the historical destining of Being, which is facilitated by a culture’s participation in and preservation of monumental, or “great,” cultural-founding works of art. However, unlike Being and Time, the question of Being, which is the question concerning Being and what makes presencing possible in terms of the event of the Ereignis, now becomes a question of and concern for a people’s historical/communal destiny (vocation) as it is intimately and ineluctably bound up with the Being event.4

	Corresponding to these shifts in Heidegger’s orientation to his central philosophical concern, there is a change in his approach to practicing philosophy with the eventual turn toward “thinking” and away from “philosophy,” per se, which transpires in the lecture courses and essays written after Being and Time and Basic Problems of Phenomenology. As opposed to the academic language of the earlier writings, Heidegger adopts a more poetic style of expression; for example, instead of approaching the problematic of Dasein in terms of the technical phenomenological method (fundamental ontology), with its academic nomenclature, during the Turn, Heidegger increasingly gives himself over to the traces of Being that are re-covered in and through language and texts. To reiterate, this marks the introduction of a highly poietic form of language and expression that is always already “enowned” by Being, which “says” and “names” Being—speaks of the event as opposed to about it—from out of the Being event.








2. Language and the “Poietic” Turn

In Being and Time Heidegger philosophizes language in terms of the ontological difference, making the distinction between language as Sprache and Discourse as Rede, for Heidegger categorizes Discourse (Rede) as a basic existential or definitive ontological meaning-structure of Being-in, and Discourse, as Dahlstrom (2013) observes, much like “disposed [attuned] understanding (befindliches Verstehen) or mindless absorption in our world (Verfallensein), underlies and inflects Being-in-the-world in its entirety, including its ontic components” (14). For Heidegger (1962), language conveys meaning, but it is Discourse, in Being and Time, that provides the initial ontologico-existential structure for the possibility of language granting “the Articulation of the intelligibility of the ‘there,’” in terms of Dasein’s meaningful communication, by organizing the “totality of words” within a structure and system that has a “‘worldly Being of its own” as Discourse (204/161). Language facilitates Dasein’s putting the totality of its significations into words, but this manner of Being-in-the-world is first made possible because of Discourse as mode of Being-in. Language, in Being and Time, is not simply or primarily an oral phenomenon, for it is within the ontologico-existential structure of language-as-Discourse that Dasein’s primordial potential for “hearing-listening” and “speaking” reside, they are co-original. It is Dasein’s silent reticence that “gives rise to a potentiality-for-hearing which is genuine” (208/165), and according to Heidegger, both “[h] earing and keeping silent [Schweigen] are possibilities belonging to discursive speech. In these phenomena the constitutive function of discourse for the existentiality of existence becomes entirely plain for the first time” (204/161). In Being and Time, when discussing “idle talk,” a mode of everyday speak common among the “They-self,” Heidegger claims that this too is a form of verbal communication that belongs to and is facilitated by the ontological structure of Discourse. Thus, the potential for both “authentic” and “inauthentic” speech is grounded primordially in Discourse as an existential mode of Being-in.

As Heidegger enters the Turn, as stated, reference to the ontological difference drops from his philosophy, and the understanding of language as a unique ontologico-existential possibility of Dasein’s Being-in as Discourse, changes dramatically, and this change cannot be overstated. Heidegger’s recognition of and critical distancing from the latent re-presentational thinking/saying and the subject-object dichotomy built into the language of metaphysics—in terms of language as a “signing system,” where words are signifiers linked with the subject’s (internal) perception and cognition of what is objectively (externally) signified—reveals to Heidegger that language properly belongs to Being and not Dasein. It is possible to trace the crucial changes that Heidegger’s view of language undergoes by examining the multifarious works of the Turn that deal with the topic directly, indirectly, or tangentially. For the purposes of this text we explore the issue through the following writings of Heidegger in order to attempt to bring into focus a coherent view of language conceived in terms of an anti-metaphysical, or better, a non-metaphysical phenomenon: “The Origin of the Work of Art,” the Hölderlin essays and lectures, Contributions to Philosophy: (From Enowning), “On the Way to Language,” Identity and Difference, The Principle of Reason, and Discourse on Thinking. The dates of the writings we examine and analyze extend from 1934 through 1959, and considering Heidegger’s vast output of lectures and essays, our analysis appears as a daunting task, to say the least. However, it is possible, as we attempt to show, that the view of language Heidegger embraces during the Turn, from out of which our interpretation emerges, demonstrates a remarkable consistency.

For later Heidegger, the essence of language is located in the Word. However, this is not to be understood in terms of an atomistic view of language wherein the “word,” expressed through a lexical category, represents a basic building block of language as a spoken “sign” (parole). Rather, the Word for Heidegger is indicative of the essence of language, in terms of Λογος (Logos) conceived as a primordial gathering, revelatory, and articulating force, which emerges from out of and ultimately returns to Being, which grants the originary power of the Word to the human being in order that it might articulate its world. Just as language belongs to Being, we belong to language, for language speaks us; that is, as Heidegger (1993) states, we “not only speak language, we speak from out of it. We are capable of doing so only because in each case we have already listened to language,” and language speaks “by saying[,] that is, by showing,” and this occurs when “saying wells up from the once spoken yet long since unspoken saying that permeates the rift-design in the essence of language” (411). To speak of language’s “rift-design” (der Aufriss) is to think of the original revelation of a world through a form of speech first granted from out of the primordial silent source of language, which points and gestures, while it at once rents or tears open a space in which things are brought to presence for the first time. The Aufriss, which is related to Heidegger’s analysis of the Riss of the work of art, the “truth-happening” grounded in the essential “poietic” saying and naming of Dichtung, as the essence of language, is the context wherein the essential elements of language unfold in terms of



the totality of traits in the kind of drawing [Riss—Ge-stell] that permeates what is opened and set free in language. The rift-design is the drawing of the essence of language, the well-joined structure of a showing in which what is addressed enjoins the speakers and their speech, enjoins the spoken and its spoken.

(408)




As stated, the “work-Being” of the work of art, the context and bounded outline (Riss), draws its originary power as a mode and event of “truth-happening” (aletheuein) from the essence of language. For as Heidegger reasons, the “essence of art is poetry” and the “essence of poetry, in turn, is the founding of truth,” which is traceable to language as a phenomenon of “Dichtung in the essential sense” (199). From out of this essence, the Riss emerges as a context wherein the intimate belonging together of the components of language manifest and are gathered in the counter-striving activity of speakers and their speech, the spoken and what is spoken.

Heidegger claims that the Word names the appropriative event (Ereignis) of Being’s historical unfolding and in doing so opens and gives over the event to the human being in terms of what is most appropriate for it. The Word, as Ziarek (2013) observes, “gives” in two senses: It both



gives “of” being, that is, it lets something be, but it is also itself “of” being, that is, issues from being. Language thus is the issue of being in the double, subjective and objective, momentum of the genitive. Being issues (into) language; and language provides the issue for being—its event—into words as signs or terms in the play of signification.

(106)




However, when Heidegger claims that language gives or grants the “issue for being,” this is not to indicate that it is the spoken word that first carries and accomplishes this “saying,” for the origin of language, as event and Word, is “silence,” a rumbling silence before speech, as the ground or essence from out of which all signs and their reciprocal significations first emerge. This silence, although an abyssal silence—Heidegger (1971) thinks “abyss” in terms of Abgrund, “as the complete absence of ground” (92)—is not synonymous with a void or vacuum. Rather, it is the full and overflowing silent source, the oscillating and attuning (Stimmung) sway of the event of Being as the origin of language, within which the Aufriss is immanent. The Word in its relationship with Being’s event attunes all human speaking and writing, from poetic and imaginary “speak” to the everyday signs (Worten) and words (Worte) that hold the potential to communicate, describe, and explain beings and the things in existence, and although such everyday “words” are not poietic in origin, they emerge from and are traceable to the silent source of the Word. It is due to the detrimental influence of technology (das Ge-stell), the metaphysics of presence, that the silent source of language, which harbors and shelters the original traces of the event of Being, is obscured and along with it the potential to attune us through language-as-event (Ereignis) is lost or forgotten (see Chapter 2 §1).

We have said that the Word names the appropriative event (Ereignis) of Being’s unfolding, it is for Heidegger, Hölderlin’s originary poietic Word (as Dichtung in the essential sense) that first opens, grounds, and founds this historical event in and through his naming (Nennen). This phenomenon grants Dasein access, in and through the attunement of Hölderlin’s poetry, to the open clearing where the potential for appropriating and enacting its communal and historical destiny as granted or “given” through participation in the Being event (Ereignis). The poietic saying of both the poet and the thinker remain close to the silent source of language’s origin in the sway or “draft” of Being’s unfolding, because both their language and telling is always, as stated earlier, a speaking of and not merely about beings, and in addition, their “saying” harbors, shelters, and intimates the traces of the original silent source of language. However, Hölderlin, does not merely preserve traces of Being’s event by means of linguistically re-presenting it or symbolizing it within his poetic imagery—for example, through the process of poetic or artistic metaphor usage—rather, Hölderlin poetizes the event itself, that is, his poietic “saying” founds Being in the word. In this radical sense, Heidegger (2000) declares that



the poet names the gods and names all things with respect to what they are. The naming does not merely come about when something already previously known is furnished with a name; rather by speaking the essential word, the poet’s naming first nominates the beings as what they are. Thus they become known as beings.

(59)




As McNeill (2006) contends, in this poetizing of the primordial event and the subsequent opening of Dasein’s world, world comes to be and world comes to endure: “This distinctive moment, undoubtedly immemorial, is named and commemorated in Hölderlin’s poetry as the time of his poetizing, itself poetized as the moment—the “now” or Augenblick—of the arrival of the holy” (142). We must understand that poetry (as Dichtung), unlike works of art, does not gain its revelatory power from out of the essence of language, rather poetry already holds the power to open and found worlds because Dichtung in the originary sense is the essence of language, or the Word, for according to Heidegger (1993), “[l]anguage itself is Dichtung in the essential sense” (199). When discussing the provenance of Dichtung in relation to the act of poetizing, Heidegger (2014) brings to light the revela-tory power of language by tracing Dichtung to its etymological roots, from German to Latin and then to the Attic Greek:



Poetic’ [poetisch] comes from the Greek ποιεν (poien) , ποιεσις (poiesis)—the making or producing of something. It lies in the same semantic field as tithon… we can avail ourselves of a pointer that lies in the original meaning of tithon and dicere. This word belongs to the same root as the Greek δεικνυμι (deiknumi). It means to show, to make something visible, to make it manifest, not just in general, but by way of a specific pointing [or naming].

(29–30)





Importantly, as related to the Turn and Heidegger’s move away from the subject-centered model of Dasein, with its existential mode of individuation in relation to its own death, in the Hölderlin lectures there is a concern for establishing Dasein’s relationship to that which transcends subjectivity, namely, the power of Being. In and through language, because it is of Being and it gives Being, Dasein is and always has been a conversation, as Heidegger (2014) states, “[s]ince we have been a [historical] dialogue, we have been exposed to beings opening themselves up to us, and only then has it been possible for the being of beings as such to encounter and determine us all” (74). This further substantiates Heidegger’s (2000) claim that language is not a subjective, closed-off phenomenon but, rather, a communal, or, better, a historical, phenomenon and “event” (Ereignis) that “mediates our coming to one another” (56). The event of language in Hölderlin’s poetry is an originary temporal occurrence, the happening of the “conversation” that names the Augenblick, the time of Being, which is also the time of Dasein’s historical “vocation,” for “ever since time arose and was brought to stand, since then [Dasein has been] historical. Both—to be one conversation and to be historical—are equally ancient, they belong together, and they are the same” (57). In the Hölderlin essays and lectures, as we argue in chapters one and two, Heidegger achieves what the language of metaphysics prevents in Being and Time, namely, the authentic historizing, or communalizing, of Dasein as Being-in-the-world as Being-with-others (Mitsein). This communalizing of Dasein occurs only because language and the Word are both with Dasein and at once beyond Dasein. Humans are beholden in advance to a power beyond their own autonomous and machinations, and this includes the willful manipulation and usage of language for instrumental purposes, for language is not “merely a tool which man possesses alongside many others; rather language first grants the possibility of standing in the midst of the openness of beings” (56). However, it is not simply our ability to speak and listen in dialogue with others that assures our solidarity; rather, it is the originary relationship to the Being event (Ereignis) that language poetizes, as an event that we are all beholden to in advance, that authentically communalizes us (see Chapter 1 §2; Chapter 2 §2).

Language, when conceived as “poietic saying,” intimates, because it harbors and communicates traces of the Being event, the sense of “original” poiesis, which is not to be confused with the merely “poetic” or formal poesy as the creative composition of poems. To this point, Vallega-Neu emphasizes that language as poietic saying “means ‘bringing forth,’ since the ‘bringing forth’ of (and not simply ‘speaking about’) being as a historical event is Heidegger’s main concern in [the later works]” (140). Thus, it is possible to state that poietic language is affective as above cognitive in nature and brings to light the crucial “difference between propositional language (Aussage) and saying (Sage) (i.e., original [ursprunglich] or inceptive [anfanglich] language” (Vallega-Neu 2001, 67). To reiterate, it is not the human that speaks but, rather, language that speaks; thus, language in this view can never be a possession or tool of the human being. Rather, language becomes as possibility only when we “listen” in anticipation for the address of Being, to which we then formulate an appropriate rejoinder in terms of intimating this original call in language. We speak when drawn out of the “silence,” for as already indicated, poetizing does not begin or originate with “speech” but, rather, has its origin in the silent ground (Abgrund) of Being. Poietic language preserves and shelters the primal mystery and abyssal ground of Being, allowing it to be as mystery, in terms of primordial concealment. As Vallega-Neu observes, in direct contrast to “words uttered in propositional speech, where any trace of the occurrence of beyng [the primal mystery] as enownment is covered up, poetic words are able to shelter the withdrawal of beyng by echoing it” (75). To speak and bring the world to language require a “leap” into the abyssal origin of Being’s unfolding, and this lack or privation at the center of the Being-experience compels both thinking and language (see Chapter 1 §3).

This, for Heidegger (1999), is at once bound up with the dire necessity of thinking and speaking Being with the concomitant paradoxical understanding of the impossibility of ever properly “saying” Being, of ever bringing it fully to language, that is, the acknowledgment of the shear and utter impossibility of “speech” (6). And yet, as a poietic “saying” attuned by the truth of Being, as a gesture or pointing, this “saying” is precisely what is “to be said,’ as the essential swaying of be-ing. This [poietic] saying gathers be-ing’s essential sway unto a first sounding, while it itself [this saying] sounds only out of this essential sway” (4). The language of Being must be poietic; for “truth of be-ing cannot be said with ordinary language that today is ever more widely misused and destroyed by incessant talking” (54). In addition, as related to the issues Heidegger addresses during the Turn, the truth of Being cannot be said from out of the metaphysical attunement of technology’s sway (das-Ge-stell) and requires a re-attunement, for technological “machination” indicates a “way of comportment” (58). This for Heidegger, demands a reversal, an overcoming, but this “‘reverse,’ however, is not simply a ‘formal’ trick to alter the meaning into mere words but rather transformation of man himself” (58), for it is the case, and this is Heidegger’s unrelenting concern during the later period: that “metaphysics will continue to disturb and block the clarity of the way and determinedness of the saying,” unless a reversal, a re-attunement transpires (9).

Prior to revealing the direction that our interpretive path will take in our reading of Heidegger, as with our foregoing introductory remarks concerning the Turn, we here present for the reader five characteristics of “language” in later Heidegger that our interpretation highlights:



	The silent source of language in its intimate relation to Being is understood in terms of what we term “reticent mystery.” To be at one with this “silent source” is to understand that language is of Being and because of this, language articulates (poetizes) Being and then returns to its “silent source” or origin. Poietic saying in the most original manner retains traces of the silence and mystery at the center of the Being event and these traces of the original unfolding of Being are intimated in the “words” of the poet and they are also “grasped” and passed along by attuned thinkers and interpreters.

	The “poietic” power of language, of both the poet and thinker, much like the unfolding of physis, “brings forth” and lets phenomena “shine forth” as they are facilitated into an originary coming-to-presence. The power and potential of language, as a form of “poietic saying,” outstrips the metaphysics of presence because a reversal has occurred in and through Dasein’s re-attunement; for example, in Contributions it is startled dismay, reservedness, and deep awe that give way to Dasein’s “reticence,” or the “falling silent,” which attunes Dasein’s thoughtful awareness of the intimacy of “thinking” within its relationship to the “first” and futural dawning of the “other” beginning. Attunement, for Heidegger, as Stimmung (and no longer Befindlichkeit, in terms of an existential mode of Being-in), facilitates our speaking of phenomena and not merely talking about them, and this relates to the crucial distinction Heidegger makes between propositional discourse and “poietic saying,” which lives beyond re-presentational and subject-object thinking, because thinking and language in this view are inseparable from the truth of Being.

	The origin of language, in terms of the “Word,” is essentially poietic in nature as Dichtung. The essence of poetry is not found in language, but rather the essence of language is poietic in the essential sense of Dichtung. For Heidegger, it is Hölderlin, as the “poet of poets,” who holds the power to bring forth what is most essential in language through his poetizing of the originary event of Being in the Word. As stated, Heidegger relates Dichtung to the Greek deiknumi, which indicates, bringing something into presence, making it visible through the revelatory power of language.

	The essence of language for later Heidegger that is revealed in and through Hölderlin’s poetry cannot be re-presented by the thinker in ways consistent with traditional aesthetic or literary interpretation. Rather, it is “grasped” and communicated by means of capturing in thought the traces of the event of Being’s unfolding that Hölderlin poet-izes in an essential and original way. Thinking is a “silent” and attuned response to the poet’s Dichtung, which reveals for others the intimate relationship between language and Being, or the event of Being in language (Ereignis). Thinking itself, as meditative or inceptual thought, is understood by Heidegger during the Turn in terms of its most originary relationship to Being.

	In poietic “saying” or “naming” belongs the expression of Dasein as a communal and, above all, a historical being bound in advance and beholden to that which exceeds it and at once unites it in solidarity with others, namely, Being. Language for later Heidegger is irreducible to mere words or language as a system of signs and their corresponding signification, rather language is the originary “conversation” that we all are and always have been. This dialogue as event, as poetized most authentically by Hölderlin, is the opening of the “world” by the Word that allows us to communicate with others in and through our collective return to the forgotten relationship between the human and Being as understood through the original event of language (the Ereignis). Language in this sense marks out a context that opens the pathway to thinking and inhabiting a more originary form of ēthos in terms of a “poetic dwelling” with others, as opposed to habituated behaviors or a nomological view of ethics, that is, ηθος and not εθος.








3. Working Through the Heideggerian Analysis: Literature, Poetry, and Education

From the perspective of Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn, how can the three notions, literature, poetry, and education, be thought through? How can we approach and attend to them while letting Heidegger’s thinking guide our reading? Given the introduction above of the Turn and Heidegger’s thinking on language we would like to consider a passage taken from Heidegger’s text The Principle of Reason (Der Staz vom Grund) published in 1957. The text is based on 13 lectures delivered in 1955–1956 and an address given on two occasions in 1956. In The Principle of Reason Heidegger is concerned with the history of Being as what he calls its Geschick, “[t]he Geschick of being is, as an appeal and claim, the verdict on the basis of which all human speaking speaks” (94), and he takes his departure for his reflections in Leibnitz’s statement “nothing is without reason.” What is important for our purposes here is that the passage we have chosen to read, which we come back to in Chapter 4 on Heidegger’s thinking and Joseph Conrad’s novel Lord Jim, broaches a thematic that we find seminal in linking literature, poetry, and education to Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn. As such, the passage also serves as an example of Heidegger’s thinking in the later works. Drawing on this passage we want to introduce the discussion in the following chapters on our three main themes, literature, poetry, and education by focusing on relevant keywords in Heidegger’s text. However, there is an obvious overlap between the three themes when it comes to thinking them through Heidegger’s later works, and we have only tried, here, besides introducing the chapters composing Section II of the book to point to certain possibilities for reading each theme through the passage taken from Heidegger’s (1996) The Principle of Reason:



In the leap-off, the leap does not shove the leaping-off realm away from itself, rather in leaping the leap becomes a recollective appropriation of the Geschick of being. For the leap itself, this means that it leaps neither away from the leaping-off realm, nor forward into a different, sequestered domain. The leap only remains the leap as a leap that recollectively thinks upon [the Geschick]. However, recollectively thinking-upon [An-denken] the Geschick that has-been means to bear in mind [bedenken], and indeed to bear in mind that which, in what has-been, is still unthought as that which is to be thought. Only a thinking that is a fore-thinking [vor-denkendes] responds to this. To recollectively think-upon what has-been is to fore-think into the unthought that is to be thought. To think is to recollectively fore-think. It neither dwells on what has been as a past represented by historiography, nor is it a representational thinking that stares with prophetical pretenses into a supposedly known future. Thinking as a recollective fore-thinking is the leaping of the leap. This leap [Sprung] is a movement [Satz] to which thinking submits.

Implied in this is that thinking must ever anew and more originally [ursprunglich] make the leap [Sprung]. There is no repetition and no recurrence when it comes to this ever more inaugural leaping. The leap is necessary until the recollective fore-thinking to being qua being has been transformed by the truth of being into a different saying.

(94)





First, we propose to read the concept of literature through what Heidegger calls Geschicht. That is, just as Heidegger argues concerning Leibnitz’s statement “nothing is without reason,” literature, we suggest, comes to be read from a specific history and understanding of Being, which guides the interpretation of what is called literature. In other words, literature at a given point in time in history is a translation of what certain textual practices “mean” and as such a concealment of what literature “is.” Taking what literature is at a certain time in history as the ground for interpretation will, if we follow Heidegger’s argument, lead to a hermeneutics based on representational and mimetic readings of texts that are circumscribed by the concept of literature. In response to this, what needs to be thought in order to get out of the hermeneutic circle, in language beyond both the apophantic “as” of the assertion and the existential-hermeneutical “as” of Heidegger’s fundamental ontology of 1927, is to read literature beyond the concept of literature and to think through works of literature by a performative leap, that is, as Heidegger states, “to bear in mind that which, in what has-been, is still unthought as that which is to be thought” (94). The leap, then, is both a leap out-of and a leap in-to. It is a leap out-of in the sense that with the leap we are trying to think through the work of literature from without any hermeneutic thematics; and it is a leap in-to in the sense of thinking the work of literature as a leap in-to an ever-new play-space (Spielraum). The leap is ever new since each leap is a singular, appropriating, event (Ereignis) of the work of literature, and can as such never be repeated as the same. Each leap as an Ereignis is thus a singular and unique saying.

In Chapter 4 on Heidegger’s thinking and Joseph Conrad’s novel Lord Jim, we propose a reading of the novel which tries to think through the text from Heidegger’s notion of the leap and Jim’s jump, or rather jumps in the plural, in Conrad’s novel. With the double reading of Heidegger and Conrad we attempt to let each way of thinking about the leap/jump (Heidegger’s and Conrad’s) elucidate the other, and, in other words, leap/jump in-to and out-of each singular way of thinking, which creates a movement (Satz) toward that which is still unthought. We also discuss Heidegger’s notion of Geschick in relation to Lord Jim along with the notion of tragedy and Conrad’s novel, and we also try to problematize the concept of decision as it relates to the leap in the novel and in Heidegger.

Second, in our approach to poetry in Chapter three, taking our departure in the passage cited above from Heidegger’s The Principle of Reason, we want to intimate how we propose to approach poetry and Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn. As Heidegger points out in The Principle of Reason, poetry and philosophical thinking can be seen as acts of translation. Heidegger’s notion of translation, moreover, is closely connected to the key concepts that we engage with in this book. In Lecture 12 of The Principle of Reason, Heidegger (1996) notes the following on translation:



Translating and translating are not equivalents if in one instance what one is concerned with is a business letter and in another instance a poem. The former is translatable; the latter is not. […] But in translating it is not only a matter of what one is translating at the moment; rather, it is a matter of which language is being translated into which language. What we have said just now concerns relationships pertinent to translating which can easily be seen if one has limited knowledge and a little bit of circumspection. Nevertheless, even here we can miss a decisive trait that runs through all essential translations. By this we mean those translations, in those epochs which are ready for them, that convey a work of poetry or thinking. The trait we have in mind consists in the fact that in such cases, the translation [Übersetzung] is not only an interpretation, but it is also a legacy [Überlieferung]. As a legacy, it belongs to the innermost movement of history. In terms of what was remarked upon earlier [see, e.g., the quoted passage above], this means that in any given epoch of the Geschick of being, an essential translation responds to the manner in which a language speaks in that Geschick of being. (97)




In order to translate essentially, then, one has to pay heed to and listen to the Saying of poetry (and/or thinking), not as a form of representation that can be literally translated but as a unique and singular act. Translation thus becomes a leap/jump (Sprung) from the general to the singular, from representation to unique Saying, in a recurrent movement (Satz) that is by necessity always new. In the leap a decision is always made, and with the decision, a path is taken that goes toward the unthough, the unthinkable, and unsayable, that exceptional Augenblick that flashes before us, beyond any possible representation and meaning, beyond the letter, and so intimating the Word, sent (Geschickt) toward an unknown and unknowable destination as the destiny (Geschick) of the poem. The sending (schicken) as the leap (Sprung) is the destiny of the destination as the Saying of the poem. It is the appropriating event (Ereignis) that only happens once, but as such must be repeatable, as an echo without origin or ground (Grund) it is the Ur-sprung, the founding/grounding leap, the ex nihil out-of which and in-to which the poem moves. As Heidegger states in the passage from The Principle of Reason quoted earlier,



thinking must ever anew and more originally [ursprunglich] make the leap [Sprung]. There is no repetition and no recurrence when it comes to this ever more inaugural leaping. The leap is necessary until the recollective fore-thinking to being qua being has been transformed by the truth of being into a different saying.

(94)





In the chapter on poetry and Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn we want to read and reflect on the poetry of Tomas Tranströmer. We do this by relating his poetry to Heidegger’s essay Identity and Difference, in order to attempt to philosophically translate the poems with Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn in mind. This will give us the opportunity to let Tranströmer’s poetry speak in and out of (at least) two different languages, as well as inviting the poems to speak in and of Heidegger’s thought after the Turn. In other words, we engage Tranströmer and Heidegger in a conversation that attends to the uniqueness of each mode of thought and, further, how these modes of thought can provide a possible path beyond the language of metaphysics.

Last, when interpreting education in Chapter 5, we recognize that the focus of traditional scholarship on Heidegger and education has to a large extent been on Being and Time. We seek to extend the study of Heidegger and education to include Heidegger’s later work after the turn. In line with this, our two main arguments about education are, first, that education is a metaphysical concept inscribed within a specific history, that is, what could be called the Geschick of education; second, that education must be thought through in the same manner as art, literature, and poetry, in order to think it essentially. We want, in other words, to move past the Being-beings dichotomy, the ontological difference, when thinking through the essence of education. As Heidegger (1993) states in “Letter on Humanism,” this amounts to viewing education as more than “a classroom matter” (221). This means thinking through education beyond instrumentalism and the methodology of didacticism that force education out of its element and alienate both teachers and students from authentic education. We suggest that in order to overcome the inauthentic, metaphysical force of education today we have to take our departure for our reflections on education in the impasse or aporia of the ontological difference. We have to attend to the Geschick of education and so attend to the leap (Sprung) in-to and out-of the aporia of education. As Heidegger (1996) notes in the passage from The Principle of Reason: In “leaping the leap becomes a recollective appropriation of the Geschick of being” (94). In a similar way, the movement (Satz) of education that comes from the leap of thinking is a recollection (Andenken) back toward the Geschick of Being in which education is situated. Only through a careful recollection of the Geschick of Being within the context of education can we reflect on education essentially and appropriate it authentically by preparing the unconcealment of education.

Thinking on education we propose an alternative mode of “meditative” inquiry to the scientific research and “calculative” thinking regimes that govern education on all levels today grounded in a reading of Heidegger’s later works. We introduce the various uses and meanings of Ge-stell as found in “The Question Concerning Technology” and “The Origin of the Work of Art.” We indicate how the former use of Ge-stell relates to contemporary standardized education (Social Efficiency) and then move to consider what Heidegger says about “reflective” thought in “The Age of the World Picture,” which underpins our interpretation of the ideas in Basic Concepts and Discourse on Thinking as related to “meditative” thinking and Dasein’s relationship to Being as educative event, or Dasein’s “conversion through conversation.” Authentic education, we suggest, instantiates an originary form of inquiry that finds its home—ground and foundation (Grund und Boden)—in the nature of Being, in the counter-striving phenomenon of concealment and unconcealment, which calls for our releasement to things (Gelassenheit zu den Dingen) and openness to the mystery (Offenheit für das Geheimnis) inherent in all things.

To round off the introduction, given the five chapters that make up the book, each chapter broaching a different aspect of Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn, it is Heidegger’s thinking, in and of itself, that guides our readings in the chapters that follow. We have tried to follow a path of thought that pays heed to the movements of the texts we read and attempted to listen to what each text says as a unique instance of language, which means attending to the singular language of each of the four subjects that the book addresses, that is, philosophy, or, as we have stressed, thinking, literature, poetry, and education.



Notes

1 Rockmore (1995) highlights nine changes occurring in Heidegger’s thought prior to, toward, and into the Turn, of which we list three that relates to our understanding of the Turn as an event in Heidegger’s thought: The turn in Heidegger’s thought is the move “from being and time to time and being that failed due to Heidegger’s inability to think through the project as originally conceived… The turn from philosophy to poetry in the first series of Hölderlin lectures as part of the turn beyond philosophy to thought… In the Beitrage zur Philosophie the triple turn from Dasein to being as self-manifesting, the turn from the first beginning to the other beginning in the same text, and finally the turn to Ereignis as the master word of the later writings” (102–103). Rockmore also goes on to add, and on the surface this relates to what we have stated regarding the unified view of Heidegger’s philosophy, that the Turn or “turning may never have occurred since it is at least arguable that, although the original view evolved, the basic concern with being remains constant throughout” (103). This is a complex and nuanced claim, for one can adopt this line of thought without succumbing to the unitarian view of Heidegger’s philosophy.

2 During the Turn Heidegger employs both the archaic spelling of “Being”—Beyng—Seyn—and the hyphenated rendering of Being as “Be-ing,” to point toward an understanding of the term and phenomenon that indicates the “over-going” (Ubergang) or transition from the metaphysical understanding of Being in terms of “permanent presence” to an historical “event” of unfolding. In addition, Heidegger (1999) writes Dasein using a hyphen (“Da-sein”) to set the reconceived understanding of the human being off from the more subject-centered model in Being and Time. Da-sein, according to Heidegger, is the “in-between” and the “point of turn in the turning of enowning” (218–219). With this distinction being made, to avoid confusion, we inform the reader that both “Being” and “Dasein” are rendered within our text sans hyphen.

3 It must be noted, according to Thomson (2011), this notion of “recession” into mystery or concealment that is linked to the great abyss or groundlessness of Being in its meaning and unfolding has implications not only for Heidegger’s thought, it also has monumental metaphysical consequences for the historical direction of the West. In the following quotation, Thomson intimates two signs of the Turn that we have addressed, namely, Heidegger’s clarification and restaement of the question of Being in terms of the truth of Being’s unfolding and the issue of Being as irreducible to an a priori or universal structure that can be known by Dasein (through Dasein) in its completeness: “[T]he Western tradition of substance metaphysics (that is, the metaphysics of presence) systematically overlooks the dynamic phenomenological expressiveness (the bottomless abyss of ‘presencing’) which is needed to explain how the metaphysical tradition can change over time (and, with it, the historical constellations of intelligibility that this tradition helps constitute and transform), and this temporally dynamic presencing (Heidegger comes to realize) can never be completely captured by any single fundamental ontological understanding of the meaning of being” (298).

4 Indeed, it is precisely Heidegger’s lack of attention to the authentic communal aspects of Dasein’s world that Olafson (1995) laments in his exhaustive study of what it means in Heideggerian terms to be a human being, stating that it is regrettable “Heidegger never really attempts to give an account of human being in its dimension of Mitsein— of being with one another—except under the aspect of the inauthenticity and the eclipse of being that so often characterizes it” (255). This is an issue that Section I of the book deals with extensively by confronting and elucidating one of the philosophical “events” that we claim contributes to defining the Turn, namely, Heidegger’s failing to socialize, or authentically historize, Dasein, in Being and Time in terms of its historical Being-with-others. However, against our reading of the Turn, Olafson’s concluding remarks, intimating future directions of continuing Heidegger scholarship, give the distinct impression—referencing Heidegger’s “Letter on Humanism”—that the Turn instantiates the “characteristic emphasis of Heidegger’s later thought” on the issue of “being rather than on Dasein” (254).
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Section I
From Philosophy to “Thinking”

Heidegger’s Move from the Fundamental Ontology of Dasein to Art and Poetry


2
The Truth of Being as “Historical”

From Being and Time Through “The Origin of the Work of Art” and Contributions to Philosophy (1927–1938)


Introduction

This chapter details significant aspects of the Turn and the renewed approach to Heidegger’s project after Being and Time. First, in terms of a critical view of the fundamental ontology and phenomenological method of Being and Time, Heidegger comes to realize that the event of Being cannot be adequately approached or understood from the limited, individuated perspective of Dasein (as solus ipse [alone itself]), and he identifies the problem that the model of Dasein in 1927 poses for the transcendental-temporal locus for understanding the meaning of Being. For it is indeed possible to associate Heidegger’s model with the subject-centered understanding of the human being found in both Kant’s transcendental thought and the traditional metaphysics of Descartes, that is, a notion of the human subject grounded in the interior-exterior/subject-object dichotomy. Heidegger attempts to address this problem by radically de-centering Dasein in the later works on art, poetry, and “thinking,” which Heidegger (1993) believes will allow for the “adequate execution and completion” of another form of philosophical thought that “abandons subjectivity” and which originates “from the fundamental experience of the oblivion of Being” (223). However, as stated in the Introduction, this does not indicate that Heidegger abandons Dasein in the process of redirecting the inquiry, but rather shifts the emphasis from attempting to understand the Being-event from the transcendental horizon of Dasein’s temporality to a focus on how Being manifests as an occurrence or event (das Ereignis), which is intimately related to the “there” or “Da” of Dasein, an event from out of which Dasein thinks “in-between” the presencing and the receding that allows for presencing, that is, the sway and oscillation of Being’s unfolding. Second, this realization inspires a move beyond (Ubergang) the linguistic-conceptual constraints of metaphysics (e.g., the traditional philosophical categories of the existentiell- ontic-historical and the existential- ontological-ahistorical), which includes pursuing alternative paradigms in order to understand the truth of Being, which is central to the issue of how Being facilitates the phenomenon of presencing, or, as related specifically to the theme of this chapter, how the event of Being occurs as Ereignis and thus is historical.

In all of Heidegger’s later works, the consideration of art is uniquely and intimately linked with the question of Dasein’s “vocation” and “destiny,” its authentic historical existence as a communal being, or Mitsein. Corresponding to this shift in paradigms to approach the Being event, facilitating the move beyond Western metaphysics (“overcoming metaphysics”)1—which, in Contributions to Philosophy (From Enowning) is the move from the so-called first beginning to the “other beginning”—a new style and approach to presenting his philosophical thoughts appear. As we have stated, during the Turn Heidegger’s writings become more akin to poetry (as Dichtung) than to the technical academic approach he adopts in Being and Time. During the Turn, Heidegger embraces and facilitates the emergence of the language of “poietic saying” in his attempt to leap over the problematic metaphysical understanding of such issues as the ontological difference and the notion of Dasein’s transcendence as he moves beyond Being and Time, which is evident within the “Origin of the Work of Art,” the Hölderlin lectures, and Contributions. To this point, Vallega-Neu observes that Heidegger’s move beyond the constraints of the metaphysical subject-centered model of Dasein happens by means of a transformation of language, specifically, “the transformation from a propositional (presentative) language to a poietic (in the sense of the Greek word poiesis) saying” (73). Propositional language in all cases is representational and speaks about the things (entities) it addresses in a way that sets up a relation of opposition to a thinking or presenting subject, whereas poietic language is already speaking from out of an immersion in Being, which indicates that “poietic saying brings being forth in the saying as it finds it itself enowned by beyng’s event. Poietic saying thus is part of beyng’s event as beyng’s event occurs in the poietic saying” (75).

It is the aim of this chapter to address the philosophical issue that Heidegger struggles with during the Turn, and so we interpret the manner in which both great art and originary “thinking” open and ready Dasein for its authentic historical and hence communal existence, which is the event (Ereignis) of Dasein’s appropriating its destiny given in terms of its historical and ecumenical “vocation.” In the “Origin,” this even occurs in the “work-being” of the great work of art as the Ereignis, the lighting and clearing of the event of truth’s happening (aletheia), the temporal event of appropriation of the historical destining of Being, which is facilitated by Dasein’s participation in and preservation of the great work of art. In Contributions, a collection of meditations that Heidegger began in 1936—the same year as he produced the final draft of the “Origin”—in addition to the work of art, the historical nature of Dasein’s Being-in-the-world is also understood and “experienced” in and through the “thinking” that unfolds in its ineluctable relationship with the truth of Being. Here, thinking does not think toward or against the phenomenon of the Being event but, rather, thinks from out of the depths of the “not” or Abgrund of Being. When thinking unfolds within and as this event (Ereignis), Dasein’s world is revealed for the first time as historical, and Heidegger in Contributions refers to this form of poietic thinking as “Being-historical thinking” (seynsgeschichtliches Denken). During the Turn Heidegger’s newfound poietic- ontological concern with the destiny (Geschick) of Being as Ereignis signals a move away from the earlier concern with the Dasein’s historicality, which related specifically to Heidegger’s fundamental ontology, functions as an overarching ontological category set off from its instantiation within Dasein’s practical (ontic) modes of comportment. Notably, as related to this issue, unlike Being and Time, Heidegger no longer considers death in relation to the individuated Dasein, but rather, death (Being-toward-death) and the authentic communal Dasein are rethought in terms of the historical event of Being.




1. Heidegger’s Being and Time: The Problems of Historicality, Death, and the Subject-Centered Dasein

In division II, chapter 5, §74 (“The Basic Constitution of Historicality”) of Being and Time, Heidegger presents his most authoritative rendering of Dasein’s authentic existence, the moment of displacement that occurs as the open, resolute Dasein, running ahead to its death as thrown-projection, chooses-enacts its ownmost potentiality-for-Being. Significantly, in this section, Heidegger reinterprets Dasein’s authenticity when attempting to provide an analysis of its role as a legitimate historical being. Envisioning Dasein as Being-toward-death, Heidegger (1962) describes Dasein’s authentic worldly comportment, which is a running ahead (Vorlaufen) in resolute openness to its own death (which Dasein acknowledges) in terms of temporality and “historicality,” a moment of “authentic resoluteness in which Dasein hands itself down to itself, free for death in a possibility it has inherited and chosen” (435/384). According to Heidegger, historicality is the living event of Dasein’s freedom and happens in praxis as Dasein fatefully enacts its destiny (Geschick), which entails Dasein taking up and projecting futurally the heritage that has been handed down from its forebears. Historicality involves Dasein accepting responsibility for living out the choices and decisions passed along through its heritage. Heidegger claims that historicality culminates in Dasein’s authentic destiny, as the essential mode of Being-with-others (Mitsein) as Being-in-the-world. Heidegger attempts to convey the phenomenon of destiny as the occurrence of a single historical happening, in a world that Dasein communally inhabits, shares, and, in many ways, creates through a process of ecumenical comportment. The foregoing analysis encapsulates Heidegger’s thinking on Dasein in relation to its authentic historical destiny, and he curiously refrains from a detailed treatment of this phenomenon that, in Being and Time, represents the culmination of his thinking on Dasein’s fateful historizing, or the totality of Dasein’s existence as a legitimate communal being.

Indeed, the nature of Heidegger’s interpretation of Dasein’s historicality, in connection with the understanding that Dasein’s authentic Being-toward-death is a seemingly “empty” phenomenon—as authentically disclosed factical possibilities for Dasein’s ecumenical practical comportment “are not gathered from death” (435/383)—is ambiguous in nature; that is, the individuated Dasein as attuned by Angst appears to be devoid of authentic choices. This opens Heidegger’s practical philosophy to what is known in so-called analytic readings of Heidegger as the Decisionism Critique (DC). This critique is described by Burch (2010) as follows: “Resolute Dasein is said to choose who it will be without recourse to any reasons or evaluative standards,” and this amounts to “understanding resolute self-choice—or the act of choosing oneself—not as a project of a rational self-conscious agent but an anarchic act of unfettered will,” and with self-choice unconstrained or influenced by reasons, “it is therefore nothing but a decision for decision’s sake” (211).2 Burch’s defense of Heidegger against DC, although incorporating different terminology, shares striking similarities with our own response to the potential legitimacy of Heidegger’s practical philosophy as related exclusively to Being and Time, which was briefly stated earlier: The freedom towards death guarantees only the totality of Dasein’s resoluteness; that is, authentic resoluteness opens Dasein for its authentic possibilities but does not give or grant Dasein its factical possibilities. We thus ask the following: From where does Dasein receive its factical possibilities, how is it that they arise? And from where does the standard for determining the appropriateness of both the selection and enactment of those possibilities come? Heidegger, focusing on the past ecstaces of temporality, reveals that Dasein, when authentically delivered over to itself as throwness (having-been), discloses its factical possibilities and tentative criteria for choice in the existentiell in terms of its “heritage,” which Dasein then interprets and reinterprets in relation to its own individuated existence while at once assessing and reassessing the value and appropriateness of those given possibilities for their potential “repetition” (through either rejection or acceptance) for Dasein’s own factical and ecumenical life-projects.

Although agreeing with the defense of Heidegger’s practical philosophy against DC, Burch’s thesis is limited in several crucial ways: First, it works off the underlying and unquestioned premise or assumption that Heidegger is successful in Being and Time at establishing Dasein’s communal relations in the existentiell in terms of the existential mode of Being-in-the-world that Heidegger terms historicality—as Mitsein (Being-with-others). Thus, the crucial problem of Dasein’s historicality is not a concern for Burch. This gives the impression, albeit certainly unintended, that Heidegger never criticized his own account of Dasein’s historicality in the later writings, because to address this issue, as is our claim, indicates that Being and Time never achieves an authentic historical and communal model for Dasein’s dwelling because of the restrictions of the metaphysical interpretive framework within which Being and Time is inextricably locked. Second, it suggests that readers and interpreters can somehow derive an accurate understanding of Heidegger by limiting their scholarship to closed off formalist readings of a single text—albeit a text deemed Heidegger’s magnus opus—a practice that we believe lessens the positive potential of drawing out deep and nuanced interpretations that emerge when situating Being and Time contextually within Heidegger’s vast corpus that is evolving and developing well beyond the 1930s. Interpretations that focus exclusively on Being and Time, specifically those espousing the view that Heidegger somehow transcends his own critique of metaphysics, are actually embracing the very concepts that Heidegger sought to outstrip in his writing and thinking of the Turn, for example, the metaphysical understanding of the ontological difference between practical historical comportment (ontic-existentiell) and the overarching ontologico-existential mode of historicality (Kockelmans 1984). This ignores the necessity of looking for the practical ecumenical/communal enactment of Dasein’s destiny, vocation, or “historical calling” in the later texts focused on art, poetry, and “thinking,” which direct a crucial focus, based on Heidegger’s own commentary, on the fact that he fails in Being and Time, because of the language and conceptual schema of Western metaphysics, to establish the authentic historical nature of Dasein. This is a limited view to the human being that is, by Heidegger’s own admission, subject-centered and steeped in the residue of latent Kantian transcendentalism.

Despite the ambiguous nature of Heidegger’s presentation of historicality, it is clear that in Being and Time Dasein’s destiny (its authentic historicality) is not conceived as merely representing the collective fates of disparate and isolated individuals. For Heidegger (1962) explicitly states that destiny is not “something that puts itself together out of individual fates, any more than Being-with-one-another can be conceived as the occurring together of several Subjects” (436/385). Indeed, he sums up the historizing of Dasein in terms that leave no doubt about his intentions to view and understand Dasein’s historicality, its “fateful destiny” in communal terms, for “our fates have already been guided in advance, in our Being with one another in the same world and in our resoluteness for definite possibilities” (436/385–6). However, despite this early line of reasoning, Heidegger is later clear that he fails to achieve the aim of presenting Dasein in Being and Time in terms of a legitimate communal being. Heidegger’s treatment of Dasein’s authentic historicality in 1927, in terms of “heritage,” “fate,” and “destiny,” is highly problematic for several important reasons and these problematic issues, as stated, relate to the “subject-centered” model of Dasein that emerges from Heidegger’s fundamental ontology of Being and Time. Moving to analyze Heidegger’s attempt to overcome traditional metaphysics, we examine the problem of historicality in Being and Time as related to three distinct issues: (1) the notion of Dasein’s Time in relation to originary Temporality; (2) the understanding of Dasein as the sole disclosure site of Being, or occurrence of aletheia (unconcealment) in the Augenblick (the authentic present/presencing of Dasein’s historical destiny); and (3) the issue of Dasein’s existential individuation for its own death along with the concomitant notion of “owned” possibilities. This latter issue will receive the most attention within this chapter on Heidegger’s Turn, for this issue is ineluctably linked with Heidegger’s 1927 interpretation of historicality in Being and Time.

One way in which the subject-centered model of Dasein can be understood is in terms of time, or temporality. Heidegger reasons that the “care-structure” represents the Being (Beingness) of Dasein and that, as he makes explicit, “time is the transcendental horizon of the question of Being” (436/384). This notion of transcendental knowledge in Being and Time suggests that it is Dasein’s inherent way of being structured, as “care,” that allows for the potential interpretation of Being in a way that is fundamentally linked to a single entity. As we have seen, this appears to suggest that the ontologico-existential makeup of Dasein holds a privileged status over Being (and that the question of Being is directly answerable through the exclusive analysis of Dasein’s “there-Being”), as if the “care-structure” held the potential to organize, control, and determine the boundaries of Being’s meaning. In addition, this gives the impression, as we have already encountered in Polt, and it is also expressed by Guignon (2015), that in the process of determining the boundaries of Being’s meaning the metaphysical “objectification” of Being occurs, “inclining us to think of being as, despite all contestations to the contrary, an object that can be represented, and thus as something set over and against the human subject” (111).

These problems stem from the limitations inherent within the metaphysical conceptual-linguistic schema. To deepen this line of thought from earlier, it is possible to state that because of the way we have been attuned to understand and discourse about philosophy (e.g., through the metaphysics of presence), Heidegger’s bold attempt in Being and Time to radically challenge and de-structure (Destruktion) the language and conceptual structure of Western metaphysics, actually lends itself to misinterpretation. Importantly, in terms that are now familiar, the notion of Being-toward-death as related to temporality gives the impression that Heidegger is, in fact, presenting Dasein in terms of a subject-centered model, which gives rise to the problem of attempting to approach the understanding of Being qua Being by means of Dasein’s “transcendence” and its finite temporal (horizon) structure as the singular site by and through which Being manifests and might be understood. If, as Heidegger claims, time is the horizon for understanding Being, then there is a problem with conceiving Dasein’s finite temporal structure as a possible means by which to acquire this understanding. As Vallega-Neu points out, in order to understand Being, we must conclude that “temporality is the condition for the possibility of being as such, which is [also] the condition for the possibility of Dasein” (54). Vallega-Neu suggests that this fundamental structure for approaching Being—by way of Dasein’s temporality—“dissolves” in several ways if we examine finite temporality as disclosed in Dasein’s Being-toward-death:



It dissolves if we think that the temporality of being as such (the sense of being) is disclosed in Dasein’s being towards death, i.e., in Dasein’s temporality and not beyond it or in distinction to it. The fundamental structure dissolves also, if we acknowledge that what serves to be an ultimate fundament, the temporality of being as such, is not fundamental at all but is rather finite disclosive event.

(67)





McNeill (1999) provides a detailed analysis of these foregoing issues and concludes that several important changes occur to Heidegger’s philosophy during the 1930s, including a shift from concern with Dasein’s temporality (Zeitlichkeit) to a concern with Temporality (Temporal-ität). This signifies a philosophical shift from Dasein’s historicality (as ontologico-existential), as the temporal enactment of its “individuated” ownmost-potential-for-Being, to the concern with world history, that is, “the historical destining of the world conceived as an event (Ereignis) of Being” (95–96). It is no longer Dasein as willful subject, enacting its destiny by running up against death, as a possibility that is owned or possessed, that determines the Augenblick historically. Instead, during the Turn, Dasein is historical in its openness and thoughtful responsiveness to the address of Being as a “historical phenomenon.” For, as McNeill reasons, “[t]he Augenblick [the event of Be-ing’s historical presencing] itself is now said to be historically determined, not primarily by the historicality of Dasein, as was the case in Being and Time, but by historicality,” or Being-as-historical, “understood as the happening of Being itself, to which human actions are responsive” (98). Thus, Dasein is historical only when it responds, in terms of what we term Dasein’s epoch grounding rejoinder, to the way in which Being itself happens. This phenomenon is related in the “Origin” to the work of art, for as we show, the unfolding and presencing/occurrence of Being as historical event (Ereignis) is possible through the significant (counter-striving) relationship between the forces of World and Earth, that is, the “work-Being” of the great work of art.

There is also a change occurring in the work of the 1930s with respect to the potential disclosure site of Being (and what occurs in this site). This change represents Heidegger’s move to de-center Dasein in the later works on art, poetry, and “thinking.” In Being and Time, Dasein is the place and entity where beings presence and recede from disclosure, the locale where entities are defined in their becoming the “there” of Dasein, and it is the Being of Dasein that facilitates such disclosure. In Being and Time, the exclusive temporality of Dasein remains central to truth as aletheia in the realm of the “open” cite of Dasein. For, as Heidegger (1962) concludes, “[o]nly with Dasein’s disclosedness is the most primordial phenomenon of truth attained… disclosedness in general embraces the whole of that structure-of-Being which has become explicit through the phenomenon of care” (264/221). However, Heidegger’s later disenchantment with the existential analytic of 1927, and his continued push to discern the “truth of Being” as such, causes him to rethink the event of disclosure. In the later writings, Heidegger proposes the “clearing” as a place of disclosure, or threshold, which includes Dasein, but as well, is beyond Dasein. Thus, Heidegger shifts the focus from the Being (Beingness) of Dasein to the event or truth of Being itself, an event within which Dasein participates and is at once ineluctably and intimately bound up with—it is the event to which Dasein’s historical Being-in-the-world belongs and is dependent upon. In abandoning the thesis that one must attend to the Being of a singular entity in order to understand the manifestation of Being as such, Heidegger turns to other paradigms that facilitate the interrogation of the Being event as historical mode of “truth-happening,” for example, the work of art, the “essential sacrifice” to an ideal, the poetry of Hölderlin, and Being-historical thinking, all of which relate to Dasein’s potential for the appropriation of its authentic historical destiny, its potential to become an authentically communal being.

Based on the ground covered, in Being and Time Heidegger does not successfully reconcile his interpretation of the temporal structure of care, Angst, and Dasein as “individuated” Being-toward-death with the claim that Dasein historizes in a legitimate communal manner through the enactment of its destiny. Addressing this claim will reveal the all-important issue of whether Dasein owns its death (and possibilities) or whether it is the case, as McNeill (1999) emphasizes, that Dasein “undergoes appropriation, understanding itself with respect to its potentiality for being under the eyes of death, but a death [and possibilities] that is not its own”; that is, during the Turn, Heidegger no longer conceives “the ‘power of death,’ as the site of birth and mortality,” as belonging to Dasein (301). In other words, if Heidegger succeeds only in presenting death in terms of a nonrelational phenomenon, belonging to the “individuated” Dasein (as solus ipse), then his claim that the Angst and the power of death legitimize social relations becomes problematic. Levinas (1969) also considers this issue when addressing Heidegger’s fundamental ontology of 1927, and his critique of Heidegger bears directly on the issue of Dasein’s authentic communal Being-in-the-world. Manning (1993), analyzing Levinas’s critique of Heidegger also raises legitimate concerns regarding the reconciliation of Dasein’s authentic relationship to its solitary, owned death with the claim that Dasein historizes as authentic Being-with-others, arguing that Heidegger in Being and Time fails to establish Dasein’s authentic communal relations because of the subject-centered model that Heidegger embraces as related specifically to the individuation of existential solipsism and Being-toward-death.

As stated, Heidegger’s analysis of Dasein’s communal destiny is grounded in the analytic of Being-toward-death. It must be noted that Heidegger is not thinking Dasein as a communal being in terms of possessing an immutable “historical” essence or even a persistent sense of self-hood in terms of the subject-as-hypokeimenon. However, Heidegger is undoubtedly presenting Dasein’s death as the phenomenon, linked with finitude, that grounds human solidarity. As Heidegger (1962) writes, “[a]uthentic Being towards death—that is to say, the finitude of temporality—is the hidden basis of Dasein’s historicality” (438/386). Dasein’s relationship to its own time and death opens Dasein to the authentic possibility of its time and solicitous relations with others, its Being-with-others, and yet what Heidegger states about Dasein’s unique relation to its death appears to contradict the essence of Mitsein: “When it stands before itself in this way,” facing its ownmost extreme and certain possibility of its Being, “all of its relationships to any other Dasein have been undone” (294/250). Death is non-relational; no one either shares, experiences, or participates in my death; no one can take another’s death from him or her; and in addition, no one can assume the burden of enacting another person’s possibilities that are uniquely his or her own. “Death does not just ‘belong’ to one’s own Dasein in an undifferentiated way; death lays claim to it as an individual Dasein. The non-relational character of death, as understood in anticipation, individualizes Dasein down to itself” (308/263).

To understand why this talk of the radical individuality of Dasein’s “owned” death is problematic in relation to Mitsein, we turn to Levi-nas’s text, Totality and Infinity, wherein he presents a compelling critique of Heidegger’s fundamental ontology in Being and Time.3 This critique is grounded in Levinas’s claim that Heidegger’s ontology of Being precludes any authentic thinking of the ethical, which would serve as the original basis for any and all solicitous interpersonal and communal relationships. There are convergences between the two philosophical works, for Levinas undoubtedly works against Heidegger while at once taking residence in the text.4 Indeed, the main tenet of Levinas’s argument emerges as a result of its proximity to Heidegger’s phenomenology, which is as follows: Heidegger wrongly privileges the knowledge of Being above the understanding of ethical human relationships. Levinas views ethics as representing the primordial origin of first philosophy, as opposed to the quest for the ontological understanding of Being. Levinas argues that by privileging ontology over ethics, the primordial responsibility that we owe to the Other, which for Levinas is total and absolute, at the heart of all ethical relationships, can never legitimately be attained or experienced. In the following passage Levinas (1969) expresses this concern:



To affirm the primacy of Being over the existent is to already decide the essence of philosophy; it is to subordinate the relation with someone, who is an existent to a relation with the being of existents, which, impersonal, permits the apprehension, the domination of existents, subordinates justice to freedom.

(45–46)




This privileging of ontology over ethics, for Levinas, in addition to having metaphysical consequences also holds crucial epistemological implications for the manner in which we conceive of the world and others, in terms of an inauthentic form of knowledge determined and directed by ontology that finds its grounds in a totalizing system wherein difference is not only assimilated and taken up into what is the “same,” it is excluded outright. As Levinas reasons, “[t]he relation with being that is enacted as ontology consists in neutralizing the existent order to comprehend or grasp it. It is hence not a relation with the other as such but the reduction of the other to the same” (43). This results in privileging the knowledge of the Other’s Being over the understanding of our indebtedness and obligation to the Other (existent) in terms of original ethics. To assimilate the Other in knowledge eradicates any possibility of authentic ethics, which must always consider the radical difference, and beyond, the utter “strangeness [alterity] of the Other, his irreducibility to the I, to my thoughts and my possibilities,” and this for Levinas, is a “calling into question of my spontaneity, as ethics” (43). The freedom-toward-death, indeed, human autonomy itself, is not the origin of ethics for Levinas, instead, ethics begins when freedom is restricted and called into question, specifically by the Other who radically transcends our understanding as one who is independent of us, and this, in addition to ethics, as we have indicated, relates for Levinas to the authentic potential for knowledge, which is “concretely produced as the calling into question of the same by the Other, that is as the ethics that accomplishes the critical essence of knowledge” (44).5

Levinas does not think it is legitimate to posit such notions as Heidegger’s Being-with-others in terms of a solicitous relationship of caring, as representing an instance of authentic human ethical interaction, because it arises in an inauthentic manner from Dasein’s relation with and knowledge of Being, which is intimately linked by Heidegger to the notion of mortality and existential solipsism in the mode of attunement of Angst—a mode of Being-in (the world) in terms of Befindlichkeit. Levinas’s critique reveals problems associated with Heidegger’s claim that we historize as authentic Being-with-others, through an ontological understanding of our own individuated mortality, which literally opens our authentic view to the world and others, and these concerns are raised and addressed by Heidegger himself, for example, within Heidegger’s understanding and critique of the ontological difference built into the fundamental ontology of Being and Time. According to Manning’s (1993) interpretation of Levinas, the only social relations that Heidegger succeeds in establishing in Being and Time occur at the level of the “They-self” in the form of inauthentic social relations that hinder “Dasein in its solitary task of actualizing its own possibilities” (85) and not, as was Heidegger’s original intention, at the level of the authentic Dasein. For Heidegger, social relations are either inauthentic or authentic, and it is Dasein’s authentic existence that begins and ends, according to Manning’s reading of Heidegger, at the level of the solitary Dasein, when anxiety (Angst) individualizes Dasein as solus ipse. As Manning concludes, “[d]eath reveals to authentic Dasein its identity as a separate and unique individual,” and the individuation of Dasein represents the authentic possibility of appropriating its death, which “brings back from its lostness in the They to realize itself as a solitary being” (85). Thus, Dasein’s communality, its authenticity, “lies in solitude rather than in negative sociality [the They-self]” (85). For Heidegger, existential solipsism empowers Dasein’s move from inauthentic social interactions that compose the “They-self,” and this occurrence is, first and foremost, grounded in solitary Dasein’s relationship to its death, the responsibility to its own mortality and the choices that it owns.

The question we must ask runs thusly: What are the implications of Heidegger’s claim that Dasein’s responsibility to its own death, as its own-most possibility, guarantees Dasein’s legitimate responsibility to the Other in a communal relationship in which the Being (and death) of the Other becomes an issue of concern? Attempting to address this question, and show that for Heidegger death is a particular and solitary event and phenomenon, Manning’s interpretation of death and its relation to authentic Dasein is rightfully concerned with the notions of particularity and subjectivity, which Manning argues are present within Heidegger’s account of death. Manning interprets Being-towards-death in the following manner: “In addition to establishing Dasein’s authentic communal Being, [it] reveals the essence of the future and time itself” (71). Manning focuses on Heidegger’s use of Jemeinigkeit, or “mine-ness,” as the “constitutive” characteristic of death, in the sense that death is unequivocally Dasein’s own, that it belongs to the individuated and individual Dasein, and that such an understanding of death fails, as related to the concerns of this chapter, to express the universality of the phenomenon. “Death is not only that which will someday be mine,” writes Manning, “but it is also that which can never be mine because it has its own reality” (71). In order to legitimately claim that death represents the phenomenon that thrusts Dasein into its authentic solicitous communal relations as Being-with-others, death must assume the form of an ontological power that stands beyond Dasein’s own unique claims to its existence, beyond Dasein’s personal autonomous power of appropriation. Therefore, as opposed to the certainty of death as that which is owned by the individuated Dasein, Heidegger should have stressed the supreme mystery of death; he should have presented death in terms of a phenomenon that can never be owned or possessed because it is a force that is absolutely unknowable. In other words, as Manning claims, to argue convincingly that Dasein’s authentic communal relationships, as historicality, are grounded in the ontological understanding of the phenomenon of death (and finitude), Heidegger should have conceived death in terms of the “quintessential power” that is beyond Dasein. For death, as “otherness itself (72), must represent “absolute alterity,” the radical “possibility” that obliterates any and all notions of individuation or solitude.

As stated, Heidegger admits that he was not successful in Being and Time at bridging the distance between individuation, on one hand, and communal Dasein, on the other, with the interpretation of historicality as presenting death convincingly as the force that shatters Dasein’s individuation, making its authentic communal relationships possible. However, this is precisely what Heidegger’s later interpretation of death and finitude accomplishes when he moves from the fundamental ontology in Being and Time to embrace a more poetic approach to the issue, in a way that opens the possibility for Heidegger to transcend the constraints of traditional metaphysics. In the later writings Heidegger attempts to understand temporality in terms of its ground, as opposed to interrogating it in terms of the horizons of Dasein’s experience, and following this line of thought into our reading of the “Origin” (1935–36) in the forthcoming section, we observe that Heidegger links death to the primordial finitude of the Earth, which represents the originary power of Being and the force that reveals and grants Dasein’s solidarity. In reading the Turn, death traverses every individual in advance by exceeding them, uniting Dasein in community beyond the horizon of the individuated Dasein. Hence, death belongs to no one and at once to everyone. In the 1930s Heidegger reexamines the issue of death (and finitude) with a critical eye, in terms of the problem we have outlined regarding death in relation to Dasein’s historicality in Being and Time. McNeill (1999) highlights this point in his analysis of Heidegger’s philosophy after 1927 when contending that finitude in relation to Dasein’s Being-toward-death, which “could be appropriated as such, as finitude, in a moment of anticipation (Vorlaufen), is in the later thinking of Ereignis no longer conceived as potentially Dasein’s own” (301).




2. Great Art Facilitates the Truth of Being: Dasein’s Authentic Historical Destiny as Ereignis

“The Origin of the Work of Art” (1935–36) contains, among other important sections dealing with the plastic art of Van Gogh and the poetry of C. F. Meyer, the insightful poetizing of the Greek temple, an example of a cultural founding work of art, and potential source of Dasein’s historical destiny, that is, its “vocation.” The work of art for Heidegger during the Turn serves as a powerful and legitimate mode of “truth-happening” (aletheuein), or the facilitation of the movement into the open region or lighted clearing of Being’s presencing. Art is the event of disclosure in which Being happens as “history,” revealing to Dasein its historical potential for appropriating its destiny, in what Heidegger describes in terms of the Ereignis. According to Heidegger (1993), great art represents a culture’s founding force, a temporal phenomenon that facilitates Dasein’s movement into the work of art’s revelation of truth, serving as “the origin of a people’s authentic historical existence” (202). Approaching the “Origin,” the following question arises: What in fact occurs in the moment of the artwork, when “great” art happens? Heidegger’s response links the authentic historicality of Dasein to the moment of history’s eruption, or the “beginning” of a historical people’s entrance into their destined “vocation”:



Whenever art happens—that is—whenever there is a beginning—a thrust enters history, history either begins or starts over again. History here means not a sequence in time of events of whatever sort, however important. History is the [temporalizing and] transporting of a people into its appointed task, as entrance into that people’s endowment.

(201–202)




Against Nietzsche and the metaphysical tradition in aesthetics, Heidegger locates the origin (Ursprung) of art in the phenomenon of art itself and not in the artist as autonomous creator. The essence of art lies in its potential to facilitate the happening of truth as aletheia. According to Heidegger, art is by its nature “a distinctive way in which truth comes into being and becomes historical” (202). The grounding of Heidegger’s philosophy of Being during the period of the Turn hinges on the potential of great art to institute (set up) and inaugurate the moment and event of the historical happening of Being, as a creative event in the temporality of the artwork as a historical origin, as the inception and eruption of a new “epochal” beginning. For Heidegger, creation never indicates the re-production of that which is already in existence, but rather creative acts intimate and carry within them that which is “yet-to-be,” that which is beyond the horizon of the present, arriving in its approach as already historical from out of the indeterminate future. As McNeill (1999) reasons, “[h]istorical,” with respect to the work of art, “does not mean happening ‘within’ history, but refers to the kind of event that first opens, initiates, and ‘founds’ a subsequent history. Such an event marks an origin, the origination and coming into being of something new” (282).

According to Heidegger (1993), this entry into something new is Dasein’s entry into its historical way of being with the potential to appropriate and found a new destiny, in terms of a “founding preserving,” which is the “spring that leaps to the truth of beings in the work” as the founding or primal leap as “origin” (Ursprung) of both “creators and preservers in terms of historical existence” (202). To understand historical founding for Heidegger, is to at once understand it in terms of the preservation of the work of art, as a bestowing, grounding, and beginning: Both bestowing and grounding “have in themselves the unmediated character of a beginning,” and it is the case that “the beginning prepares itself for the longest time and wholly inconspicuously” (201). The beginning, claims Heidegger, “already contains the end latent within itself”; it always already “contains the undis-closed abundance of the awesome, which means that it also contains strife with the familiar and ordinary” (201). As quoted earlier, with an origin or beginning, “a thrust enters history; history either begins or starts over again” (201). Importantly, McNeill (2006) brings our attention to Heidegger’s use of the German Anfang to indicate “beginning” and the way this separates the term from Beginn, which is roughly equivalent to a “start.” Anfang is often translated as “origin” and equated with Ursprung, “commencement” or “inception,” and McNeill points out that Anfang refers not to a mere “point of onset in either a spatial or temporal sense, but has a sense of a more remote, indeterminate gathering that leads to the emergence of an action or of a historical epoch” (118–119). The work of art, then, already shelters and carries within it, because it draws silent yet awesome inspiration from, the “first beginning” (origin) of Western civilization, and it is crucial, for the “other” beginning—the overcoming of the metaphysics of presence—to draw its power from the “first” beginning,” which is already being sent to Dasein in terms of its futural and as of yet undisclosed historical vocation, its destiny. As McNeill (2006) concludes, a “beginning or origin is something whose full significance and import necessarily conceals and withholds itself—precisely as the power of the origin that holds sway,” indicating the an authentic beginning, “even though it has already come to pass and thus has already happened, has also always yet to manifest itself” (111), that is, to show or reveal its full historical potential or presence.

Heidegger (1993) approaches art in terms of its cultural founding significance, and cultural-founding artwork acts as a paradigm for the event of truth’s happening. The happening of truth is described as the projection of truth, and all “art is history in the essential sense that it grounds history” (202) because art is essentially Dichtung, or poetry. However, this does not restrict the definition or understanding of Dichtung to include only the linguistic expression of “poetry,” for Heidegger envisions Dichtung as referencing the essence of all creative, projective events of truth’s happening. Therefore, Dichtung occurs in many forms of art: painting, sculpture, architecture, music, and poetry. Heidegger stresses the potential of great art to attune, transform, and displace Dasein, representing its “ecstatic entry into the unconcealment of Being” (192), tearing it away from the realm of the everyday, ordinary ways of existing by transforming anew its accustomed ties to the world and Earth. Verily, because of art’s unique nature, it opens the space of disclosure (lighted clearing or Lichtung sens Sein) in such a way that it “breaks open an open place, in whose openness everything is other than usual” (197).

As stated, the “Origin” rethinks the notion of Dasein as the possibility for recognizing its own nature as the “there” of disclosedness, and in the writings of the Turn, Heidegger is no longer focused on a single, “individuated” entity as accounting for Be-ing. With the work of art, Heidegger turns to other paradigms that allow for the discussion and understanding of the meaning of the Being event, which is now related to the “work-being” of the great work of art, the vortex of truth-happening (aletheuein) where the clash of world and Earth occurs and the struggle between concealment and unconcealment is fought. To reiterate, Heidegger reaches the conclusion that the event of Being cannot be understood from the sole perspective of the “individuated” Dasein (e.g., “Letter on Humanism”) and suggests instead that it is the work of art that facilitates the authentic moment of Being’s disclosure as historical, within which Dasein is an intimate participant, manifesting Dasein’s authentic relation to death in collective moments of human affiliation. As stated in the Introduction, this is not to indicate that art as a site of disclosure is literally beyond, or somehow excludes, Dasein, for Heidegger never abandons the analysis of Dasein as the “there” of the open site but, rather, shifts the emphasis in order to understand the event of Being as it is occurring for and with Dasein in the opening/clearing of the overarching context of dis-closure (“truth-happening” of the work) of which Dasein is an intimate and integral participant. Dastur (1999) further clarifies this point when stating that for Heidegger during the Turn, the work of art is thought in its relation to Dasein as the embodied revelation of the conflict (struggle—polemos) that “takes place in being itself and not merely in Dasein” (133).

In 1936, the concept of art as cultural founding force, which facilitates Dasein’s authentic communal relations in the form of a people’s (new) historical beginning, is considered by Heidegger (1993) in terms of Being’s historical manifestation, as the Ereignis, the “clearing and lighting” in the very midst of beings, “which grants and guarantees to us humans the passage to those beings that we ourselves are not, and access to the being that we ourselves are” (178). The truth of the work of art gives all things their look, delimitation, and meaning. Truth happens in the “work-Being” of the work of art, as the counter-striving forces of world and Earth clash, which is the site of aletheia, the vortex and locus of the battle (polemos) for the unconcealment of beings. In Being and Time, “world” represents the over-arching system of meaning(s) that organizes Dasein’s activities and identity, the structure within which its life makes sense (e.g., Dasein’s “totality of involvements”: Toward-this, in-order-to, for-the-sake-of-which). However, in the “Origin” the world does not simply represent world as it is because art does not reveal a world of which it is a part as just another thing; more important, art stands within the unique limits that it alone first establishes and sets forth. When the “world worlds” in and through the work-Being of the art work, a space is opened, and the work erects a world; that is, it establishes boundaries as it transfigures the world, casting forth the truth of an authentic historical existence toward preservers, revealing the potential for the enactment of their destiny, and this “worlding of the world” occurs as a temporal-historical event, within the work-Being, as the Ereignis.

In addition to setting up a “world,” the artwork also brings forth the Earth and, as stated, these counter-striving forces are the two essential features in the work-Being of the work of art. Undoubtedly, the notion of Earth is of supreme importance in Heidegger’s thought during the Turn, derived from and equated with Hölderlin’s notion of divine “Nature” (Earth). Being and Time intimates the “aesthetic” possibilities of Nature as a force that inspires us to potential sublime states, as would be consistent with a landscape painter inspired by nature’s beauty, but in the “Origin” Heidegger develops the concept of Nature more fully, and from his readings of Hölderlin, brings forth the “holy” Earth, arguing that world cannot exist or arise without it. Dasein cannot dwell authentically without acknowledging that it is beholden to the Earth, for Dasein’s Being belongs to the Earth, which represents the divine-spiritual aspects of the holy, a force which Dasein must return to in order to remake and transform its life. Earth is for Heidegger the radicalization of physis as the “natural” force granting and facilitating the coming-to-presence or “bringing-forth” of entities in his thinking the Ereignis and the historical revelation and appropriation of Being. The Earth represents the primal ground on which Dasein works to establish its dwelling, the native soil on which it builds its home. Earth is also, as indicated earlier, the supreme spiritual presence, a sublime, inexplicable holy force that is beyond even the gods.

The Greek temple is a monumental work of art that holds the potential to found and ground a culture by bringing the participants into the revelation of Being, which is essentially a historical event. It is because of the god’s presencing through the temple that the possibilities of dwelling historically arises from religious worship, which guides and shapes the practical and political activities of the Greeks. They worship, paying tribute to the god; they gather as a devotional community, as members of the polis, and as members of a household and tribe with a living heritage, or “endowment.” These intimate historical ties are authenticated within the temple’s work-Being, as it opens a world and sets it back upon the Earth. In other words, the world opens and manifests itself, or is erected, as the sublime power of the Earth rises up through the work in such a way as to first become visible as Earth. According to Heidegger (1993), at the center of worship, the temple “gathers around itself the unity of those paths and relations in which birth and death, disaster and blessing, victory and disgrace, endurance and decline acquire a shape of destiny for human being” (167). The unity of these many and varied newly revealed, uniquely ordered paths and relations constitute “world,” which for the classical Greeks represents their culture. The overarching system of reference relations that is world includes the Greeks habituated practices that are assessed and reinterpreted in light of the truth-happening in the work of art as they are in the process of being passed down through generations as ēthos (ηθος). It is only by way of understanding world, as revealed authentically within the temple’s work-Being that the Greeks enter the potential to become a nation-culture (historical people), united in the ecumenical enactment of destiny as their proper “vocation.” However, an authentic culture is never the equivalent of merely its world. For, as stated, the work-Being of the temple not only opens and reveals the world of historical Dasein; it also sets the world back on Earth, and the rising emergence of Dasein’s native ground plays a significant role in the revelation and subsequent interpretation of Dasein’s “enowning” in the Ereignis. It is the monumental and invaluable role of Earth in founding and historically validating Dasein’s world that expresses the temple’s true power to clear the ground on which Dasein establishes an authentic dwelling (ηθος).

As the temple draws the Earth into the opening of the world, Earth becomes visible. The raw earthen materials of marble and metal acquire a new look as they brilliantly scintillate and radiate from out of the temple’s work-Being, from out of the architectural structure. Marble and metal are transformed within the work, and shine forth in the enigmatic recession and concealment of their presencing. In the work-Being, Earth emerges as a powerful spiritual presence, representing the awe-inspiring sublimity of nature (physis) that rises and exceeds humanity but to which the human also belongs and is therefore beholden to. Earth shows itself in terms of its essence when presencing in an undisclosed and unexplained manner, demonstrating the truth of Being as a self-concealing phenomenon, a phenomenon of double concealment. The Earth represents primordial concealment, which grounds secondary modes of concealment, the dissembling in which phenomena presence in deceptively curious ways as semblance. Heidegger describes the struggle of world and Earth in the following poetic terms: “The world, in resting upon the Earth, strives to surmount it, as self-opening it cannot endure anything closed. The Earth, however, as sheltering and concealing tends always to draw the world into itself and keep it there” (174).6 This is not to suggest that Heidegger merely equates world with unconcealment and Earth with concealment, for the world also has a propensity toward concealment, and Earth toward self-showing. The double nature of concealment is also intimately connected to world, for even in the open space of the Augenblick the possibility for misinterpreting the self-showing of phenomena exists. Importantly, Heidegger envisions Dasein existence as primordially grounded in concealment, and it is because of the Earth’s self-secluding nature, as supreme inexplicable and mysterious force, that Dasein first approaches its self-understanding, which comes by way of measuring itself against the awesome power of Being (the Earth), for destiny is grounded in precisely the things that Dasein does not and cannot know with certainty, grounded in that which is never mastered with confidence (see Chapter 2 §2).

When returning to the “Origin” in 1956 (addendum), Heidegger rehearses the conclusion that great art is determined with regard to the question of Being, or the truth of Being: “Art,” he writes, “is considered neither an area of cultural achievement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs to the disclosure of appropriation [the event of Being as Ereignis] by way of which the ‘meaning of Being’ can alone be defined” (210). According to Heidegger, the meaning of Being is undeniably related to originary temporality as Temporality (Temporalitat). In the moment of the Ereignis, within the work-Being of the artwork, time “temporalizes,” which initiates a new historical beginning. The truth-happening of the work of art induces the primordial phenomenon of the “out-beyond-itself” of ecstatic temporality, the essence of temporality—or as in Contributions, the Being of temporality (Temporalität)—which occurs within the “free oscillation” of temporality. Whenever art occurs as the projective happening of truth, as we have emphasized, there occurs a beginning and a “thrust enters history,” and a genuine beginning is always a leap, which occurs as the ecstasies spring beyond every being to strike open the originary future as such, and this primordial thrust of Temporality initiates Dasein’s new time as history, its new beginning as an overflowing excess. The oscillation and momentum of this explosive temporal leap enraptures and transports Dasein into its appointed task. This ecstatic displacement marks the entrance of a culture into its authentic endowment as historical, and this occurrence, according to Heidegger, represents art’s historical founding as “beginning.”

The Riss, in which the struggle for unconcealment occurs between the counter-striving forces of world and Earth, is tied intimately to the phenomenon of Temporality. Which cracks or “tears” open (die reissende Zeit) the ecstases of past, future, and present. Heidegger (2014), in “Germania and “The Rhine,” explicates this concept of “originary Time,” as Temporalität, and its movement and oscillation in the following terms, which relates intimately to the attunement (Stimmung) of both art and poetry:



Within the prevailing forward of that which has been into the future, which, directed backward, opens up that which earlier already readied itself as such, there prevails the approach of a coming [das Zukommen] and a still-presencing (future and having-been [past]) in one: originary time. The temporalizing of this time [Augenblick-Temporalität] is the fundamental occurrence of that attunement in which [art] is grounded.

(109–110)




As the ecstases “temporalize, the general and essential “momentum” and “oscillation” of time is set in motion, which is characterized by Temporality’s reaching, or stretching out toward the future, and its recession, or the movement of its folding back upon itself. This notion of “originary time” as tearing or cracking open is a theme that Heidegger extracts from Hölderlin’s poetry. For according to Heidegger, “[t]he poet [Hölderlin] on a number of occasions names this time the time that ‘tears’ [torrential time] because it is within itself the oscillation that tears us away into the future and casts us back into having-been” (110). This, in Heidegger’s Contributions, as we elucidate in the following section, is explicitly linked with time-space and the Ereignis-Augenblick.

The Riss emerges and sets itself back again into the Earth, entrusting itself to Earth’s sheltering and self-concealing nature. In order for world and beings to presence, the Riss must reach out, as a coming-forth, and then turn back on itself, and within this movement the Temporality of the artwork emerges. According to Fynsk (1993), the Riss traces out the conflict of world and Earth, and “sets forth the openness of the open, holding open the clearing,” within which the work of art comes to stand in the limits it alone establishes, “standing, so to speak, against the outline or horizon that it draws within the Riss” (147–148). This originary experience of Time, as Temporalitat, is what first makes the authentic appropriation of Dasein’s heritage possible, which must be projected communally into the future, thereby repeating a possibility that it has at once inherited from its forebears and reinterpreted collectively as unique to the Dasein of the people. The Riss is related to what has been previously defined as the work of art opening Dasein’s world in terms of a new, revelatory experience of original creation, establishing the context, sketching out the limits, by providing, according to Heidegger (1993), “a basic design, an outline sketch, that draws the basic features of the upsurgence of the clearing of beings” (188), within which Dasein first comes to stand in the moment of the Augenblick. The Riss is the fixing in place of the strife (polemos) between world and Earth, bringing “what opposes measure and boundary into its common outline” (188), so as to manifest “figure, shape, Gestalt,” and for Heidegger, “Gestalt, is always to be thought in terms of the particular placing (Stellen) and framing or framework (Ge-stell) as which the work occurs when it sets itself up and sets itself forth” (189).

It is crucial to bear in mind that world is conceived in relation to the Earth, which is understood in a twofold manner as both the native soil beneath Dasein’s feet, the “earth” on which Dasein raises its dwelling, and the supreme authoritative force of primordial concealment that is always beyond Dasein, which continually rises and recedes as Being, as history, within a variety of cultural manifestations. As Heidegger (2014) states, the historical grounding force of art, with its projection of truth thrown toward the coming historical preservers, must “be drawn up from the closed ground” of the Earth and “expressly set upon this ground” (105). For, as Heidegger stresses, becoming historical does not occur through “mere settlement,” but occurs only when “accompanied by a nurturing of the Earth for the gods” (105). During the Turn, Heidegger focuses on the importance of Earth as related to Dasein’s historical destiny—in terms of historical ground—in relation to Time and finitude, as the “holy” force that shatters Dasein’s individuation, and this relates crucially to Heidegger’s rethinking of Dasein’s Being-toward-death: “Where the Earth manifests herself in the disinterestedness of authentic Dasein, she is holy,” as the groundless ontological cite or Abgrund (abyss) in and from out of which “the firmness and individualness of all grounds retreats” and reemerges, “where everything yet finds its way to a constantly dawning new beginning” (105).

As stated, the “Origin” is an important essay in that it contains Heidegger’s developing notion of Ereignis and the philosophizing of the “enabling” power responsible for the lighting-clearing, or opening, of the disclosure site of Being. This force, or primordial “enabling” power, as poetized in the “Origin,” the Hölderlin lectures, and Contributions is beyond the metaphysical ontological difference, for the enabling power responsible for Being’s disclosure first reveals the “unity in difference” of beings and beings (Kockelmans 1984). What then is this “enabling” power? Arguably, it is the withdrawal or recession of Being in finitude that draws open the Ereignis, and this notion has been linked to the mystery and abyss, the primordial concealment grounding the Earth in its relation to world, as radical finitude. The work of art becomes the alternative paradigm for considering the opening of Dasein by the event of presencing facilitated by Being’s recession into concealment (finitude), which provides Dasein access to itself, other entities, and the Being of those entities through the rise, self-showing, and, ultimately, the recession of the Earth-phenomenon (as self-concealment) as revealed and encountered in the truth of the artwork. The Ereignis, as the event of Being’s presence and appropriation, is Dasein’s destiny (Geschick) and is associated directly with the event of the work of art, which initiates the disclosure of beings in ways that assume meaning for Dasein in a historical sense, in that it involves Dasein’s participation in the form of “owning,” or “appropriating,” what has been sent to it, or made available to it at a particular time and geographic locale. Dasein has the potential to respond, in the moment of the “enowning” event, by being-open to what has been given and granted by Being, as what is most appropriate to it (“propriation”—Ereignis) and projecting it (“to propriate”—sich ereignen) ecumenically into the future as a people in terms of a collective destiny (Krell 1993, ix).7 In the Ereignis, as Dastur (1999) points out, a “co-belonging” transpires in the “reciprocal relation and constellation of man and Being” (64). Although Being is undoubtedly beyond us, it is also, in an important sense, ours because it gives and grants possibilities that are uniquely our own, in terms of the potential to found and ground a new historical time.

To reiterate, the truth of art gives to Dasein its historical world and time as Ereignis, and as Da-sein is ecstatically transported to its new time and history as the work-Being delivers Dasein over to its appointed task, a paradigm shift, or change of attunement, occurs. For, according to Heidegger (1993), as the extraordinary awareness of the Being event strikes down the ordinary and “long familiar” (191), and Dasein’s inauthentic ways of perceiving and understanding its existence are reinterpreted in the light of truth happening in the work of art. The participation of a people in the work of art inaugurates the authentic transformation (attunement) of their existence, and as they move into the truth of Being as history, they are transported into their appointed task, “as entrance into that people’s endowment” (202). According to Heidegger, this is the founding of Being in the Ereignis representing the founding of Dasein’s historical existence, linked to the Earth, in three integral moments: founding as beginning, bestowing, and grounding. The beginning, as stated earlier, is the primal temporal thrust, or leap into history, the moment in which the truth of historical existence manifests itself; bestowal is a founding in overflow, or excess, a gift which can “never be compensated and made up for by what is already at hand and available” (200) in the manifestation of Dasein’s originary ethos (heritage); and grounding refers to a people’s historical grounding, which arises through the work as a creative and interpretive response that changes and radically alters an already existing world by a people linked to the Earth as the supreme authoritative force of concealment. This change from Dasein’s inauthentic to an authentic existence, or historical paradigm shift that occurs through Dasein’s participation in the work of art, in an important way, as explained by Hammermeister (2002), demonstrates that “art is an indicator of self-transcendence, of the development of the self to its utmost possibilities” (56), and these “possibilities” for Heidegger in the 1930s are poetized in terms of Dasein’s utmost possibilities as a communal being in the revelatory moment of “truth” in the great work of art.

In the lectures and essays of the 1930s, as stated, Heidegger is still working to reconcile, and indeed overcome, the earlier notion of “existential solipsism” (i.e., Dasein as individuated for its own unique possibilities, including the extreme possibility of its own death) with the claim that Dasein is historical, authentic as a communal Being-with-others. To return to the question posed earlier: If it is the case Dasein is its own temporality, enacting its own unique possibilities within its ownmost-potentiality-for-Being, specifically in relation to death, how is it possible for Dasein to historize as a legitimate communal being? This question weighs with great import on the analysis, for not even in Introduction to Metaphysics, with its emphatic claim that Dasein belongs to Being, directly addresses and resolves this problematic issue. However, in the “Origin,” the Hölderlin, lectures and, as we demonstrate in the following, in Contributions, Heidegger addresses this concern in a definitive manner, as he no longer focuses on death as a possibility that Dasein claims or owns. As previously outlined, this foregoing notion appears to wrongly emphasize the active power of willing (voluntarism) in the process of becoming authentic and fails to explain the legitimate role of death in the communal process of becoming historical. However, in the later writings, Heidegger stresses the crucial notion of responsiveness to Being and the resolute manner in which Dasein runs ahead to a collective demise, a possibility that no longer belongs to itself but to the inexplicable, divine force of the Earth in terms of finitude.

Returning to McNeill (1999), a significant point is raised in relation to this notion, for regarding Dasein’s originary future, McNeill writes that the “‘power of death,’ as the site of birth and mortality, is no longer conceived as Dasein’s own, but as belonging to the Earth in the Ereignis of its strife with world” (301). While one’s death cannot be shared, Heidegger certainly appears to suggest that it is the collective anticipation of death that opens the possibility of a people “temporalizing” as a historical community. No longer is Dasein the individuated Being-toward-death, but it is, rather, a Being-toward-the-truth-of-the-artwork as it facilitates the historical manifestation of Being. It appears that Heidegger conceives the pinnacle of authentic existence in terms of a collective relationship to death, which is promised to no one and at once guaranteed to everyone. Heidegger links the originary power of the Earth with death, originary future, radical finitude, and the understanding of the Nothingness that pervades his poetic analyses. Fynsk (1993) also analyzes the role of death in the communal understanding of Dasein’s historical destiny, and much like McNeill, links the “historical address” of the artwork, in the site of disclosure, as the primordial phenomenon that authentically unites the Dasein of a people “in relation to the ‘holy,’ which occurs in terms of absence” (144), or we might say, the finitude pervading the abyssal ground of Being. As Fynsk describes the Ereignis, he rightly points out that finitude is a more fundamental phenomenon for Dasein than even its death. In the moment of the disclosure site,



the opening of Being that Dasein is called to hold open the there or “da” of Dasein itself—exceeds Dasein’s hold. It is a kind of abyss. Finitude, understood in this way, is the limit beyond all limits—even more fundamental to human being than the experience of mortality, insofar as the relation to death becomes a [potential] resource for speculative mastery.

(144)




Fynsk’s reference to the “limit beyond all limits,” as conceived in terms of the Earth and the abyss of finitude, might be thought of as an epistemological limit grounded in an ontological limit that remains beyond Dasein’s grasp, beyond philosophy, beyond the various ways in which Dasein’s world has been traditionally understood by Western metaphysics. This so-called limit beyond all limits is related to the authentic understanding of Dasein’s death, or mortality, as opposed to the inauthentic interpretation that reduces death to a mere biological fact, an event that modern science can, in effect, “put off” for a seemingly indefinite time span, thereby stripping death of its primordial, ontological immediacy. The important point that both Fynsk and McNeill agree on is that the Earth and the abyss of finitude ground, or shelter, Dasein’s authentic death as related to the historical phenomenon of the Being event.

To illustrate this point, in “Germania” and The Rhine,” Heidegger (2014) presents death in terms of the collective brethren of death—as brethren of the Earth. This idea is concretized in a powerful description of Dasein’s “originary community,” the community (heritage) that is given in advance, guided and structured by way of a collective ēthos, which emerges in the disclosure site of the originary polis, the site of locality and history. Presenting an interpretation of the German soldiers locked in combat as comrades, Heidegger poetizes death in communal terms. Much like the preservers of the great work of art, who never experience its truth in subjective or individualistic terms, the soldiers are not merely a group of “enthusiastic” fighters, each enacting a singular and disparate individual fateful destiny. Instead, there exists a cause and a grave collective risk that precede and tower mightily over the existence of every soldier in advance, bringing the soldiers into affiliation with the truth of their mortality as a collective happening (possibility), in relation to the overriding power of Being (and the Nothing). The nearness of death as a “sacrifice,” writes Heidegger, “place[s] everyone in advance into the same nothingness, so that the latter [becomes] the source of unconditional belonging to one another” (74).

In these passages Heidegger is thinking death in light of the “essential sacrifice,” in which truth grounds itself, revealing in advance, as the soldiers are released over to “death and the readiness for its sacrifice,” beholden to a purpose greater than each individual, the authentic “space of the community out of which comradeship emerges” (75). There is a collective nearness and closeness in such moments when truth occurs and relationships are established. What is nearest, however, is not Dasein’s proximity to things, entities, or even beings; rather, it is Dasein’s nearness to Being itself that becomes an issue. When attuned by the “nearness” of Being’s power, we also experience in a renewed manner the sense of power flowing though our lives and world, and only when returning “to ourselves from out of the essential power of things,” experienced in and through participating in the Being event, here in light of the attunement in moments when mortality is revealed as a collective possibility, do we first “come to one another and come to be with and for one another” (75) in terms of an originary community as Mitsein. In Heidegger’s later works of the 1930s he conceives Being-toward-death as a true collective phenomenon in which “each individual is bound in advance to something the binds and determines every individual in exceeding them” (74), namely, Being as historically conceived as inseparable from the Earth-phenomenon, to which Dasein’s death belongs.




3. Heidegger’s Contributions to Philosophy: Being-Historical Thinking, Time, and the “Enowning” of Destiny

As related to our themes, Brogan (2002) observes that throughout Contributions, and the reader must keep in mind the close proximity of Heidegger’s engagement during the Turn with art, Hölderlin, and Being-historical thinking (1934–1938), “Heidegger attempts to relate his discussion of Da-sein and the enowning event of the truth of be-ing to the issue of Dasein’s self-hood and community,” attempting to clarify thinking on the “kind of being together that might exist among Da-seins who are open to the truth of be-ing” (243–244), and this includes rethinking historicality, Time, and Dasein’s Being-toward-death. Indeed, Heidegger’s way of doing philosophy, or more appropriately, thinking in a most original way (i.e., Being-historical thinking /inceptual-thinking/mindful thinking), requires that both Heidegger the thinker and the reader, as participants in what is thought, undergo a change, experience a renewed philosophical orientation grounded in and occurring through various modes of attunement (Stimmung) unique to the Turn and Contributions. Whereas in the “Origin” and the Hölderlin lectures Heidegger speaks of the Ereignis in terms of Dasein’s participation and preservation of great works of art and the poetry of Hölderlin, respectively, in the Contributions the understanding of the event of Being as “enowning” is intimately related to and inseparable from thinking on and therefore participating in the truth of Being in its unfolding. As Heidegger (1999) articulates, “[i]n the age of crossing from metaphysics into be-ing historical thinking, one can venture only an attempt to think according to a more originary basic stance within the question of the truth of be-ing,” and this is no longer a matter of “thinking ‘about’ something and representing something objective” (3), through either calculative thought or propositional discourse.

To this point, the thinker does not provide an analysis or reasoned explanation for the phenomenon of Being; rather, thinking that is “owned over into enowning” (3) belongs and is given over in the first instance to “be-ing and to be-ing’s word” (3), and in this way, authentic thinking is always a thinking of that which is thought and is simultaneously instantiated and accomplished in the poietic manner of bringing forth what is thought (the truth of Being) in its incompleteness while at once retaining and sheltering traces and intimations of its supreme and primordial power. It is a form of attuned thinking-saying that ultimately respects the ineffability of Being, its refusal to be brought fully to thought or language. The thinking-saying of Heidegger in Contributions, “gathers be-ing’s essential sway unto a first sounding, while itself [this saying] sounds only out of the essential sway” (4) of Being’s unfolding. This indicates that this mode or mood of thinking-saying is always already thinking out of the relationship to Being that is Dasein, and this for Heidegger marks the important move from Being and Time occurring in the Turn and the attempt to transcend the metaphysics of presence. Regarding Heidegger’s mode of thinking-and-questioning, Schoenbohm (2001) claims that readers of Contributions are “drawn into the draft of the question of the meaning of being” in a way that is beyond metaphysical interpretations because thought is directed “toward the question-worthy temporal, disclosive character of be-ing, toward its ‘truth’ character, its Wahrheit that is, the question-worthiness of the very occurring of beings” (17).8

In both the “Origin” and Contributions, Heidegger talks of a variety of ways in which history is founded/grounded and beginnings (Ursprungen) are inaugurated and established, which includes the practice of philosophy, essential acts of self-sacrifice, works of art, poetry, and political acts (see Epilogue §2). In Contributions, Heidegger (1999) has many things to say about philosophy as an attuned form of thinking, as a “masterful knowing from within mindfulness” (33), which never rises to the level an “‘absolute’ knowing” (31) and is crucially related to the historical nature of Dasein in terms of what Heidegger calls the “philosophy of a people,” and this indicates that this “historically essential characterization of philosophy grasps philosophy as the thinking of Be-ing” (298). The mindfulness associated with Heidegger’s reconceived view of philosophy is nothing other than the inquiry into the meaning of the truth of Being, which is at once “leaping into its essential sway and thus into Be-ing itself” (31), enacted through a mode of original questioning, modeled in Contributions, concerning “whether and when and how we belong to being (as enowning),” and there is an exigency that gives rise to the question of the truth of Being, which must be



asked for the sake of the essential sway of being, which needs us—needs us, not as beings who happen to be extant, but insofar as we sustain and inabide—by preserving in—Da-sein, and ground Da-sein as the truth of being. Hence mindfulness… is necessarily self-mindfulness.

(31)




Heidegger is claiming that the “leap” into the truth of Being required by philosophy and thinking is always a historical self-mindfulness grounded in terms that determine Dasein’s potential appropriation of its historical destiny and self-hood—“Da-sein’s ownhood”—in relation to Being, which Heidegger relates to Being-toward-death as constituting the essential determination of Dasein. Heidegger is clear in Contributions that philosophy, as he now conceives of and practices, is no longer attuned in the mood of Θαυμα (thauma), which is a “deep wonder that beings are” (32) and the grounding-attunement of the “first beginning.” Instead, philosophy that unfolds as Being-historical thinking is attuned in “startled dismay” within the “abandonment of Being and the reservedness that is grounded in such startled dismay in its creative [poietic] mode” (32), and we have more to say regarding the attunement of the other beginning later.

Philosophy, as related specifically to Platonism, that attempts to provide or impose ideas or values that “historically” determine a people in advance, fails to accomplish the “leap” into thinking on the essential sway of Being, and hence, neither formulates nor enacts the necessary questioning into the truth of Being. Platonism emerges from out of empty talk that levels philosophy off and “makes it into an indifferent ‘accomplishment,’ a ‘fulfillment’” (30), but does not say anything essential about the nature of philosophy as related to Dasein’s mindfulness. The mindfulness of Being-historical thinking, which is inseparable from and belongs to “being a people” makes up and facilitates an “essential passage-way” that leads into the opening of time-space, in terms of a temporal historical context revealed in the unique and singular moment of the Augenblick, the “moment” in which a “people first becomes free for its law, which it must struggle for, as the ultimate necessity [its destining as historical] of its most noble moment [Augenblick—“enowning/Ereignis]” (30). Philosophy of a people comes both from within and over the people insofar as Dasein’s destiny is first granted, given over by Being and subsequently moves through Dasein because of its belonging to Being. The authentic, mindful philosophy of a people, as Heidegger claims, “is that which makes a people into a people of philosophy, which historically founds the people in its Da-sein, and which prevails upon a people to become guardians of the truth of be-ing” (30). Philosophy thus conceived cannot merely repeat ready-made truths or prescribed nomological ethical norms that have emerged from the philosophical ground that is traceable to the “first beginning.” Authentic philosophy is historical in a futural, and in many ways, a prophetic sense, but Heidegger notes that it must “spring forth from its very ownmost origin (Anfang) and that this [historical] leap can succeed only if philosophy as such still belongs to its first, essential beginning” (30). The authentic historical nature of a people thinks the truth of Being and holds the futural potential to be enowned by Being only when what it elucidates, “draws upon a remembrance of the heretofore thinking (metaphysics) but at the same time puts back this thinking and what is to come, back into historical belonging-together” (298), a historical belonging-together that stands over and is irreducible to the understanding of factual, chronological history (Historie).

Heidegger’s notion of Being-historical-thinking dominates Contributions, and in understanding it in terms that are consistent with our analysis from §2, we state that to “think Being” is no longer to think the ground of Dasein (beings) in terms of Beingness but, rather, to think the unfolding of Being as a phenomenon or event where Being’s sending, what it gives (unconcealment) to Dasein, is simultaneously a holding back, an expression of Being’s overwhelming excess linked to its withdrawal into finitude (primordial concealment). That which is given in unconcealment (aletheia) in the moment of the Augenblick, from the understanding of Ereignis, is given as destiny (Geschick). As related to Heidegger’s attempts in Contributions to overcome the transcendental-phenomenological move in Being and Time to understand Being through the analysis of Dasein, Dastur (1999) observes that in the unfolding of the clearing granted by Being’s abyssal withdrawal and concealment,



man is no longer the thrown basis of this clearing but rather stands in it and is indebted to it for his own Being… the ‘there’ of Being can no longer be understood as the Being that Dasein projects through self- projection and as self-affection, but as the call (Anspruch) of Being itself to man, a call to which man corresponds (entspricht) through thought.

(64)



Being-historical thinking is a form of “inceptual” thought that, as Heidegger (1999) stresses, is a “thinking that is underway” (3); that is, it thinks the truth of Being from out of the originary and essential sway of Being, grounded in recession or primordial concealment—it experiences and thinks the coming-to-be and passing away of Being. It is possible to state that Being-historical thinking is “historical” in at least two ways: First, it is historical in that it is always already situated and hence unfolding within the temporal phenomenon of history, in the openness of Being and the context of time-space, situated “between” the first beginning and the potential futural dawning of the other beginning. However, as Vallega (2001) reasons, it is not merely a “transition” or bridge from one epoch to the next but, instead, is itself the “transition” (Übergänglich) as the “thinking of passage,” meaning inceptual thought abides in the openness of Being and rethinks this openness anew in terms of an “inceptual historical event” (48). It is the thought that takes place at the culmination, and not simply the end, of metaphysics, as Heidegger understands this phenomenon through his long philosophical confrontation (die Auseinandersetzung) with Nietzsche, nihilism and the death of God. Being-historical thinking is a transformative thinking wherein its questioning, its responsiveness, and ultimately its “saying,” finds itself caught up and historically determined by Being. Second, it is historical in that it demands a decision by Dasein to release itself to be “enowned” by Being within the event of Being’s unfolding in and through the appropriative event of the Ereignis in the moment of the Augenblick, when Dasein’s destiny manifests and is first given over, thrown toward Dasein and taken up, or appropriated. Ultimately, Dasein’s historical “decision” determines whether or not it will remain attuned within technology’s Ge-stell, which harbors the continued forgetfulness of Being, or move beyond (Übergängliche) technology’s grasp, opening up a new historical epoch, which is nothing other than the rethinking of world history where the destiny of Dasein becomes a “decision” concerning the fateful enactment of its historical dwelling emerging from out of the occurrence of the truth of Being.

For Heidegger, inceptual thinking is both mindful thought and en-thinking (er-denken) and thinks the truth of Being and opens and holds open what is most question-worthy and so abides (thinks-and-lives) amid the essential and swaying of Being’s unfolding. The projecting-open of inceptual thinking in its enactment ultimately remains situated within the truth that it opens up, for as thought unfolds it is at once seized by, drawn in, and set back within the sway of this unfolding. For this reason Heidegger suggests that Being-historical thinking instantiates the originary relationship between Dasein and Being in terms of a co-belonging, a relationship of necessity in terms of historical destining as Dasein is en-owned by Being, within the counter-striving movements and moments of Entrückung (passing-away) the primordial withdrawal of Being and Berückung (coming-to-be), the presencing facilitated by this movement of Being into recession, its withdrawal (see Chapter 5 §3).9 These two counter-striving moments, according to Schoenbohm (2001), name the sway of “be-ing’s originary, most question-worthy opening-out-into and abyssal drawing away [in finitude] from determination” (23). When thought moves into the knowing-awareness of the unfolding of the truth of Being, as Heidegger (1999) claims, there is an attuned and distressing need of “holding oneself” in the clearing related to the sheltering, concealing, and revealing of Being itself, which is akin to “originarily holding oneself within the essential sway of truth” (258) while at once holding open Being in the midst of the essential sway of Being’s primordial unfolding—that is, holding oneself in the complete absence of ground (Abgrund)—the abyssal ground of Being. This, as we clarify in the following, relates to the “leap” and the attunement of the “transition” from thinking on the first beginning to the other beginning and is termed by Heidegger in Contributions, “reservedness.” It is the case that the grounding attunement (Befindlichkeit) of Angst in Being and Time reveals to Dasein its relation to its own thrown Beingness in relation to world and beings, in terms of the metaphysical understanding of the ontological difference. Contrarily, in Contributions, Heidegger attempts not only to rethink the difference but also to think beyond it, for with the unique notion of Being-historical thinking, as Vallega (2001) argues, there is suggested a “single motion of thought, a single matter to be thought [the truth of Be-ing] in this motion, a single temporal [Temporalität] occur-rence” that transcends the metaphysical understanding of “ontological dualism [difference]” (52).

The modes of attunement (Stimmungen) Heidegger (1999) talks of in Contributions are preparatory for Dasein’s leap and its inabiding or holding-in the “creative sustaining in the ab-ground” (26), dwelling within and thinking from out of the truth of Being. Dasein, when attuned, no longer comports itself in the inauthentic mode of “Being-away” and is transported into the open revelation of things showing forth in the absence of their metaphysical ground, taken up into the withdrawal of Being as a self-concealing phenomenon. Attuned in the stillness that facilitates the listening in a resolute manner for Being’s address, Dasein falls silent, characterizing its belonging to Being in its abyssal withdrawal. It will be helpful to briefly review the three moods that Heidegger discusses (startled dismay, reservedness, and deep awe) as they are preparatory for the enowning event, decision, and the “leap.” The grounding-attunement (Grundstimmung) of reservedness is the essence of startled dismay and is the “midpoint for startled dismay and deep awe,” and it determines “the style of inceptual thinking in the other beginning” and reveals “the letting hold-sway of be-ing as enowning,” attuning all of Dasein’s bearings “in the midst of beings and every comportment to beings” (12). Attuned in reservedness, Dasein creatively becomes the guardian and caretaker of the stillness amid the enowning (historical) event. For the event is only possible in terms of new historical beginnings, because in startled dismay what is long familiar appears as “estranging and confining” (11) to Dasein as it is torn in an ek-static moment from the everyday ways of being that are grounded in the forgetfulness of Being and is brought face to face with this forgetfulness or abandonment (it “thinks” out of the oblivion of Being). Authentic mindful and inceptual thinking understands (as “knowing-awareness”) that Being has been lost to beings because of the attunement of the metaphysics of presence, which grounds human machination as the scientific/technical response to the abandonment of Being.

Deep awe, which emerges and grows from reservedness, facilitates Dasein’s “creative sustaining in ab-ground,” it is a mood that facilitates Dasein’s “getting nearer and remaining near to what is most remote as such—that in its hinting—when held in deep awe—still becomes the nearest and gathers in itself all relations of be-ing” (12). This is the distressing experience of the withdrawal of Being in its connection to inexplicable mystery, and in deep awe, as Vallega-Neu observes, Dasein experiences the “compelling distress (notigende Not), a need to let be-ing occur historically” (39). Dasein’s potential appropriation of its historical destiny, in the event (Ereignis) of enowning, occurs only when responding to Being’s primordial call, and this happens only from out of the depths of the great stillness, which is the deep silence of the abyssal ground of Being. Heidegger (1999) links stillness to Dasein’s reticence, which is attuned and facilitated by reservedness, and Dasein’s reticence is ultimately born of the silence within which Dasein listens in resolute anticipation of Being’s call. In listening for this address, Dasein ultimately responds, catching what is thrown toward it from Being and taking it up as history, which in and through appropriation, requires a “decision.” Reservedness, as the grounding-attunement of the enowning event, inspires thinking on and recognition of Dasein’s co-participatory relationship with Being in the opening of Being’s unfolding in the Time (Temporalitat) of the Augenblick that attunes the Ereignis, opening up the historical context of time-space. It is only through the grounding of time-space that “Da-sein can become an inbiding for transforming the distress of the abandonment of being into the necessity of creating as the restoring of beings” (13), that is, through enowning Being reveals to Dasein its potential for responding to its fate and appropriating its historical destiny. Heidegger claims that reservedness


constitutes the opening of the simplicity and greatness of beings and the originarily needed necessity of sheltering the truth of be-ing in beings, in order then once again to give historical man a goal: namely, to become the founder and preserver of the truth of be-ing, to be the “t/here” [Da] as the ground that is used by be-ing’s essential sway.

(12)




The “decision” of Dasein’s appropriation of its historical destiny is a response-in-reticence to the call of Being from out of deep stillness—from out of which “decision” becomes as possibility—when the “utmost mandate from within the innermost distress of abandonment of being is experienced and empowered unto endurable power” (66), and this distress is experienced in the attunement of startled dismay, “in the jubilation of belongingness to being, which as hinting moves abandonment of being into the open” (69). Startled dismay, as we have stated, grows and emerges from the Grundstimmung of reservedness, which facilitates Dasein’s “sheltering the truth of enowning” (66). The “decision” is Dasein’s appropriation of its destiny (Ereignis) and the enactment of its historical potential through various activities including “poetry-thinking-deed-sacrifice” (66), and the decision is also, because there is a sense of inescapable indeterminacy bound up with it, what allows the futural historical “ones to come” to “prepare in advance the sites and moments” (66). For Heidegger, within the renewed relationship between Being and beings, a gathering and recasting of beings, the happening of the essential “preservation of earth and projecting-open of world in the strife of earth and world”—that is, “a people becomes historical” (67). The leap is Dasein’s “decisive” movement into and sustained residing within the truth of Being’s essential unfolding, but as we have stressed in our reading of the “Origin,” the “decision” is not grounded in the willful act of an autonomous subject and so is set apart from the any understanding of the human being in relation to Being that smacks of latent subjectivity or metaphysical voluntarism (see §1, n. 4).

The leap, as discussed earlier with regard to attunement, sets Dasein apart from familiar ways of knowing and encountering its world and “releases belongingness to be-ing in its full essential swaying and enowning,” where the mood of reservedness holds Dasein into “inabiding and sustaining the most distant nearness to the hesitating refusal” (161), that is, holding fast to the truth of Being, refusing to objectify it or cognize it in modes of calculative thought, and, rather, allowing it to be as it is in its self-refusing nature, throwing open the as-of-yet untold potential of Dasein’s futural destiny. Stambaugh (1992) nicely articulates the revelatory encounter with Being’s presencing, in terms of its self-secluding nature, in relation to Dasein’s mode of attunement that points beyond the metaphysics of presence: As Being’s “self-concealing, hesitating denial, shows itself in the clearing,” the presence-in-absence of Abgrund manifests, but the mystery is “unveiled as mystery and no longer submerged in forgottenness” (117). The leap, we might say, expresses the essence of inceptual-mindful thinking—as the philosophy of an authentic people—which at once instantiates Dasein’s basic trait as care, whereby Dasein becomes, through thoughtful decision and repetition—by way of the “leap”—a seeker, guardian, and caretaker of Being. The leap transcends the abandonment of Being by beings, and so transcends the attuning metaphysical sway of machination (metaphysics of presence/das Ge-stell), but this does not indicate that Dasein has found some new ground upon which to dwell, that is, conceiving “historical ground” in terms of either a preordained or determinate space for the unfolding of a series of causally related chronological events (as Historie). For there is nothing other than the groundlessness of the abyss of Being that Dasein encounters, which first opens the potential for Dasein’s historical decision, and this relates to the opening of time-space, the potential origin of Dasein’s temporal historical dwelling in the moment of the Augenblick, for as Heidegger (1999) states, Being, as



the essential swaying of enowning is thus not an empty and indefinite ocean of determinables into which we, already “existing” [seiend], leap from somewhere; but rather the leap lets the t/here [Da]—belonging to and enowned by the call—first emerge as the site for the moment for a “somewhere” and a “when.”

(167)




As related directly to the Augenblick, McNeill (2001) argues that in Contributions, much like the “Origin,” Heidegger thinks time as Temporalitat, which is a phenomenon that, like the originary sway of the truth of Being, resists both a thematic and objective understanding that might be quantified in terms of a linear “theory” of time, as if “thinking on” Temporalität “lived at a remove from that which it contemplates,” as if contemplation could somehow be detached from the originary source of its inspired thought and “not already a [thoughtful] response to a historical address and destiny of being” (137). As related to Being and Time, Heidegger (1992) states in the 1924 lecture, The Concept of Time: “Dasein is time” (20/20e), and this, as we have seen, is an interpretation of temporality (Zeitlichkeit) still weighted down by metaphysics, where time is understood as the horizon for the potential understanding of Being related directly to what we might call the “individuated” time of the Beingness of Dasein. During the Turn, as McNeill (2001) contends, where the concern is with returning beings to the originary experience of the truth of Being , Temporalität unfolds as the Augenblick, as the temporal-historical “site (Statte) of the strife between earth and world,” now identified as time-space, “the site of Ereignis,” which is the “originary time of the event of being itself in which the being of beings attains possible steadfastness in being set to work,” and so Temporalitat in this sense is “‘the time of being’” (141) or the Being of Time. Dastur (1999) contributes to this understanding of the Augenblick as temporal-historical site with the crucial observation that Ereignis relates, in an etymological sense, to Auge [as in Augenblick], and does not pertain at first to eigen, to propriety (as ownership), and to appropriation (as a willful taking up). This indicates Ereignis is related to sight or the eye, that is, a moment of vision. “Ereignis, by making visible the unfolding of the Being of man as Dasein in the clearing, brings the mortals to their own by making them appropriate (vereignen) to Being,” which is thus appropriated (zugeeignet), or “given over to the Being of man” (64). This might be understood in terms of the “reciprocal owning of Being and man, through which they are related” (65). As stated earlier, the Abgrund is the source and ground of time-space, the temporal-historical context opened by the unfolding of Being in relation to the attuned Dasein, and within time-space, as Heidegger (1999) stresses, the



site for the moment [Augenblick/Ereignis], uniqueness and onset of the brightest removal-unto the domain of the hint, out of the gentle charming-moving-unto [Beruckung] the self-refusing-hesitating [Entruckung], nearness and remoteness in decision, the “where” and the “when” of be-ing history, lights up and shelters itself from within enownment of the grounding-attunement of reservedness—this and the basic experience of the t/here [Da] and thus of time-space.

(261)



Ereignis, the enowning of Dasein, is the temporal moment (Augenblick) when Dasein, attuned in reservedness and reticently still, awaiting the call of Being, responds in a thoughtful and decisive manner to the way in which Being addresses it. To reiterate, Dasein’s historical destiny is grounded in its attuned and resolute response, its epochal grounding rejoinder, to Being’s primordial call. Importantly, this enowning event (Ereignis), related specifically to the recession of Being (Entruckung) into mystery, is bound ineluctably with Being-toward-death, for as Brogan (2001) explains, “Being-toward-death is the site of the play of the double character of Ereignis”; that is, Dasein is simultaneously the “site of the origin of the [communal] belonging together that characterizes being-in-the-world” and the “abysmal attunement of the abandonment of be-ing that attends to a difference that is beyond be-ing” (179). Importantly, as we have stressed throughout this chapter, during the Turn, Being-toward-death does not occur through Dasein’s subjective relationship to Being, for it is not the call of conscience that brings Dasein into its essence (Beingness) as “Care” (Sorge), but rather, as shown in §2, it is Being’s recession into finitude; that is, it is the “refusal of being that summons Da-sein to [care] Sorge” (179). Brogan claims that Being-toward-death “radically singularizes Da-sein and thus unfolds being-there”; however, this is no longer conceived in terms of the existential-solitude or the ground of beings as in Being and Time but, instead, in terms of “the decisive site of an abysmal grounding of the truth of being” (179) to which all beings are collectively given over to.

To approach death in terms of an “end,” either philosophically or biologically, is to remain locked within a way of thinking and comporting under the sway of the metaphysics of presence. Heidegger (1999) relates this view to Dasein’s disownedness (Uneigenlichkeit), where humanness is turned away “from the steadfastness of the t/here [Da] and completely with beings as extant (forgetfulness of being)” (227).10 Death is not an “end” or “no,” or a state of “sheer nothing” (199), or nothingness conceived as the utter absence of something once present and now gone or, in more dramatic terms, the end of Being for Dasein. To further develop this point, Heidegger is clear that death is not an event that Dasein merely undergoes, taken as the “negation of be-ing,” but is grasped in its originary manner as the very “determination of Da-sein and only as such” (200), and this indicates that death is unique in its centrality to the phenomenon of the Ereignis, which manifests Dasein’s belongingness to Being. It is only this belongingness, this “inclusion,” that “holds Da-sein completely to its ab-ground, i.e., makes it that ‘between’ [Zwischen] that offers moment and site to ‘enowning’ and can thus belong to being” (200–201). This belonging to the unfolding of Being indicates, as Polt (2006) observes and we have spoken of this in terms of what Heidegger names the counter-resonance of Being and Dasein, that “Be-ing needs Being-there [Da],” and so “death cannot be a limitation that affects Being there and leaves Be-ing untouched” (80, n. 107). Thus, it is for this reason that Heidegger (1999) claims that death is the “highest and utmost corroboration of Be-ing” (200).

Being-toward-death is inseparable from the event of Being and enowning, expressive of the co-belonging of Dasein and Being, with the potential of appropriating its history as the “occupying of the space of the truth of be-ing, the announcing [and resonating echo] of time-space” (200). This is the historical site of Time and dwelling, Temporality and the historical context of Dasein’s enowning that grounds Dasein’s Being-toward-death in the truth of Being as the determination of Dasein. To reiterate, Heidegger claims that the site for the moment of the Ereignis, “springs forth from the aloneness of the great stillness,” within an attunement more primordial than Angst, which facilitates the moment when “enownment becomes truth” (227). Being-toward-death shelters within the “essential belongingness of the ‘not’ to Being as such” along with the “unfathomable and essential richness of ‘necessity,’” and hence, Being-toward-death is the “collision of necessity [history] and possibility [human potential]” (199). In terms that are familiar to the reader, what Being-toward-death shelters is the nothingness linked with finitude, mystery, and primordial concealment that serves as the groundless abyssal ground of the human Dasein in the truth of Being. Echoing what we introduced earlier, Brogan (2002) claims that this “experience of lack and negation,” as it is bound up with death, can no longer be viewed in “negative terms as what is still in need of sublimation and dialectic overcoming” (245). For we can understand this phenomenon of the “not” in relation to Being-toward death, Dasein, and Being in terms of the sheltering and withdrawal of the event of Being as historical, as manifest in terms of thinking the truth of Being. This is because, to return to an issue that began this section, Dasein is primarily a thinker that is most originally a thoughtful questioner, “because seeking and holding in question is Da-sein’s way of gathering and being together with what is other than itself” (245). The coming historical community, according to Brogan, “sustains its being in common precisely by holding in question the closure of its own unity and holding its unity out toward and open to what has remained unsaid in its history” (245) but only in relation to that which is most question-worthy, the grounding question of the truth of Being.

The idea that Dasein is directed toward that which exceeds it but is at once inseparable from it is to understand that Dasein is ineluctably and intimately related to the ground (Abgrund) from out of which it emerges and returns; that is, Dasein is beholden to truth of Being for its communal selfhood (Mitsein) because death belongs not to Dasein (the particular, individuated human being) but to Being and the superlative relationship that humanity experiences within the truth of its unfolding. This was introduced in relation to Heidegger’s reading of Dasein’s originary community within the Hölderlin lecture course “Germania” and “The Rhine,” which, as we pointed out, is crucial to understanding Dasein in relation to finitude, and this is what Brogan (2002) aptly refers to in terms that echo our analysis as the “community of those who are going to die” (246). Heidegger (1999) considers death the most “non-ordinary” phenomenon among beings, because death is sheltered in mystery, in Being itself, which always “holds sway as estranging” (199). What is nonordinary about death is that, as a phenomenon belonging to Being, it lives beyond conceptual definitions, calculative formulae, technical explanations suited for the present-at-hand understanding of beings and entities. Dasein neither understands nor owns death in its totality in light of a singular, particular, closed-off subjective experience; rather, death, although inseparable from Being’s appropriation as history, transcends the individual Dasein, and to reiterate, as we saw earlier, death belongs to everyone and no one [solus ipse] in particular because it belongs to the very event of Being. The appropriation of history as enowning (Ereignis) is the entrance into the openness, which is a sheltering of the mystery or Being’s recession into concealment (Entrückung) that initially facilitates openness (Berückung), illuming beings in such a way that self-concealment and the event and truth of Being unfolds in its most primordial way. Authentic Being-toward-death involves sheltering the truth of Being as self-concealment, and to shelter truth as concealment (lethe) is to allow both Being and death to remain as mysteries, which Heidegger links to the potential for Dasein’s authentic historical communal existence, its destiny, which is inseparable from the “truth-happening” in and through counter-striving activity (polemos) of the historical forces of world and Earth:



It must become clear how here world and earth are in strife and how this strife and thereby earth and world themselves unconceal and conceal. But this nearest self-sheltering-concealing is only the preliminary shining of ab-ground and thus of the truth of enowning. But truth sways in the fullest and richest clearing of the remotest self-sheltering-concealing and only in the manner of sheltering, according to all ways and manners that belong to this sheltering and that historically bear and guide the inabiding sustaining of Da-sein [as originary Being-toward-death] and so make up being-a-people.

(272)








Concluding Remarks: Toward a Rejoinder to the Question: What Are Poets For?

In a set of questions that ground the reading of the “Origin” Heidegger (1993) asks the following concerning art and truth: “What truth is happening in the work? Can truth happen [geschehen] at all and thus be historical [geschicht-lick]” (163)? His response in the “Origin,” as we have seen, is in the affirmative, and this is also confirmed in the Contributions and in “Germania” and “The Rhine,” there is indeed a form of originary “truth-happening” in great works of art, which, for Heidegger, also include poetry of an essential nature. The historical truth of art, which we now recognize as the truth of Be-ing is never reducible to mere re-presentation of those things already in existence, in terms of the “idea of a copy-relation between something already actual and the artwork” (163). In addition, Heidegger’s (1999) interpretations resist reduction to interpretive readings that are common to the academy, that is, criticism arising from one or another “school” of aesthetic/literary criticism. Indeed, as great as the Greeks were, even they failed to recognize the “poetic” (poietic) form of “truth-happening” that Heidegger’s work of the Turn manifests, for it is Heidegger’s claim that they were indeed so “originarily historical [geschichtlich] that history itself [Geschichte] still remained hidden for them, i.e., did not become the essential ground for the shaping of their ‘Dasein’” (357). As outlined, Heidegger claims that the essence of art, with the potential to initiate an event of “truth-happening,” is poetry—Dichtung—and Dichtung, although grounding and inspiring “poesy,” is irreducible to it, for Dichtung is the primordial essence of language, facilitating its power to open new worlds. During the Turn, his view of language changes, language is now viewed as the “saying of the unconcealment of beings,” which is a “projective” form of saying that “in preparing the sayable, simultaneously brings the unsayable as such into the world” (199). Here, for Heidegger (2014), the power of revelation inherent in language is traceable to Dichtung, which, as outlined in the introduction, relates “to the same root as the Greek δεικνυμι [deiknumi],” which indicates making something visible through a “specific pointing” (30).

Hölderlin is referenced explicitly in both the “Origin” and Contributions and his spirit is ever-present in Heidegger’s discussion of poetry as initiating a world-historical mode of truth-happening in language (as Dichtung). Heidegger (1993) in the “Origin” has Hölderlin in mind when offering a non-metaphysical understanding of poetry in its primal manifestation as something other than “aimless imagining of whimsicalities” and “mere notions and fancies into the realm of the unreal” (197). The essence of great poetry such as Hölderlin’s resides in the power of “naming” that first “nominates beings to their Being from out of their Being,” in terms of the projecting of a clearing (Lichtung des Seins) within which the “announcement is made of what it is that beings come into the open as” (198). Ultimately, projective saying as Dichtung, brings to word (“naming”) both what is sayable and unsayable—that is, what is bought to presence and what still and will forever remain hidden as sheltered within that presence—and the poet names a “historical people’s essence” in such a manner that “its belonging to world history, are performed for that people” (199). In Contributions, Heidegger (1999) also writes of Hölderlin in reverential terms, whose poetry, as Dichtung in the essential sense, holds the power to reveal and ground the “clearing of a self-sheltering-concealing, in whose open gods and men are enowned” within their encounter, which is for Heidegger the event of “naming” (Nennen) “be-ing as history [Geschichte]” (298). It is in and through inceptual-mindful thinking (Being-historical thinking), in connection with Hölderlin, that thinks this occurrence of originary historical event and works to shelter and preserve the “resonance of Hölderlin’s word—a word which again names gods and men—so that this resonance attunes those grounding-attunements which appoint future man to the guardianship of gods’ needfulness” (298).

As Heidegger moves deeper into the Turn, poetry assumes a monumental place of importance in his writings and lectures, along with the privileging of meditative thought over traditional philosophical thought. Increasingly Heidegger’s view of modern technology also deepens and becomes ever more problematic, in terms of the “question” of technology and the metaphysical mode of attunement of das Ge-stell (“en-framing”), which holds humanity in its grasp, perpetuating while at once covering over the abandonment of Be-ing, and hence obscuring the issue at the heart of Contributions, namely, the ever-pressing need to overcome the alienation of Dasein from the truth of Being. This is because the attunement of modern technology suppresses the issue from coming to the fore so that it might be recognized as a problem, so it goes unnoticed while insidiously casting an oppressive pall over the human being’s earthy and poietic dwelling traceable to its relationship with Being. Young (2001; 2002) claims that metaphysics, the attunement of das Ge-stell, threatens humanity in at least two ways: First, it deprives the human of the ontological security to dwell on the earth, and this invalidates the “knowledge of his membership [as historical community] of the realm that is beyond death—and hence the equanimity,” or attuned, resolute calmness, “in the face of death” (72) as Being-toward-death, and second, it precludes the inauguration of proper and respectful modes of dwelling on the earth where the human “cares” about/for Being, others, and the world; that is, “man loses sight of his dwelling and guardianship,” and in the “place of guardianship man becomes the anxious abuser” (72–73).

However, as Heidegger (1993) states, although technology “threatens man with the possibility that it could be denied to him to enter into a more original revealing and hence to experience the call of a more primal truth” (333), there is potential to illume and light the “night of the world”; that is, Dasein’s potential salvation is sheltered in the poetry of Hölderlin, and as we attempt show in the next chapter, there is also the hope for emancipation from world “destitution” harbored in the poetry of Rilke. The turn to poetry invites our participation in the unfolding of modes of thought, which are indelibly linked to the human ηθος of earthly “dwelling” that are not under the sway of the metaphysics of presence and “en-framing” but have been occluded by the continued rise and privileging of technical-scientific modes of world dis-closure grounded in thought that is “calculative” in nature, which stands in sharp contrast to the inceptual-mindful thought of Contributions or the type of meditative thought Heidegger describes in Discourse on Thinking—both of which are “poetic” (poietic) in nature. Heidegger reminds us that “where enframng reigns, there is danger in the highest sense,” but turning specifically to Hölderlin, Heidegger (1977) attempts to assuage the fatalistic fears related to nihilism in the age of technicity, and so we read, and more essentially, listen to Hölderlin’s words:




But where danger is, grows


The saving power also. (28)




Inspired by Hölderlin, we now move to explore poetry in Heidegger during the Turn to understand and appreciate the invaluable role that poetry plays in Heidegger’s envisioning a historical future where humans dwell as guardians on and with the earth, and this will potentially occur when the poet “saves” us, and to “save” for Heidegger, as emerging from our reading in this chapter, is to inaugurate Dasein’s movement into and its creative holding within the truth of Being as event in order to overcome (Uberganglichen) the attunement of metaphysics, initiating the transition from the “first” to the “other” beginning of Dasein’s authentic history.



Notes

1 Heidegger (1973) states explicitly that metaphysics “cannot be abolished like an opinion,” in that we “can by no means leave it behind as a doctrine no longer believed and represented” (85). Stambaugh (1973) informs us that Heidegger’s use of “overcoming” (Überwindung) must be understood in terms of the word Verwindung; this is because, as she argues, “when something is overcome in the sense of überwunden, it is defeated and left behind” (84), and this is not what Heidegger intends with his usage. Instead, when something is “overcome” in the sense of verwunden, “it is incorporated,” for exaqmple, “when one ‘overcomes’ a state of pain, one does not get rid of the pain. One has ceased to be preoccupied with it and learned to live with it. Thus, to overcome metaphysics would mean to incorporate metaphysics, perhaps with the hope, but not with the certainty, of elevating it to a new reality” (84). This understanding of verwunden in relation to “overcoming” will become evident as we move to §3 of this chapter concerned with Heidegger’s Contributions to Philosophy and the notion of the potential “other” beginning always harboring and holding within it the “first” beginning of Western metaphysics.

2 Burch (2010) confronts DC on three fronts, and here we adopt his terminology consistent with contemporary analytic readings of Heidegger: (1) The hyperbole claim, or charge that in Angst “an agent can undergo a complete collapse of his practical identity; (2) the bootstrapping claim, or the “notion that an agent could wrench himself out of such a total identify crisis by a sheer act of will”; and (3) the voluntarism claim, or “conviction that this act of will is an act of self-choice that is unconstrained by any formal or material criteria (or reasons)” (212). To the first charge Burch’s response is that “agents” always have a “degree of practical bearing—or evaluative system of measure—because we always have some practical identity” (218). To the second charge, based on the first response, it is in light of our practical bearing that Angst awakens us to possibilities we now view differently: “it motivates an active response,” which can either be fleeing-in-the-face of Angst and the awareness of our newfound responsibilities or we can “take responsibility for [ourselves], claim [our] actions as [our] own, and thereby actively manage [our] anxiety” (219). And to the final charge he argues that Dasein’s decisions “after the dissatisfaction of anxiety,” occur “amid the many factical claims of its own historical context” (224). This is not to indicate that Dasein chooses blindly, with no normative criteria present, but rather indicates that it chooses with no “objective” criteria available to it, committing itself “to a way of life on the basis of what it discerns to be factically possible at that time… resolute Dasein chooses on the basis of reasons that are internal to its own perspective as an agent” (225). This is accomplished through what Burch terms “deep deliberation,” a thinking on Dasein’s memories of its “hedonic, idiosyncratic, and eudaimonistic forms of satisfaction it has experienced and its abiding desire for a repetition of each” (227).

3 Burch (2010) concludes his essay with the following observation, which he states requires further scholarship: “Even if resolute Dasein does act on reasons, there is no guarantee that any of those reasons will involve ethical constraints vis-àvis the other” (231). Although not developing this line of Heideggerian critique, Burch points toward a version of decisionism critique (DC) that manifests on the ethical front, and we relate this specifically to Levinas’ powerful critique of Heidegger’s philosophy of 1927. We include the analysis of Levinas’s because along with us he also argues that Heidegger in Being and Time fails to establish Dasein’s authentic communal relations because of the subject-centered model that Heidegger embraces as related specifically to the individuation of existential solipsism and Being-toward-death.

4 A view challenging the superiority of both Levinas’s ethics as first philosophy and Heidegger’s Mitsein is found in Thomson (2015), where he argues that the ethics of Heidegger and Levinas actually share many surprising similarities, “as two different kinds of transcendental ethical responses,” where the subtle difference manifests through the recognition that Levinas’ “metaphysical humanism” focuses more on relations between human beings and “Heidegger more broadly concerns our relations to other non-human realms” (246). Despite this difference, both philosophers “pitch their ‘ethics’ at precisely the same level, addressing the comportment of our everyday interactions” (246) without attempting to formulate or provide systematic moral/ethical directives or principles. Thus, according to Thomson, neither thinker can legitimately claim “superiority” on the issue of fundamental or originary ethics; that is, neither Levinas nor Heidegger “can simply claim to be the sole proprietor of a more ‘fundamental’ ethical perspective, as Levinas liked to do” (245).

5 The reader will note that we are concerned with the communal Dasein in relation to Being-toward-death and the subject-centered model of Dasein suggested within Heidegger’s analysis of existential solipsism occurring within the grip of the attunement of Angst. However, we have not talked about “ethics” or the implications of a Heideggerian ethics that might arise through the understanding of ontology as it is thought in the later texts. For, example, it is legitimate to ask whether of not “ethics” and ontology are necessarily incompatible? If we attend to Heidegger’s (1993) words, to think originally and “ontologically” about the “truth of Being” is to dwell within a relationship to the Being-event that is already “ethical,” in the sense of the more original understanding of ηθος, for “ethics ponders the abode of man” and the “thinking which thinks the truth of Being as the primordial element of man, as one who ex-ists, is in itself the original ethics” (258). Dastur (2002) recognizes this and argues that for Heidegger, ontology should always be understood in terms of its ineluctable relationship to practical philosophy, as “always ‘engaged,’” harboring “an intrinsically ethical dimension” (88). Dastur concludes that this is “doubtless the reason Heidegger has not written on ethics: because he surely does not need to ‘add it’ on to an ontology that would then itself be conceived only as a part of philosophy” (88).

6 As stated, in addition to the Greek temple, the “Origin” contains an analysis of poetry and the plastic art of Van Gogh (Old Shoes), and although truth happens in the painting, it is questionable whether or not it is an example of “great art,” or world founding art, as described by Heidegger. Although the painting reveals a world, the painting is not an instance of art in which truth opens a historical world and then sets that world back again on the Earth, thus consecrating the ground of the historical destiny of a people. Bernasconi (1999) suggests the foregoing reading as one possible interpretation of Van Gogh’s painting: “It would seem that the Van Gogh painting is supplementary art rather than great art” (111). The painting is not so much an origin as it is an example of art that “expresses a world rather than instituting one” (111). We claim that the medium of painting is extremely restricted in facilitating spectatorship (preservation), for the manner in which paintings are exhibited precludes the immediate power of mass, communal settings, which for Heidegger, is a crucial aspect of great art. However, in the second work that Heidegger analyses, the religious temple of Hera at Paestum, Heidegger describes the type of great art that facilitates communal participation in and preservation of, because it invites the community into the clearing of the work, into the clearing of Being. Although we reason against van Gogh’s painting being included into the category of “great art,” and hence, “world-founding” art, Thomson (2011) makes a strong case for including the painting into that category because it holds the power to “attune” and change attitudes toward art and subsequently inspire authentic modes of worldly dwelling, that is, the comportment of Dasein in ways that outstrip metaphysics. He argues that van Gogh’s painting is expressive and beyond, reveals the “essence” of what great art is, which works in one important way to facilitate the “transcendence of modern aesthetics from within,” that is, to allow us to “encounter being in a postmodern way” (45). Thomson claims that van Gogh’s work is both paradigmatic and macroparadigmantic, this is because it attunes us in such a way that it “shows us what art is in a way that changes our understanding of what it means for anything to be,” and he claims, that “although this postmodern understanding applies universally, it is not totalizing, thanks to the inherently open-ended, pluralistic way in which it teaches us to understand and so encounter all that is conceptually inexhaustible” (45). This indicates that the van Gogh painting holds the ek-static potential to transport Dasein beyond the attunement of the metaphysics of presence and das Ge-stell, despite the fact that the painting, as we have claimed, as a work of plastic art, fails to gather participants-cum-preservers in the same manner as a cathedral or Greek temple.

7 Here, when speaking of Dasein “appropriating” it historical destiny, it must be noted that Heidegger (1993) is radically distancing himself from voluntaristic ethics or practical comportment and any subject-centered model of the human being. Heidegger links Dasein’s appropriation of its destiny to “preserving” the work of art, which is inseparable from “knowing” in terms of Dasein “standing within the openness of beings that happens in the work,” (192). The “willing” of a destiny is not about the autonomous application of knowledge, in terms of a “subject striving toward himself as his self-posited goal,” which moves “from some inside to some outside” (192). Rather, “knowing” in and through the opening of the work is a form of “knowing” that is already a “willing” in terms related to “the existing human being’s ecstatic entry into the unconcealment of Being,” which Heidegger links to resoluteness (Ent-schlossenheit), which is “not the deliberate action of a subject but the opening up of the human being, out of its captivity in beings, to the openness of Being” (192). As Dastur (1999) points out, in relation the discussion of “willing” and Dasein’s historical appropriation of its destiny—and this we have also traced to Krell’s (1993) etymology—to understand Ereignis as related to Dasein in terms of propriety, indicates that which “belongs to something, which allows it to be what it is, and not what makes it a ‘subject’ capable of taking possession of an other thing” (65), and hence, to return to Heidegger’s point in the addendum of the “Origin,” neither appropriation nor propriety are reducible to the form of autonomous willing associated with philosophical and ethical voluntarism.

8 The form of mindful and historical thinking “on” Being accomplished and modeled in Contributions draws readers into the attuned unfolding of Heidegger’s thought. This is accomplished, in one important way, through the stylistic choices Heidegger adopts due to the “poietic” nature of the subject matter; that is, his thoughts unfold and are organized within a fugal structure that inspires the experience of participating in a musical performance. Both Vallega (2001) and Thomson (2011) bring attention to the unique way in which the fugal structure of the meditations in Contributions contribute to the overarching sway and oscillation of the unfolding of Heidegger’s thought, which serves to attune the reader. According to Vallega (2001) it is the falling and rising of Being in Contributions that is enacted and experienced as it is thought in and through the movement of the fugal structure of Heidegger’s meditations that comprise the text, which is a “book written as a repeating of the ‘same’ beginning in each of its six sections, or movements. These movements are not gathered into a system. Rather, they remain in the open play of the passage of being by giving these six variations… a work unified in its remaining in the very openness of the passing of being, in remaining in the awareness of a leap that would always be unreached in its own event” (60). The reader is encouraged to seek out Thomson’s (2011) enlightening reading on the meaning and importance of Heidegger’s choice of the fugal structure to give order to Contributions. Indeed, Thomson devotes an entire chapter, “The Philosophical Fugue: Understanding the structure and Goal of Heidegger’s Contributions to philosophy (From Enowning)” to this issue.

9 Turning to Polt (1999), it is possible to understand the following concerning inceptual and mindful thinking: It is a form of thinking that is historical in the sense of Geschichte, which is a happening, event, or occurrence (Geschehenis) in which Dasein’s “fate and destiny (Schicksal) and Geschick) are wrapped up in how Being is sent (geschickt),” and history is the “drama” into which Dasein is thrown and in which Being is thrown to it so that Dasein can “catch it and in turn cast it into the future” (147). The attuned mode of Being-historical thinking “catches” (anfanglich) what Being throws, cast, or sends its way, Dasein then takes over this “throw” as it finds itself enowned by the truth of Being (Ereignis) that unfolds within thought itself. As Polt articulates, because Dasein inevitably inherits “a meaning of Being,” it is Dasein’s responsibility to “appreciate it, question it, and keep it alive by keeping it open to further unfolding,” for Dasein’s participation in the event of appropriation (Ereignis/Enowning) is what holds open the potential for Dasein’s historical being and destiny (147–148).

10 This type of reading of Being-toward-death sits for Heidegger within the “calculative” register and, as Schmidt (2001) recognizes, this mode of technical world-disclosure linked with techne grounds human “machination,” and this is a form of world engagement “the abandonment of Beyng now takes, as the effort to secure a constant presence—ultimately in the effort to stave off death… Machination marks the final possible obliteration of the event that Heidegger is arguing belongs at the sources of thinking which is alive. It is the most extreme form of denial of the incalculable which is the elemental character of the event [Ereignis]” (40). Indeed, in the Beitrage, Heidegger (1999) is highly critical of what he terms a “calculative” reading of his poetic rendering of the “truth-of-Being” and the notion of “Being-toward-death” as it changes during the Turn, when observing “[h]ow despicable and cheap it is… to yank the word being-toward-death out… to put on it a crude ‘worldview,’ and finally to lay this back into Being and Time. It would seem that this calculation works particularly well, since this ‘book’ also talks of the ‘nothing.” Thus, there follows the easy conclusion: being-toward-death, that is, being-toward-nothing and this as the ‘essence’ of Dasein! And that should not be nihilism? Considering being-toward-death as a matter of ‘worldview,’ it remains inaccessible” (200–201).

References

Bernasconi, R. (1999). The greatness of the work of art. In: J. Risser (Ed.) Heidegger toward the turn: Essays on the work of the 1930s. Albany: SUNY Press, 95–118.

Brogan, W. (2002). The community of those who are going to die. In: F. Raffoul and D. Pettigrew (Eds.) Heidegger and practical philosophy. Albany: SUNY Press, 237–249.

Brogan, W. (2001). Da-sein and the leap of being. In: C. Scott, et al. (Eds.) Companion to Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 171–180.

Burch, M. (2010). Death and deliberation: Overcoming the decisionsim critique of Heidegger’s practical philosophy. Inquiry, 53(3), 211–234.

Dastur, F. (2002). The call of conscience: The most intimate alterity. In: F. Raffoul and D. Pettigrew (Eds.) Heidegger and practical philosophy. Albany: SUNY Press, 87–98.

Dastur, F. (1999). Heidegger and the question of time. Trans. F. Rouffoul and D. Pettigrew. New York: Humanity Books.

Fynsk, C. (1993). Heidegger, thought, and historicity. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Guignon, C. (2015). The place of division III in Heidegger’s plan for Being and Time: Part one for discovering a “clue” and part two as giving the answer. In: L. Braver (Ed.) Division III of Heidegger’s Being and Time: The unanswered question of being. Cambridge: MIT Press, 105–116.

Hammermeister, K. (2002). The German aesthetic tradition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Heidegger, M. (2014). Hölderlin’s hymns “germania” and “the rhine”. Trans. W. McNeill and J. Ireland. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Heidegger, M. (1999). Contributions to philosophy: (From enowning). Trans. K. Maly and P. Emad. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Heidegger, M. (1993). Basic writings. D. Krell (Ed.). San Francisco: Harper-Collins.

Heidegger, M. (1992). The concept of time. Trans. W. McNeill. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.

Heidegger, M. (1977). The question concerning technology and other essays. Trans. W. Lovitt. New York: Harper & Row.

Heidegger, M. (1973). The end of philosophy: Martin Heidegger. Trans. J. Stambaugh. New York: Harper & Row.

Heidegger, M. (1962). Being and time. Trans. J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson. New York: Harper & Row.

Kockelmans, J. (1984). On the truth of being: Reflections on Heidegger’s later philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Krell, D. (1993). Preface. In: Martin Heidegger: Basic writings. San Francisco: Harper-Collins, ix–xii.

Levinas, E. (1969). Totality and infinity. Trans. A. Lingis. Pittsburg: Duquesne University Press.

Manning, R. J. S. (1993). Interpreting otherwise than Heidegger: Emmanuel Levi-nas’s ethics as first philosophy. Pittsburg: Duquesne University Press.

McNeill, W. (2006). The time of life: Heidegger and ethos. Albany: SUNY Press.

McNeill, W. (2001). The time of contributions of philosophy. In: C. Scott, et al. (Eds.) Companion to Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 129–140.

McNeill, W. (1999). Heidegger, Aristotle, and the ends of theory. Albany: SUNY Press.

Polt, R. (2006). The emergency of being: On Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Polt, R. (1999). Heidegger. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schmidt, D. (2001). Strategies for a possible reading. In: C. Scott, S. Schoenbohm, D. Vallega-Neu, and A. Vallega (Eds.). Companion to Heidegger’s contributations to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 32–47.

Schoenbohm, S. (2001). Reading Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy: An orientation. In: C. Scott, et al. (Eds.) Companion to Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 15–31.

Stambaugh, J. (1992). The finitude of being. Albany: SUNY Press.

Stambaugh, J. (1973). Translator’s note. In: The end of philosophy: Martin Heidegger. Trans. J. Stambaugh. New York: Harper & Row.

Thomson, I. (2015). Rethinking levinas on Heidegger on death. In: M. Altman and H. Pedersen (Eds.) Horizons of authenticity in phenomenology, existentialism, and moral psychology: Essays in honor of Charles Guignon. New York: Springer, 239–262.

Thomson, I. (2011). Heidegger, art, and postmodernity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Vallega, A. (2001). Beyng-historical thinking in Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. In: C. Scott, et al. (Eds.) Companion to Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 48–65.

Vallega-Nue, D. (2003). Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Vallega-Nue, D. (2001). Poetic saying. In: C. Scott, et al. (Eds.) Companion to Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 66–80.

Young, J. (2002). Later Heidegger. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Young, J. (2001). Heidegger’s philosophy of art. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.


3
Heidegger’s Critical Confrontation with Hölderlin and Rilke

The Need for the Poet in “Destitute Times” (1934–1955)


Introduction

Throughout the 1930s, Heidegger engaged in extended dialogues with Nietzsche and Hölderlin, and of the two, the former received greater attention from scholars. This makes sense considering Nietzsche’s attempt to overcome Platonism is a concern that parallels Heidegger’s attempt to transcend the language and conceptual schema of Western metaphysics. We must keep in mind, however, as McNeill (2013) points out, “the significance of this sustained and critical encounter with Nietzsche… occurs within the greater context of a dialogue with Hölderlin” (2). The concern with rethinking historicality and Dasein’s authentic “destiny” consumes Heidegger during the “Turn,” which includes human dwelling “attuned to finitude, temporality, and mortality” (2), and it continues with a pressing immediacy as Heidegger launches into an extended “conversation” with the German poet Hölderlin, who Heidegger (2000) reads as expressing the essence of human dwelling in relation to the founding event of historical Being as the “event” of language, in terms of the “primal event [Ereignis] which disposes the highest possibility of man’s being” (56). Poetizing the essence of poetry (and the essence of language), Hölderlin’s poetry is historical to the highest degree because it anticipates a new historical time for a people who are called to stand in the “sphere of the poetry’s influence” (56). Language is the event that opens and attunes Dasein for its “poetic dwelling,” which includes the historical appropriation of its destiny, in a manner that responds creatively to the manifestation of Being. Hölderlin’s poetry holds the potential to determine the way Dasein appropriates its historical “essence” and enacts its destiny, which first manifests as authentic possibility in the Ereignis, as Dasein’s historical relation to Being is first “spoken” and inaugurated through the language of poetry.

In the Der Spiegel interview (1966), Heidegger’s (1998) telling remarks might be read back into his historical confrontation (Auseinandersetzung) with Hölderlin’s poetry and thought, for example, as related to the potential and effective “transformation of the present condition of the world… Only a god can save us,” which indicates that the



sole possibility that is left for us is to prepare a sort of readiness, through thinking and poetizing, the appearance of the god or for the absence of the god in the time of foundering; for in the face of the god who is absent, we founder.

(107)




In this chapter we show how it is that Hölderlin’s poetry taps into the “saving power” to potentially overcome the sway of modern technology’s attunement (das Ge-stell/ “En-framing”). Heidegger goes so far in the interview to claim that the thrust of his oeuvre is dedicated to understanding Hölderlin’s poetry and prophetic message for the salvation of Western civilization from technology’s oppressive grip. In relation to Hölderlin, the following issues are crucial when attempting to grasp the Turn in Heidegger’s thought: the essence of language as opening the historical “conversation” that is instantiated within Dasein’s poetic dwelling and building on the earth; the attunement of the “Festival” or festive mood (das Festliche), which holds the potential to transform the experience of the preservers of Hölderlin’s prophetic futural visions; and the manner in which, within moments of attunement, Dasein receives the poetic “measure” of its historical destiny, which for Heidegger is an originary way of dwelling poetically. In “… As When on Holiday…” Heidegger (2000) identifies the “holiday” with the festivals of ancient Greece, a time when the Greeks stood outside of everyday modes of comportment and were transported in a mood, through which the world, others, and the Earth/Nature (φυσις/physis) were transfigured, they came to presence within a divine light that inspired a profound sense of awe, wonder, and gratitude. Heidegger (1971) claims that Hölderlin’s poetry is inspired because it is struck by the Father’s “holy ray” (fire from Heaven), which through a mode of primordial attunement (Grundstimmung—das Festliche) holds the potential to open the context of the “belonging together of god and man,” facilitating the “holy” and establishing the consecrated “ground of their belonging together,” opening the potential for humanity to “bear witness to the holy” (91). In revealing and opening the context within which gods and humans dwell on the Earth’s consecrated ground, Hölderlin’s poetry names the “space of time… of the primordial decision [appropriation/Ereignis] for the essential order of the future history of gods and humanities” (98).

Returning to an issue introduced earlier, Heidegger (1998) states the following regarding Hölderlin’s poetry in Der Spiegel:



My thinking stands in a definitive relationship to the poetry of Hold-erlin. I do not take Holderlin to be just any poet whose work, among many others, has been taken as a subject by literary historians. For me Holdelrin is the poet who points to the future, who expects a god and who therefore may not remain merely an object of Holderlin research and of the kind of presentations offered by literary historians.

(112)



It is clear from these statements that Heidegger’s (2000) reading of Hölderlin does not sit within the register of academic “literary criticism,” which for Heidegger amounts to reading books “about” poets and writers. Instead, Heidegger’s readings adopt and instantiate a form of “thinking” on and with Hölderlin in such a way that the interpretation or “saying” allows “what has been composed purely into a poem” to potentially “stand forth a little clearer” (22). Heidegger (1996) reasons that Hölderlin’s poetic language (as non-metaphysical), unlike re-presentational or “imaginative” language, speaks or sings in such a way that his poetizing is a “telling in the manner of a making manifest [poiesis] that points” (117). Hölderlin’s language is a gesturing, a pointing that designates and communicates its own unique event, and his poetic language communicates without the necessity to dominate and control what is reveals or conveys. The thinker, the interpreter, must be attuned to this crucial element of the poetic “saying” and “telling,” and if, as Heidegger (2000) claims, Hölderlin is “cast out” and destined to inhabit the space “between gods and men” (64), then the attuned thinker (Heidegger as interpreter) might be said to reside in-between the poet and humanity. His task is to capture intimations of the poet and communicate these in such a way as to awaken the Dasein of a people to the potential historical “saving power” of Hölderlin’s poetry. By attending to what is “spoken” by the poet, Dasein comes to “learn what is unspoken,” which for Heidegger (1971) is “the course of the history of Being,” and if “we reach and enter that course, it will lead thinking into a dialogue with poetry, a dialogue that is of the history of Being” (96). However, Heidegger (1998) is clear that when approaching the “unspoken” in the poetry, that which as of yet remains unfulfilled—aspects that are hidden from readings that are “re-presentational” in nature—the language of the thinker or interpreter of the poem, or the elucidating speech,



much each time shatter itself… For the sake of preserving what has been put into the poem, the elucidation must strive to make itself superfluous. The last and most difficult step of every interpretation, consists in its disappearing, along with its elucidations, before the pure presence of the poem.

(112)




Indeed, Heidegger assumes the role of the thoughtful philosopher or thinker within the Hölderlin lectures and his readings of Rilke. According to Heidegger, as our reading of Contributions testifies, thoughtful thinking-and-telling can never be reduced to metaphysical thought, rather this type of thinking harkens to the Pre-Socratics, for it must be noted that metaphysical thinking is “not the essence of Greek and Western thinking” in its originary manifestation (112). Although this form of thoughtful (or meditative) thinking has been lost or occluded since the “first beginning,” Heidegger claims that it already lies in wait for us “within the poetizing” and needs only to be liberated from the poetic itself in order to usher in our thinking of and on the “other beginning” (112). Heidegger (2014) reasons that the “thoughtful telling of philosophy” breaks open the context of poetic telling, which “preserves in silence what is essential in one’s saying” (44). Through this thoughtful telling, facilitating our attunement (Stimmung) to Hölderlin’s poetry, it is possible for us “emerge from our everydayness and enter into the power of poetry” (24), and this occurs, as indicated, through a change of attunement, but for Heidegger, in another crucial sense, this happens in terms of a struggle, and this “struggle for the poetry in the poem is the struggle with ourselves” (24) and the ultimate meaning it has for our historical Being-in-the-world. However, this is not to indicate Heidegger is concerned with “meaning” in terms related to providing the overarching sense of the poem’s symbolic or abstract meaning, for such readings bastardize the “overall sound and resonance of the word” (24). Rather, the thoughtful telling of the interpreter-thinker that Heidegger envisions allows the poetry to first come into its own power, and the “more powerfully the poetry comes to power, the more the telling of the word prevails in pressing upon us and tearing us away” (24).

In this chapter we engage Heidegger’s readings of Hölderlin, which carry over into our reading of Rilke. Our analysis unfolds in three parts: First, we analyze Heidegger’s use of the term destitute times, which he draws from the poetry of Hölderlin, for as opposed to the condition of historical nihilism, it is far more complex than merely the moment when, as Nietzsche (1967) recognizes, the highest values devalue themselves (9); instead, it is a time when the ancient gods have fled the historical scene because of the effect of technology’s attunement and the metaphysics of presence; Second, we focus on Hölderlin in the attempt to demonstrate how his poetry holds the potential to inspire the future overcoming of an epoch that has lost its relationship to the “holy” or the Greek fire from Heaven, which is necessary for the potential return of the gods or the “Unknown God” to a context once again made as holy, or consecrated in and through a renewed relationship to Being. Hölderlin’s poetry holds the potential to reveal the “measure” of Dasein’s “poetic dwelling” in relation to the mystery of “holy” Earth and to “poetize,” or “name,” and hence attune, the moment (Augenblick) that is at once temporal and historical, inspiring the overcoming of the forgetfulness of Being in and through Dasein’s appropriation of its authentic destiny in the Ereignis; and third, taking our lead from Heidegger’s reading of Hölderlin, we evaluate the characteristics of the type of poet who might be, in addition to Hölderlin, a salvific figure in the modern era of “destitution,” a potential futural poet, who might point the way and eventually inspire the renewed relationship to the truth of Being required to found and ground the “other beginning” in terms of a historical phenomenon of a people appropriating the destiny that has been apportioned and is appropriate to that people by way of Being’s destining. This final section offers a reading that challenges several aspects of Heidegger’s understanding of Rilke as set forth in the lecture course, Parmenides (1942–43) and the essay “What Are Poets For?”




1. “Destitute Times” and the Need for the Poet: Confronting the Metaphysics of Presence and the “Flight of the Gods”

Heidegger’s views on technology and world attunement as presented in Contributions, prefigure “The Question Concerning Technology,” an essay that further expands Heidegger’s view of technology introduced in “Germania” and “The Rhine” (1934–35) and Introduction to Metaphysics (1935/2000). To understand what Heidegger refers to as “destitute times” in relation to the exigent need for “poets,” it is crucial to understand the relationship between “machination” and “lived experience” as introduced in the Contributions in developing a view of technology that Gosetti-Ferencei (2004) labels a form of “fractured poiesis,” an understanding and experience of modern technology emerging from two interwoven occurrences: The “destruction of the earth by technology, and our failure to ask about the philosophical origins of this destruction” (145). These themes ultimately express the “danger” bound up with, as will be related to both Hölderlin and Rilke, the forgetfulness of Being (Seinsvergessenheit), and the loss of the “holy” in the modern epoch, which is predicated on the forgetfulness of Dasein’s relation to the truth of Being in its unfolding, which is at once a loss of Dasein’s relation to the Earth as a space and place of poetic dwelling and building. As a result, Dasein loses its essential relation to language as an originary phenomenon of “naming” (Nennen), and hence, its authentic historical world or space of dwelling is sacrificed. Under the sway of technology’s attunement, related to the oppressive influence of the metaphysics of presence, the earth, world, and human being are revealed through limited modes of dis-closure expressive of the concern for all that is reducible to the mastery and manipulability of the earth’s resources in service of human progress, and this is expressed by Heidegger in terms of “machination” (Machenshaft) and “calculative thinking” (rechnendes Denken).

As stated, the destitution of the world, the time of the flight of the gods and the concomitant loss of the holy is related directly to the forgetfulness or abandonment of Being, which is for Heidegger (1999) “a dis-swaying [Ver-wesung] of Be-ing” when, as articulated earlier, the Earth shows up in terms of a store of untapped resources to be exploited, and what is “ownmost,” or most originary, about the Earth is “disturbed and only as such does it come into truth as the correctness and representing—νοειν, διανοειν, ιδεα” (80–81); that is, there is a covering over and obscuring of the more primordial understanding of truth and self-presencing (aletheia), lost since the “first beginning” of Western metaphysics, which, for Heidegger, “conditions everything” (81). In the “destitute” modern age, an artless age, world-presencing occurs exclusively in terms of calculative modes of disclosure, dominated by a technical or “productionist” mode of revealing, seeing, and hence experiencing and inhabiting the world. It must be noted that for Heidegger, the “calculation” associated with “machination” is not simply a categorization of a way of knowing the world that is reducible to an epistemological register, for “machination” not only names a mode of dis-closure it instantiates a technical mode of human comportment, for machination determines how Being comes-to-presence and how the world and others show up and assume “meaning” for Dasein. In other words, in the modern age machination determines what we call Dasein’s epoch grounding rejoinder to Being.

Thus, machination is inseparable from comportment because it determines or en-frames Dasein’s “lived experience,” which is to say through a “technological” form of attunement, which Heidegger identifies as das Ge-stell/ “En-framing” in 1955, machination holds sway in Dasein’s life, but what is hidden and obscured in the relationship between machination and Dasein’s “lived-world” is the potential of returning to the forgotten originary relationship of Dasein to the truth of Being. Machination, which emerges from the essence of technology, is ultimately a mode of revealing. However, modern “technology” is not synonymous with techne in the ancient Greek sense of an original and facilitated mode of “bringing forth,” or making manifest, as a form of poiesis—the happening of truth as aletheia. Instead, as Heidegger (1977) argues, the manner of revealing common to the essence of modern technology is a “challenging [Herausfordern]” that sets upon nature, revealing the entirety of nature as that which “will supply energy that can be extracted and stand as such [resource/standing reserve]” (14). The attunement of technology (das Ge-stell/ “En-framing”) “blocks the shining forth and holding-sway of truth” (27); for example, it precludes Earth from manifesting as Earth, it reveals the mighty rivers in terms of their potential to power hydroelectric plants, and it reduces majestic mountain ranges to mere sites of mineral deposits for the purpose of mining. Heidegger is clear that the revealing of technology, as a “fractured poiesis,” is an “ordering” of an extremely limited nature and scope, which “drives out every other possibility of revealing,” and ultimately, “[e]nframing conceals that revealing which, in the sense of poiesis, lets what presences come forth into appearance” (27). Poetry is not merely required to inspire modes of world dis-closure that are other than calculative in nature; rather as Gosetti-Ferencei argues, it is also needed in the first instance to “uncover the concealed essence of technology as revealing, and is thus the source for a redirection of thinking as it takes up again the question of nature or earth” (147).

The understanding of the relationship between machination and “lived-experience” as grounded in the truth of Being, with the potential for overcoming the abandonment of Be-ing, is further developed by Heidegger (1977) in “The Question Concerning Technology” in terms of grasping the “saving power” that lies at the center of the essential relationship between technology and Dasein: Where technology holds sway there is danger, the danger that technology might threaten Da-ein with the “possibility that it could be denied to enter into a more original revealing and hence to experience the call of a more primordial truth” (28). But Heidegger, drawing inspiration from Hölderlin’s poetry recognizes that the so-called “saving power” resides at the heart of the “danger” of technology. To “save” something, as Heidegger points out, is to “seize hold of a thing threatened by ruin” and bring it back into its original essence in order to “bring the essence for the first time into its genuine appearing” (28). Technology, he reasons, cannot exact a total obfuscating effect on the revelation of Being’s truth because technology’s “En-framing” effect is grounded in the abyss (Abgrund) of Being’s truth; that is, it manifests because it is already unfolding from out of what is a “lost” or “forgotten” relationship to Being, so technology already harbors “in itself the growth of the saving power” (28), and the “closer we come to the danger, the more brightly do the ways of saving power begin to shine and the more questioning we become” (35). The potential for overcoming the metaphysics of presence depends on the poietic revelation of the essence of technology, and it is Hölderlin’s poetry, channeling the “saving power,” intimating the space beyond the abandonment of Being, the epoch of machination and “technicity” and the privileging of calculative modes of world dis-closure, beyond the instrumental attunement of das Ge-stell, which holds the potential to return Dasein to an experience of the Earth as “holy” and facilitate modes of poetic dwelling consistent with a renewed relationship to Being as guardians and caretakers. Seeking to find the way in which to overcome the oblivion of Being, Heidegger embraces Hölderlin’s poetry in a way that is both futural and historical to the highest degree, for it is essential in transcending das Ge-stell to inspire the “crossing” over from first to the other beginning. When the essence of technology is brought to light and to the fore of Dasein’s concern (care) through remembrance, what Heidegger (1999) terms “thinking-mindfulness (as questioning the truth of being and only as this),” it is possible to grasp the “basic thrust of the first beginning” (89–90), and then the history of Western metaphysics, as the abandonment of Being, is revealed as the history of forgetfulness (see Chapter 1 §3).

As stated in Chapter 1, there is no potential for great cultural founding art to arise and facilitate a historical/cultural reawakening in the modern era, which Heidegger (1971) describes, in relation to Hölderlin’s poetry, as a time when the gods have fled; that is, Dasein experiences the flight of the gods, and this phenomenon is traceable to the loss of the sense of the “holy” that determines the gods’ presence, which defines the age of “destitution.” Heidegger employs a variety of phrases to elucidate the phenomenon of the oblivion of Being including and in addition to the flight of the gods, the “loss of the gods,” the “default of God,” the “absence of the holy,” the “absence of the unknown God,” the “world’s night,” and the “loss of the fire from Heaven.” Despite Heidegger (1971) mentioning, in relation to Hölderlin, that “the ‘united three’—Herakles, Dionysos, and Christ—have left the world” (91)—an issue to be further explored in §2 of this chapter—Heidegger is neither concerned with the ancient Greek pantheon nor Christianity, for, as Foti (1992) observes,



Heidegger, disregarding Hölderlin’s understanding of spirit as divinity (theos or daimon) inclined towards the mortal realm, treats spirit as the poetic spirit (dichtender Geist) of mortals. Poetic spirit makes possible a mortal dwelling in the nearness of the heavenly ones.

(49)




Ultimately, for Heidegger, this is the concern with German Dasein’s “spiritual” relation to the truth of Being, a relationship of estrangement due to the metaphysics of presence and the sway of modern technology. Although it is the case that Dasein has forgotten its relationship with Being, the issue of “forgetting” is more complex than something simply “eluding or escaping” Dasein, as if Dasein is “no-longer-thinking-of-something.” For according to Heidegger (2000), there is “still another kind of forgetting, where it is not we who forget something, but rather something forgets us, so that we are the ones forgotten—by destiny” (117). Thus, as a running theme, there are undeniable historical implications bound up with the abandonment of Being, for the



default of the God means that no god any longer gathers men and things to himself, visibly and unequivocally, and by such gathering disposes the world’s history and man’s sojourn in it. The default of God forebears something even grimmer, however. Not only have the gods and the god fled, but the divine radiance has become extinguished in the world’s history.

(Heidegger 1971, 91)




It must be noted that Heidegger (2000) is not claiming that the so-called return of the gods or God will rectify the bleak situation of modernity, for the problem is deeper than this and is really located, as stated, in the absence of the “holy,” and specifically, as carried over from our reading of the “Origin,” “Germania” and “The Rhine,” and Contributions, Dasein’s estrangement from the experience of the Earth as a wondrous, sublime, and holy place/space of dwelling:



Hölderlin names nature [physis] the holy because she is “older than the ages and above the gods”. Thus, “holiness” is in no way a property borrowed from a determinate god. The holy is not holy because it is divine; rather the divine is divine because in its way it is holy.

(82)




For the gods to be as gods they require consecrated ground, a holy space within which to dwell. In order for the gods’ historical gathering force to acquire its power, the radiance of the holy must first be present as the harbinger for the historical and yet immemorial reunion of the gods and human-kind. Heidegger (1971) is clear that there could never be an “abode fit for a god, if a divine radiance [does] not first begin to shine in everything that is” (92). Yet, as Heidegger observes, and this was intimated earlier, there is a mode of double concealment at work in the modern epoch: First, there is concealment with regard to Dasein’s original relationship to the truth of Being that has been lost (traceable to the “first beginning”—Platonism). Second, the loss itself is concealed from Dasein and so the problem of the loss or oblivion of Being never manifests as a problem; that there is an original relationship to Being from which Da-sein has fallen is concealed from it in the first instance. Importantly, this precludes any thinking on and formulation of the original question of Being qua Being. For this reason, as Heidegger observes, modern history is even “more destitute” because Dasein cannot even begin to “discern the default of God as default” (91), for in the modern age “even the destitution of the destitute state is obscured,” and this is the “time’s absolutely destitute character” (93).

It is the poet who must endure and experience the “abyss of the world” in holy mourning, and while enduring the absence of the gods, poets must search for “traces of the fugitive gods” (93), staying on the “gods’ tracks, and so trace for their kindred mortals the way toward the turning” (94). The poet’s supreme task, or vocation, as Heidegger (2000) understands it through Hölderlin, is to intercept the hints and intimations of the gods “in order to pass them along to his people,” but in the time of the absence of the gods Hölderlin’s task is to first catch sight of what “has been completed,” in terms of a futural and semi-prophetic seeing, and then to poetize “what he has seen… in order to foretell what is not yet fulfilled” (63). In this way, Hölderlin’s poetry establishes and “determines a new time,” which is the time “of the gods who have fled and of the God who is coming,” and this for Heidegger is a time of need because it “stands in a double lack and a double not; in the no-longer of the gods who have fled and the not-yet of the god who is coming” (64). To span the time of the “having-been” and the “not yet” is understood by Heidegger in terms of Hölderlin’s poetic thought, or remembrance, a “thinking of [Denken an] what is yet to come,” which is at once a thinking of “what has been” as opposed to what is “simply past”—that is, the past as an irretrievable moment within a linear model of time and history (Historie). Through the enlightenment of Andenken, Hölderlin grasps “what is still coming into presence from afar” (109), he is awakened to the destining of “historical” Being.

The poet sees and understands more than simply what has been and what will perhaps be, beyond this, his perceptive insight is both diagnostic and prescriptive, for he understands the why of things; for example, he peers down into the hidden essence of technology, sees to the root and origin of the epoch defining forgetfulness of Being, and, according to Heidegger, poetizes the reason for the modern German mood of nihilistic despair, the degeneration of its life, language, and world. Hölderlin does not merely remember the Greek gods who have fled, but rather his thoughts and poetry recall and recapture the reason for the crisis, namely the forgetfulness of the ancient relationship to the holy and the corollary loss of a history-defining and determining ēthos (ηθος), or authentic manner of poetic dwelling in and through a meaningful sense of community. Importantly, to reiterate, Hölderlin seeks the recovery of the sanctified ground in preparation for the time of the gods’ return, the ground upon which the new holy temple can be raised. While Hölderlin’s poetry is certainly not a form of divine prophecy, it undoubtedly intimates a sense of reverential expectation announcing the proximate arrival of Dasein’s destiny heralded by the gods return to a world lit up once again by the divine fire from Heaven.

Thus, in the time of the oblivion of Being and the loss of the gods, the poet prepares the holy “ground” for the possibility of the return of the gods/God by recovering, and through the “Word,” communicating and inspiring others to experience traces of the holy that remain from the ages when the gods were present by allowing the “holy” to manifest in the poetry. This grounds and founds a people’s historical destiny (Ereignis/enowning event), which is attuned by the fundamental mood or Grundstimmung of the holy “festival” (das Festliche). Heidegger (1971) envisions this festival, which is also experienced as a holiday, as the “site of the wedding feast of men and gods” (93) that occurs on the newly consecrated ground, amid the presencing of the Earth as Earth, where, through the festival attunement, Dasein is brought face to face with the rising of “holy” Earth and Dasein “stands out” and apart from everyday ways of inhabiting the world, which are grounded in and limited to instrumental concerns driven by technicity and machination. When things show up in ways that transcend technological seeing and understanding, through the ek-static attunement of das Festliche, Young (2002) reasons that a sense of “thankfulness” and “gratitude” colors and permeates Dasein’s experience of the world. Instead of obsessing about things in light of technological manipulation (machination), Dasein displays an authentic (Eigentlichkeit) concern or deep sense of care (Sorge) for protecting, guarding, and preserving the Earth, which shows up essentially as a “holy,” “wondrous,” and “mysterious” phenomenon beyond Da-sein’s control and complete understanding.




2. Hölderlin: The “Poet of Poets”: Language, Destiny, and the Holy Attunement of “The Festival” (das Festliche)

The notion of destiny pervades the Hölderlin lectures and essays, where Heidegger (2000) reads Hölderlin as expressing the essence of human dwelling in relation to the founding event of historical Being as the “event” of language, or “the primal event (Ereignis), which disposes the highest possibility of Man’s being” (56). According to Heidegger, the essence of poetry is the “founding of being in the word” (59), and language is the event that opens and attunes Dasein to its historical Being and prepares it for a poetic form of dwelling (ηθος) and building (bauen), which is linked with the historical revelation and appropriation of its destiny in a way where a demand is placed on Dasein to respond creatively and in a unique manner to the address or the call of Being. Hölderlin’s poetry holds the potential to determine the manner in which Dasein appropriates its historical “essence” and enacts its destiny, which first manifests as authentic possibility in the Ereignis, as Dasein’s historical relation to Being is first “spoken” and inaugurated through the language of poetry. Much can be revealed about Dasein’s destiny through the examination of the spiritual and historical power of Hölderlin’s poetizing by focusing on Hölderlin’s “vocation” and role as demigod, as one who exists in the uncanny (Unheimlichkeit) and dangerous realm between heaven and earth, the gods and humankind. The poetic dwelling of Hölderlin results from the thoughtful remembrance (Andenken) of not only the gods who have fled but also of Dasein’s lost or fallen (Verfallenheit) relationship to “essential” language as it is bound up with the historical enactment of its life as the authentic unfolding of poetic building and dwelling on the Earth, grounded in the ever-renewed process of measure-taking, that is, the fateful meeting of the human condition, defined as it is by radical limits and finitude, against the sublime and incalculable powers of the Earth in order to first approach the proper “measure” and breath of an authentic historical life and destiny.

In “Hölderlin and the Essence of Poetry” Heidegger (2000) lays the groundwork for understanding the communal selfhood of Dasein as it historizes through the confrontation (Auseinandersetzung) with Being as inspired by Hölderlin’s poetry, which ultimately testifies to Dasein’s “belonging to the earth” (54). Heidegger’s extensive engagement with Hölderlin includes an in-depth analysis of the nature of language as the “event” that is co-original with the inaugural time (Temporalität/Augenblick) of Hölderlin’s poetry, which first disposes, by drawing Dasein into the sway and oscillation of his poetry (which is one with the sway and oscillation [the draft] of Being in its unfolding), opening and readying Dasein for the potential appropriation of its destiny. Through Hölderlin’s poetizing, Dasein’s destiny is first revealed through its relation to both the Earth and the gods, which inspire Dasein’s concerted efforts to ecumenically locate and raise its historical dwelling, and this dwelling acquires meaning only in relation to the understanding of Ereignis that Hölderlin’s poetry imparts. Dasein’s “authentic fulfillment” comes by way of the “freedom of decision,” and the reader will recall from our discussion of “decision” in both the “Origin” and Contributions, that this is not an instance, as in Being and Time, of Dasein’s “choosing to choose itself” through the potential willful mastery of knowledge drawn from the attunement Angst, which allows Dasein to make and remake its world in terms of appropriating and enacting its “owned” possibilities as Being-toward-death. Instead, the “decision” of which Heidegger speaks of in relation to Hölderlin highlights Dasein’s “receptivity,” its resolute openness, to the ontological “call of Being” to the inaugural Time poetized by Hölderlin, and it is the sway and oscillation of the poetry and the attuned participation within this “movement/moment” that first transports Dasein within an ek-static grounding attunement (Grundstimmung) into the historical truth of Being’s destining.

When Heidegger (2000a) approaches the question of the relationship between Being and history in Introduction to Metaphysics, he states unequivocally that the fate of language hangs in the balance. The overcoming of the oblivion or forgetfulness of Being, the move beyond the metaphysics of presence, requires the understanding of Hölderlin’s poetry in terms of the original nature of language, Dichtung in the essential sense, which is both the origin (Ursprung) of Dasein as historical and the poietic origin of language itself. What is Heidegger’s conception of language as it relates to Hölderlin’s poetizing of Being as historical phenomenon? How does the event of language occur and in what manner does Hölderlin poetize Dasein’s destiny? In “Letter on Humanism” Heidegger (1993) writes the following regarding language, and this should be understood in terms of Hölderlin’s poetry and the essence of language:



Language is the house of Being. In its home man [poetically] dwells [and builds]. Those who think and those who create with words are the guardians of this home. Their guardianship accomplishes the manifestation of Being insofar as they bring the manifestation to language and maintain it in language through their speech.

(217)




It is not the case that Dasein “speaks”; rather, it is language that speaks, for language is not the possession, expression, or instrumental tool or medium that Dasein wields and controls. We have already discussed language as a poietic phenomenon in terms of the “bringing forth” of phenomena in the light of their self-showing, as related to the Greek understanding of δεικνυμι (deiknumi), and in relation to Hölderlin we must now understand this “bringing forth” (as poiesis inspired by Dichtung) in terms of the poet’s “saying” or “naming” (Nennen), which, as Heidegger (1971) claims, is a “saying” (as pointing) and a “calling” that “brings closer what it calls”; the poet’s calling “brings the presence of what was previously uncalled into a nearness” (198).1 The essence of language, as poetized by Hölderlin, does not merely bring what is unknown or concealed into the light of truth “in order to set it down in closest proximity to what is present”; rather, naming allows that which is called to manifest its presencing while at once retaining its “remoteness” (98); that is, certain aspects of what is brought to presence recede from full disclosure, and so poetic language shelters and preserves an originary sense of what is absent as primordial concealment. As Heidegger claims, poetic “naming” reveals and brings forth, as attuned to the truth of Being, “imaginings that are visible inclusions of the alien in the sight of the familiar” and Hölderlin’s “poetic saying [naming] of images gathers the brightness and sound of the heavenly appearances into one with the darkness and silence of what is alien” (226). As a response to the address or call of Being, language is not understood in terms of what is primarily “spoken,” for Heidegger stresses the importance of “listening” for the call of language—the call of Being—for Da-sein “first speaks when, and only when, [it] responds to language by listening to its appeal” (216). Thus, language is not merely an oral phenomenon; it is also, and more primordially, an aural event, and it is Dasein’s ontological predisposition to listen for and “hear” the call of Being that facilitates the epoch grounding rejoinder to the call and demand of Hölderlin’s poetry, which places Dasein in the moment (Augenblick) of its “decision,” opening it to the supreme possibility of appropriating its authentic self-hood, history, and destiny (Ereignis).

As contended throughout, the metaphysics of presence and the oblivion of Being are ineluctably bound up with the Dasein’s falling (Verfallenheit) from its essential relationship with the truth of Being, which is at once a falling away from essential language. In §1 above we introduced the understanding of the flight of the gods, in the essay”… Poetically Man Dwells…” Heidegger refers to the loss of the holy as the plight of Dasein’s dwelling, its state of foundering. This, as related to our earlier analysis regarding overcoming the oblivion of Being, is not merely about “building” in terms of erecting new religious temples, cathedrals, or churches, similarly, the “plight of dwelling does not lie merely in the lack of houses” (161); instead, it is about the loss of holy ground. In this “destitute” state/era, Dasein fails to experience the supreme “good” of language, and this fallenness from essential language is, for Heidegger (2000), one manifestation of the inevitable and inherent “dangers” that language harbors, in terms of what represents a tragic double bind, for language is described by Heidegger as “the most dangerous good” (55). Through the misinterpretation and misuse of language, there emerges the “threat that beings pose to being itself” (55), and as Heidegger (2014) points out, that which language reveals also holds the potential for deception, and beyond this, it “first exposes humans to the realm of being and thereby of non-being, and so the possible threatening of loss of being” (75), as is the case with the forgetfulness of Being. This is because language “by its very essence… bears decline within it, whether into a mere reciting or reporting of what has been said, or the decline that falls into idle talk” (76). While it is certainly the case that language facilitates Dasein’s understanding of the world, the communication of such understanding, according to Heidegger, does not represent the very essence of language, which for Heidegger, in his reading of Hölderlin, is to be found within its more primordial manifestation, which holds the supreme “good for the fact that man can be as historical” (56) in and through the revelatory power of language.

Hölderlin poetizes the primal event (Ereignis) of language, which is the gathering and appropriation of Dasein’s historical destiny that occurs at the moment of the original “naming” of the gods and all things, which reveals to Dasein its proper historical “vocation” and brings its new, epoch-founding world to stand in the word. When Dasein, attuned and resolute, partakes in the inaugural moment of Being’s coming-to-presence, which is the poetic “commemoration” of the moment when “time arose and was brought to stand” in the word, it enters into the originary historical conversation or “dialogue” that is one with history’s originary beginning. Heidegger draws the understanding of Dasein’s “historical” dialogue from Hölderlin’s poem that begins “Conciliator, you who never believed…”:




Much has man experienced.

Named many of the heavenly ones,

Since we have been a dialogue

And able to hear from one another.

(57)




Hölderlin commemorates and poetizes the primal historical event as the time (Augenblick-Ereignis) that humanity became “One” historical dialogue (“Since we have been a dialogue”). This is crucial for our purposes, in that through Heidegger’s encounter with Hölderlin during the 1930s, a renewed vision of Dasein and its authentic potential for historical-communal “dialogue” that is radically other than Dasein’s internal monologue as solus ispse (“existential solipsism”) in the grip of Angst’s attunement emerges. Although Heidegger (1962) stresses in Being and Time that “existential solipsism” is “far from the displacement of putting an isolated subject-Thing into the innocuous emptiness of a worldless occurring” (233/188), as stated earlier, Heidegger later recognizes the latent subjectivity present to his fundamental ontology of Dasein that hinders the authentic possibility of Mitsein, or authentic communal interrelations (Being-with-others). Through the encounter with Hölderlin, Heidegger abandons all traces of subjectivism to offer instead a vision of Dasein that is already turned outward, stretched out to the condition of the event (Ereignis) of its historical/communal dialogue that, as we have shown in Chapter 1 §2, indicates that Dasein is beholden to others, world, and Earth, given over in advance to that which binds and determines the Dasein of a people. For recall that in “Germania” and “The Rhine” Heidegger claims that the truth of Being, the essential coming-to-presence of the Earth within in its primordial mode of concealment, determines every individual by exceeding them. Indeed, the historical enactment of Dasein’s fateful dialogue/conversation presupposes the need and demand that Dasein listens in advance to the call of the other, made possible by the listening and responding to the address, most important, of the language of Hölderlin’s poetry. Heidegger expresses the crucial notion of the historical “dialogue” inspired by Hölderlin, which the historical Dasein is and has been, when claiming that dialogue relates to the moment (Augenblick) when we first “partake” in the dialogue, when we “decide in favor of that which historically we can be” (71). Through Hölderlin’s poetry Dasein enters into and stands within the “decision” to become a “temporally determined, historical arising dialogue” (72).

For Heidegger (2000), as stated earlier, this historical “dialogue” is the Ereignis, the moment of Temporality (Augenblick) when Dasein’s world happens through poetic naming in essential language. Language, as an originary event of naming, gathers and brings the world, the gods, and beings to stand as that which endures, initiating the singular dialogue that humanity has been since the moment of “torrential time,” since time temporalized, and “has been broken up (torn) into present, past, and future” (59), and so the event of origi-nary language, which expresses the historical Being of humanity, is at once an originary event of Temporality (Temporalität). Thus, in Heidegger’s (2014) reading of Hölderlin, the Ereignis is understood in terms of an original event of poetizing, an event of language in relation to the time and truth of Being, which makes possible Dasein’s entrance into its proper and uniquely destined and appointed historical time. However, it must be noted that the language of Hölderlin’s poetry is never simply the renaming anew of all the things already in existence; it does not “name” the unfolding of Dasein’s current historical situation, events in terms of their chronological unfolding as in a view to historiography (Historie). Instead, the dialogue is originary in that it does not arise within the unfolding of history as one occurrence or event among many; rather, there is “history” in the first instance based on the opening of this “dialogue” poetized by Hölderlin, “for ever since such dialogue has been occurring, there first is and has been time and history at all” (72).

When Heidegger speaks of entering into the “decision” to stand within the attunement and moment of the poetry, he is indicating that Dasein simultaneously becomes a participant in and preserver (“partaker”) of Hölderlin’s poetry, this paves Dasein’s entryway, and as it is transported into the “dialogue,” it is then poised to take a stance with others with regard to a collective destiny. This occurs, according to Heidegger, when the gods who address us, in the presence of the “holy” Earth, place us under their claims by “bringing us to language with respect to whether and how we are, how we respond, by committing our Beyng to them or by way of a telling refusal” (72). This we have referred to as Dasein’s epoch grounding rejoinder to Being, and this, for Heidegger (2000), in relation to Hölderlin’s poetizing of the Ereignis, “springs from the responsibility of a destiny,” and when brought to a response, brought to language, we are at once brought to the realm of decision “as to our historical fate” (58). How Dasein responds to the gods, or the “unknown God,” historically determines its previously indeterminate mode of dwelling and building on the Earth, which, as we explain below, is in essence wholly contingent on Dasein’s initial “measuring” itself against the “holy,” that is, what Heidegger (1971) refers to as “the authentic gauging of the dimension of [authentic/poetic] dwelling” (227).

We have said that Hölderlin resides within the space of the in-between, that is, between the gods and humanity and, as stated, Heidegger traces the poet’s profound intuitive understanding of divine-human relations to his perilous existence as demigod, and such an existence reveals the “dangerous” vocation of the poet. Just as poetic language harbors an ever-present sense of danger, so, too, does the poet’s precarious existence by nature flirt with potential disaster. As Heidegger (2000) observes, although poetry might appear “the most innocent of occupations,” it is instead “the most dangerous work” (61), for when attempting to capture the god’s fiery rays, the poet exposes himself to imminent “madness” and “blindness.” Indeed, Hölderlin slipped into the dark abyss of insanity because he was driven by the task to stand firm amid the “excessive brightness” of the gods’ presence for the sake of the German people (instantiating the role of demigod). In the following passage, Heidegger (2014) describes the “danger” of Hölderlin’s task in terms related to his vocation, the exigency of his poetizing:



The poet seduces the lightning flash of the God, forcing it into word, and places this word charged with lightning into the language of his people. The poet does not process the lived experiences of his psyche, but stands “under the God’s thunderstorms”—“with naked head,” exposed without protection and delivered from himself.

(31)




From this understanding of the “dangerous” existence of the demigod, who in Greek myth defies description in either divine or mortal terms, Heidegger claims that Hölderlin is both of the people’s time and of his own time and existence. The time of Hölderlin’s poetry is the new or inaugural time of Dasein’s historical destiny, the potential of which manifests in the gods’ “first signs,” as Hölderlin, through Andenken, catches glimpses of what has already been completed (the first beginning) while at once poetizing what the implication of these hints and intimations are for what has not yet come to pass, what is still on the approach, namely, another beginning or new historical origin. In relation to our thoughts regarding Andenken, Foti (1992) asserts that Andenken is a “commemorative thinking” which is always mindful of “the origin, the source, or ‘homeland,” and yet to first approach the understanding of origin immanent within Hölderlin’s poetry, in line with our interpretation of the poetizing of both the poet and the thinker, Andenken “must relinquish the metaphysical ideal of the origin’s self-sufficiency and impassive purity” (45), that is, transcend the traditional metaphysical notion of origin as immutable, eternal essence (substantia). The poetic thinking (Andenken) of Hölderlin first inspires poetizing of the “dialogue” and the type of thinking that recovers the concealed ground on which the past relation to the gods depends, and it is Hölderlin’s destiny (vocation) to locate, reopen, and find this consecrated ground and Time anew. For poetry, as Heidegger (2000) reasons, is at once a founding and grounding of Dasein’s historical existence in the word: “[P]oetry is not only foundational in the sense of free bestowal,” which is a founding, “but also in the sense of the firm grounding of human existence on its ground” (59). However, in relation to Heidegger’s thoughts of the Turn, we must stress that this ground, this origin (Ursprung) of Dasein’s historical world, is never determined in advance for Dasein.

Although Young (2001) offers an insightful reading of Heidegger’s encounter with Hölderlin, we question the move establishing a sharp division between “early” and “late” interpretations of Heidegger’s collected Hölderlin writings: the so-called early Hölderlin essays/courses spanning the period of 1934 through 1939 and the later writings on Hölderlin, which can be chronicled from approximately 1940 to 1955. Young’s claim is that the “early Hölderlin texts treat Hölderlin as a thinker rather than a poet—as someone whose work, though formally speaking that of a poet, is, when it comes to content, indistinguishable from that of the (philosophical) thinker” (72), who thinks ultimately on the essence of poetry. These early texts also think on the issue of Dasein’s “destitution” or its “spiritual distress,” and this is the issue we refer to as the flight of the gods based on the loss of holy or consecrated ground, which is related intimately to the potential for Dasein’s appropriation of its authentic historical destiny. The problem confronted in the early texts, according to Young, is that of Dasein forgetting its heritage, its authentic gods, the gods of ancient Greece, and this requires the “poet’s ‘reminding’ [Dasein] of [its] Greek heritage—followed by the propagation of [its] ‘remembrance’ throughout the culture by the machinery of the state” (90). In the later text, as Young claims, “the ground of the ‘default of God’ is something ‘even grimmer’—the fact that the divine radiance… in which alone gods are gods ‘has become extinguished’” (90).

We agree with many aspects of Young’s overall interpretation, however, we claim, and this deviates from Young’s reading, that it is possible to interpret the late essay, “… Poetically Man Dwells…”, written in 1951, in terms of Heidegger thoughtfully reflecting on and at once further enhancing and developing themes from—and not moving beyond—his earlier lectures on Hölderlin. For example, although Heidegger brings into play the notion of the “unknown God” in 1951, this concept is most certainly not the attempt to anthropomorphize the holy in terms of a single, omnipotent deity but, rather, to highlight the notion of divinity or the holy in terms of a self-secluding presence. The concept of the “unknown divinity” appears wholly consistent with Heidegger’s understanding of the overarching sense of the holy, which has been linked with the Earth, primordial concealment, and the perennial enigma of Being, or the superlative power of beying, as present to the earlier Hölderlin lectures (1934–35). It is also consistent with the understanding of mystery and primordial concealment already at work in the first version of the “Origin” (1935). In addition, we point out that in the 1943 essay, “Remembrance” it is blatantly evident that Heidegger undoubtedly conceives Hölderlin as a “thinker,” whose poetry is informed and its powers heightened by the thought or mode of dis-closure we have introduced as Andenken, and this understanding runs contrary to Young’s conclusion that it is only within the “early” Hölderlin readings (1934–1939) that Heidegger approaches the poet as a “thinker.” It is true that the later Hölderlin essays represent the continued development of Heidegger’s thought; for example, Heidegger rethinks the interpretation of the choral ode of Sophocles’s Antigone as he moves from Introduction to Metaphysics in 1935 to The Ister in 1942; however, it is not necessarily the case that a definitive line can be drawn establishing a division that marks out “Heidegger I and Heidegger II” as related to the distinctive interpretive approaches to so-called earlier and later readings of Hölderlin.

Turning to analyze the 1951 essay, “… Poetically Man Dwells…,” we move to Heidegger’s reading of Hölderlin’s, “In Beautiful Blue,” a poem that speaks of the historical dwelling of both the poet and futural Dasein. As Heidegger (1971) understands it, the enactment of Dasein’s authentic destiny, through understanding its ultimate potential in relation to “the unknown god” or the powers of the holy Earth, occurs by way of the ever renewed, ever continued process referred to above as “measure-taking.” Heidegger reasons that this poem poetizes the manner in which Dasein becomes historical through the enactment of its destiny in terms of its reattuned mode of dwelling and building:




May, if life is sheer toil, a man

Lift his eyes and sat: so

I too wish to be? Yes. As long as Kindness,

The Pure, still stays with his heart, man

Not unhappily measures himself

Against the godhead. Is God unknown?

Is he manifest like the sky? I’d sooner

Believe the latter. It’s the measure of man.

Full of merit, yet poetically, man

Dwells on this earth. But no purer

Is the shade of the starry night,

If I might put it so, than

Man, who is called an image of the godhead.

Is there a measure on earth? There is

None.

(219–220)





Standing in the presence of the gods does not take Hölderlin beyond the Earth or human condition, for poetry, as Heidegger states, “does not fly above and surmount the earth in order to escape it and hover over it” (216); instead, it is the most authentic form of earthly dwelling, a dwelling that is “poetic” in nature, consisting of “measure-taking,” in which the poet, firmly grounded on the Earth, casts his glance upward to the sky, spanning the “dimension” that separates humanity from the gods. “Poetry,” claims Heidegger, “is what first brings man onto the earth, making him belong to it, this brings him into dwelling” (218). Since no authentic measure exists in the world or on the earth, Dasein arrives at the poetic essence of its historical dwelling only by way of measuring itself against the divine, against that which is without measure. Hence, the “measure-taking” required is not a common measure, a quantitative (Cartesian) calculating of some distance in space, consisting of points and coordinates, but rather, it is an essential ontological form of measuring in which Dasein first comes into its authentic temporal-historical dwelling by gauging itself against the awesome and incalculable powers of the Earth (or the unknown God) while holding itself in the “dimension”—between heaven and earth, between the sky and the ground that bears up Dasein’s dwelling—and meting its earthly life against the primordial source of its Being-in-the-world, the emergence of “holy” Earth.

In order for Dasein to come into its authentic historical dwelling, it must locate, establish, and continually reestablish its ties to the divine, for “man does not undertake this spanning [measure-taking] just now and then; rather, man is man at all in this spanning” (221). The potential for Dasein’s destiny is first revealed through Hölderlin’s poetry (as a measure-taking) in the founding of Dasein’s historical world in language as “dialogue” and event (Ereignis). Hölderlin, standing in the presence of the gods, intercepts their signs, and poetizes the intimate belonging-together of humans and gods in the presence of the holy as manifest in the dimension of the sky. Just as Hölderlin’s poetic task is to mete out his existence against the divine, so, too, is it Dasein’s vocation to seek the measurement for its own unique historical earthly dwelling by turning to the Earth and listening for its “reticent” call. With vision and spirit, Hölderlin takes measure of the distance, and what his poetry commemorates is that the enactment of Dasein’s destiny, occurring through the process of upward looking measuring, which might be understood in terms of “negation” (via negativa); that is, Dasein learns what it is in terms of its so-called historical essence by measuring itself against all that it is not, against all that is beyond Dasein, namely, the sublime, infinite power of Being, of the Earth.

Thus, it is from the sacred and “holy” Earth that Dasein receives the proper gauge for assessing its potential historical “vocation,” its potential way of building, thinking, and dwelling poetically that is wholly unique to it and its historical epoch. Humanity and the forces of the divine are viewed as counter-striving, complementary phenomena, united within the familiar realm of the “lighted sky,” and Hölderlin shows that each belongs to the other, representing the strife between the unconealment and concealment of Being’s primordial unfolding (the truth of Being), and this “spanning” on Earth and beneath the sky is the “dimension”—the between—or distance that both Hölderlin and eventually Dasein, through the attuned participation in Hölderlin’s poetry, must traverse in order to dwell poetically, in order to exist in an authentic historical manner. As Hölderlin’s measuring glance travels the vast expanse between heaven and earth, working to capture traces of the divine, he stands under the lighted sky beneath the god’s lightning flashes. In doing so, as Heidegger claims, he is at once delivering himself over to himself, appropriating his Being, and testifying to and fulfilling his calling or vocation as a poet by exposing himself to the sublime powers of Being. The poet’s vocation, to reiterate, is to intercept divine intimations, and through the language charged with the originary power of the gods’ signs, communicate these messages to Dasein, and Heidegger (2000) locates Hölderlin’s poetic vocation in the poem, “As When on Holiday…”, from 1939 and claims that it expresses, most purely, the essence of poetry as Dichtung:




Yet us it behooves, you poets, to stand

Bare-headed beneath God’s thunderstorms,

To grasp the father’s ray, itself, with our own hands

And to offer to the people

The heavenly gift wrapped in song.

(63)




Anticipating the god’s messages, Hölderlin stands in-between two realms and locates himself near the source of the “holy,” in the presence of the God, in order to capture his veiled message and communicate it through his poetizing. However, there is the understanding that the Heavenly Father must, by his nature, remain concealed even in the lighted sky, the mediating context between Heaven and Earth. According to Heidegger (1971), the enigmatic God, the sublime and mysterious Earth, must remain as enigmatic source or origin of the poet’s inspiration, and the God’s “hints” must remain as “hints,” for the God must show “himself as the one he is, appear as the one who remains unknown” (222). The god’s presence is always self-concealing, and even in the bright, familiar sky, defies full disclosure—and this self-concealing presence for Heidegger is importantly the measure for the poet, and, as stated, ultimately the force that Da-sein must measure itself against in order to be historical. Indeed, Hölderlin’s poetry is a poetic measuring only because it “says the sights of heaven in such a way that he submits to its appearances as to the alien elements to which the unknown god has ‘yielded’” (225), indicating that Hölderlin gives himself over to the primal mystery, the self-concealing natures of both the unknown god and the “holy” Earth. As related to the “Origin,” Contributions, and “Germania” and “The Rhine,” Hölderlin understands the importance of allowing the Earth to presence as Earth and does not forcibly attempt to wrest it completely from concealment and so protects and shelters that which is concealed in its most primordial presencing as self-concealing. This Foti (1992) refers to as resisting the urge to subject Being to the “absolutizing grasp” of reason, which “mandates the practice of releasement [Gelassenheit]” (48). In other words, Hölderlin respectfully, out of thankfulness and gratitude, allows the Earth to reveal its authentic nature as a self-concealing and “holy” phenomenon, thus allowing the Earth to retain its mystery and wonder. Hölderlin’s poetry captures and poetizes the god’s hints along with the self-concealed and reticent address of the holy Earth in what Heidegger (1971) calls a “concentrated perception, a gathered taking-in, that [always] remains a listening” (223).

Heidegger links Hölderlin’s poetizing of human destiny with the ancient festivals of Greece, and the essence of Hölderlin’s poetry, expressed through the originary power of poietic language, holds power over the historical participants in the poetry, inspiring their encounter with the holy, which occurs as an “event”—the reunion of gods and humankind—because his poetry inspires what Heidegger calls the grounding attunement of das Festliche (“The Festival”), the most primordial form of human attunement that Heidegger identifies. In relation to Heidegger’s move beyond fundamental ontology of Being and Time, the attunement of das Festliche is more primor-dial than the “holy” mourning Heidegger writes of in “Germania and The Rhine,” and beyond this, McNeill (2006) reveals that the Grundstimmung of Hölderlin’s poetry, as related to human dwelling, “is not simply that of Angst in the face of death,” for the attunement of Angst, when conceived in relation to the Hölderlin lectures and essays, “is itself pervaded by a more primordial attunement: that of… das Festliche” (150).2 Whereas Angst reveals world as world, the overarching system of relations (world), world acquires authentic historical ground and meaning only when Earth rises up through the world to authenticate it. The Festival mood reveals world in its authentic relation to the truth of Being, wherein participants are transported in a state of ek-static rapture outside of their everyday ways of being, as a profound sense of wonder and gratitude permeates their lives. The Ereignis is the paradigmatic temporal moment (Augenblick) when the holy Earth rises to engulf and transform the everyday world of Dasein. Hölderlin’s poetry not only inspires this festive mood, it is also born of it, for The Festival is the mood “from which there issues the birth of those [poets] who stand between men and gods and endure this ‘between’” (150).

In addition, Heidegger, drawing from Hölderlin, refers to The Festival as the celebratory wedding feast between the gods and humans, marking the return of the god(s) because the ground has, once again, been consecrated with the “holy” and transfigured manifestation of Earth as Earth. However, it must be noted that the gods do not return as the saviors of Dasein, rescuing it from the forgetfulness of Being. Instead their manifestation, and hence the idea of the “Festival” mood marking out the reuniting of the gods and humans in the presence of the holy, offers only the possibility or potential for the overcoming of the metaphysics of presence, for it is in the presence of the gods that have returned that the possibility first opens for the historical and divine “measure-taking” that Heidegger claims is required for the inspiration of Dasein’s poetic dwelling and building on the Earth. Thus, it is possible to understand the Festival attunement in a way that is in line with the reading of Dasein’s “measure-taking” of the divine as related to its potential poetic building and dwelling, the raising of its historical abode, but only if, as Heidegger (1971) declares, we listen intently and pay heed to Hölderlin’s poetic words. For the potential for Dasein’s authentic historical life is opened and appropriated within the event of language and Time (Ereignis), as a form of upward looking measure-taking, only as “long as Kindness/The Pure, still stays with [its] heart” (228). Kindness, according to Heidegger’s understanding, is more than an empathetic emotional response or quality of caring for divinity, world, and others. In light of Heidegger’s reading, which at first appears to be a tautological definition of “kindness,” citing as he does, Sophocles’s words, “Χαρις χαριν γαρ εστιν ‘ε τικτους αει—For kindness it is that ever calls forth kindness” (229), it is possible, because it is in line with a Heideggerian understanding of attunement, to understand kindness in terms of a “guiding attunement” emerging from the Grundstim-mung of das Festliche that colors Dasein’s entire Being-in-the-world, from out of which there is an awakening to several crucial aspects of Dasein’s renewed vision and enactment of its inspired “measure-taking” and poetic dwelling and building:



	In the “Festival” mood there is a “standing out” from not only everyday ways of inhabiting the world; there is also a movement away from—as related to the oblivion of Being—instrumental ways of engaging the world, which indicates that Dasein transcends its “unpoetic dwelling,” highlighted by the “incapacity to take the [authentic] measure,” which “derives from a curious excess of frantic measuring and calculating” (228), as an effect of technology’s “En-Framing”;

	The “Festival” mood opens Dasein to the poetic understanding that in the presence of the holy Earth and the god(s) it is at once in the presence of that “which in its very self-disclosure manifests the appearance of that which conceals itself, and indeed as that which conceals itself” (225), and so calls Dasein to submit or release itself over to their unique ways of Being and presencing. Thus, within the “measure-taking” of a poetic dwelling there occurs a “disclosing that lets us see what conceals itself, but lets us see it not by seeking to wrest what is concealed out of its concealedness,” and, rather, calls us to respectfully and with kindness, guard and preserve the concealed in its unconcealment, and so, for example, the unknown god appears as unknown, in other words, as that which is beyond human measure, without measure, and this is the authentic “measure against which man measures himself” (223). This separates poetic “measure-taking” from technical notions of measure, for here we are guided not by rigid metric standards but, rather, by an address or call, intimations, hints, and “gestures befitting the measure to be taken,” drawn in through the “concentrated perception” that begins and grows as an attuned form of listening in advance for the call of the gods and the holy Earth; and

	Attuned in the mood of das Festliche, Dasein understands that its historical dwelling, if it is to be both authentically historical and poetic, consists in repeated and ever-renewed “measure-taking,” for indeed, it is only in the continuing process of “measure-taking” that Dasein comes into its nature, for only insofar as “man takes the measure of his dwelling in this way is he able to be commensurately with his nature,” and this life of poetic measure-taking is precisely, for Heidegger, “what is poetic in dwelling.”




Heidegger’s interpretation of the Festival, as the reawakening of the pervasive sense of the holy, bears directly on the potential of Germany (in the mid-1930s into the 1940s) overcoming its modern spiritual crisis (Gosetti-Ferencei 2002; Young 2001, 2002; Caputo 1999; Foti 1992; Zimmerman 1990). We conclude this section by examining the cultural and historical scope and influence of Dichtung in relation to German Dasein’s authentic heritage/destiny as conceived by Heidegger. What does Hölderlin indicate about the scope of Dichtung, which influences Heidegger’s expanding conception of Dasein’s historical destiny in terms of the future, in terms of an indeterminate historical event? What does the encounter with Hölderlin say about the authentic heritage of the Greeks, which Heidegger insists must be experienced and retrieved in order for Germany to enact its own authentic destiny? To imagine Germany’s Greek heritage exclusively in terms of the “classical paradigm” of art is perhaps a bit misleading. It is possible and indeed legitimate to read Heidegger in terms of expressing a distinction between two historical Greek responses to Being in the Hölderlin lectures: the classical response and the Archaic response, respectively. However, as opposed to highlighting the distinction between the classical and archaic responses to Being, we are more interested in examining the notion of “Greek” heritage from the perspective of both cultural epochs, in terms of “origins.”

By examining the phenomenon that grounds and inspires the overarching ancient Greek response to Being, the phenomenon that prefigures the emergence of both the classical and archaic epochs, we can understand Greek heritage as relating at once to the Greeks of both classical and archaic ages, who share, in an important sense, a single (primordial) heritage born of their unique spiritual relationship to the divine forces of the Earth—the primor-dial fire from Heaven. It is not so much their “origins” that differs, as it is the unique epochal grounding rejoinder to the call and address of Being of each cultural age to the presencing of the fire from Heaven, which resulted in two distinct historical moments. For in the Hölderlin lectures (most specifically, The Ister), Heidegger contemplates a people’s receptivity to their history in the presence of the holy and their subsequent form-giving responses to this moment, and so both cultures, both moments in Greek antiquity, are essential to understanding the historical Greek heritage. Inspired by Hölderlin, Heidegger appears to be embracing the older, darker, and more primordial forces that simultaneously inspired both the archaic poets and the festivals, competitions, politics, architecture, and poetry of the classical age.3

It is not the return to the classical Greek paradigm of art or the return of the Olympian pantheon that Heidegger seeks for Germany. To reiterate, he is not interested in a classical Greek renaissance, a representation of ancient Greece in modern dress, in the form of a decadent, neoclassicism, or aesthetic model that produces an inauthentic facade of genuine culture. Such a flawed ideal formed the basis of his developing and ongoing criticism of National Socialism in the mid-1930s and beyond (Caputo 1999; Zimmerman 1990; Lacoue-Labarthe 1990).4 Rather, Heidegger works toward a deeper understanding of their primordial encounter with Being as a sacred event, which represents Germany’s true link to the Greeks (in addition to language) with the potential for the “other” (German) beginning. This is because he seeks a retrieval and beginning (Ursprung-Anfang) that is always unique, new, and singular, in that it is related specifically to the authentic possibilities of a historical people in their own unique relation to Being. Presumably, we can locate the greatness of the classical Greeks in their ability to successfully appropriate the heritage poetized by Homer, who first brought the Olympians gods to form and word in response to the archaic Greeks’ heritage (the fire from Heaven), and this notion of authentic Greek heritage appears to be what Heidegger insists is entirely lacking in the spiritually deprived milieu of modern Europe (the age of “destitution”), obsessed with technology and calculative modes of world dis-closure. If Germany’s destiny is to be an authentic world/cultural-founding occurrence, the Germans must be opened, via Hölderlin’s poetry, to the sense of the holy to motivate and authenticate their gift for giving form to their world through the clarity of presentation.

The classical Greek paradigm, as envisioned by Heidegger, is representative of a historical response to Being that appears to strike a perfect “Nietzschean” balance between the openness to Be-ing as the fire from Heaven (the Dionysian) and the clarity of presentation (the Apollonian) required by a culture in order to bring its understanding and experience of Being to stand momentarily in great works, exalted moments of form-giving creative activity, which express that culture’s true ecumenical spirit, which always manifests itself and is granted through their resolute dedication and gratitude toward and thankfulness for Being (Young 2001). However, what has been said is not intended to discount or deny outright the possibility of the return of the gods of ancient Greece in new forms. For as stated, the way in which the gods manifest (return) is contingent on the status of the holy and Dasein’s relationship to the divine; for example, Zeus, the Heavenly father, and Apollo, the brilliant sun-god, are for Heidegger temporary forms, cultural embodiments, and unique instantiations of the pervasive, originary manifestation of the holy. The possibility of the gods’ return—and this possibility remains alive for Heidegger throughout his philosophical engagement with Hölderlin—hinges on Dasein’s authentic reawakening to the source of all divinity, Earth, Being, or the fire from Heaven, which (while formless itself) takes on specific forms and attributes unique to the historicality of the culture or civilization, within which the gods are embodied manifestations of the people’s authentic relationship to the holy (Young 2001; Bambach 2003).

Despite Homer’s poetizing the fate and historicality of the West, Heidegger claims that the archaic Greeks lacked what the classical Greeks possessed in abundance, namely, the gift for the clarity of presentation, for example, the inspired, creative activity that brought Being to shine in their works of architecture, poetry, and politics. In The Ister, Heidegger (1996) emphasizes the foreignness of the Greeks to the Germans (and vice versa), stressing that the Germans must become homely in a different manner than either the classical or archaic Greeks. “Hölderlin,” Heidegger argues, “recognizes that the historicality of those two humankinds is intrinsically different” (124), and so just as the Greeks became homely in a unique way, so, too, must the Germans become homely in a way that is unique to their culture. However, in order to appropriate what is rightfully the tradition and authentic heritage of both cultures, “the Germans must be struck by the fire from the Heavens” (136), which is the ancient heritage they share with the Greeks, the relationship to the holy that has been lost and covered over. For only if the ancient holy fire strikes the Germans will they move toward “the correct appropriation of their own gift for presentation” (136). Heidegger links the incessant modern drive for technological mastery of the world with the German’s alienation from their proper relationship to the Earth, and thus, they require a poet such as Hölderlin to reawaken the spiritual sense of the holy, to reconnect the culture with the holy fire that once burned so brightly in the ancient skies above Homer and Hesiod. Hölderlin’s poetry attempts to reawaken the sense of the holy, the awe and wonder in the presence of the divine Earth, and it is only through his poetry that the law of history manifests itself, and this law manifests itself only to the poet.

Thus, it is Hölderlin’s poetry that holds within it the fate of Germany and the West. However, as Heidegger writes in “Germania” and “The Rhine,” a pressing concern, which is reiterated by Heidegger in 1942, Hölderlin’s poetry has not yet been understood, primarily because the proper heirs and preservers of his poetry have not yet arrived, and so Germany of the mid-1930s and 1940s fails to benefit from the power of his word. Heidegger (2014) observes in 1934–35, as his mounting dissatisfaction with National Socialism grows and is documented, “Hölderlin’s poems become more inexhaustible, greater, stranger from year to year—and cannot be classified anywhere in an ultimate sense, they still lack their genuine historical and spiritual realm” (25). Hölderlin, in the later lectures, undoubtedly assumes the role of poet of the future, of the new futural paradigm of art that will be inaugurated by a genuine historical response to his poetry. Gadamer (1992, 1999), interpreting Hölderlin as a futural poet, reasons that Hölderlin belongs to neither an idealistic, bygone age nor the immediate present of Heidegger’s Germany; rather, Hölderlin as a poet belongs “to a future which could usher in an overcoming of metaphysics and the present forgetfulness of Being” (Gadamer 1999, 147). Thus, Heidegger expands the scope of Dichtung and the potential for Da-sein’s destiny in the 1940s, pointing toward, as Bambach (2010) observes, a “transition to an ‘other’ beginning” that is not limited to the German Volk but extends “through the history of the West” (105). This indicates that Hölderlin holds the potential to inspire future poets to found and ground a people’s destiny through the recovery or reestablishment of a respectful, awe-inspiring relationship to Being that has been forgotten by Germany and the West in modern times (a phenomenon traceable to the “first” beginning).




3. From Hölderlin to Rilke: A “Futural” Poet Who Poetizes the Essential Truth of Being?

Moving from Hölderlin, we now consider a related issue, asking, “What type of poets other than Hölderlin might be up to the supreme task of poetizing Dasein’s historical transcendence beyond the metaphysics of presence?” What Heidegger (1971) seeks, as addressed, is the poet for “destitute times” and what is necessary is the presence of those who “attend, singing, to the trace of the fugitive gods” (94), those who poetize the truth of Being as this truth stands beyond the metaphysics of presence for the potential appropriation and enactment of the type of authentic historical dwelling we have discussed throughout. Although Heidegger engages the poetic works of Trakl, George, Meyer, Celan, we are concerned with Heidegger’s readings of Rilke, specifically readings that appear in the Parmenides lecture (1941–42) and the 1946 essay “What Are Poet’s For?” Although Heidegger is critical of Rilke in the Parmenides and The Ister, in the later essay, Heidegger finds greater value in Rilke’s poetry. Importantly, here we return to Heidegger’s (1971) concern with language, for the way in which humanity responds to language determines its new historical beginning and dwelling, which is dependent on the way Dasein “listens to the appeal of language” as this language emerges and “speaks in the element of poetry” (216). As Heidegger provides the criteria required for great poetry to attune those who would “listen” to the poetizing, it is clear, as we have introduced earlier, that Heidegger’s understanding of the great poets, those futural poets who might hold hope for inaugurating “another beginning,” stands beyond the register of “aesthetic” criticism, and thus beyond any reading weighed down by metaphysics (see Chapter 4 §2). Here, as in our reading of Hölderlin, to consider Rilke a poet of substantial “ontological” value, there must be an attuned stance taken with respect to the divine to the holy to all that is enigmatic at the heart of the Being event, and his poetic language must address in a reverential manner what is given as a “gift” and, as Heidegger stresses, the “more poetic a poet is—the freer (that is, the more open and ready for the unforeseen) his saying—the greater is the purity with which he submits what he says to an even more painstaking listening” (216).

Already, in 1927 (The Basic Problems of Phenomenology), referencing Rilke, Heidegger understands the power of poetry to reveal the “world” of Dasein as Being-in-the-world5. However, in the Parmenides (1941–42) and “What Are Poets For?” Heidegger considers whether or not Rilke is a poet for “destitute” times, a concern that that grounds the remainder of our analysis. Although Heidegger reconsiders the power of Rilke’s poetry in 1946 when he returns to interpret Rilke (“What Are Poets For?”), in the Parmenides course, Heidegger (1992) concludes that because Rilke’s thought and poetry (Eighth Duino Elegy) remains locked in the linguistic-conceptual schema of Western metaphysics, he remains blind or oblivious to the deep “mystery of the historical being,” and so his “poetic words never attain the mountain height of a historically foundational decision” (160), and as stresses throughout it is the “historical decision,” or epoch grounding rejoinder to the call of Being, that inspires a peoples’ attuned appropriation of their destiny, ushering in “another beginning.”6 Although Rilke “relates to contemporary man with much seriousness and care,” there remains a certain “confusion, thoughtlessness, and flight” (161) associated with his work, and so Rilke, according to Heidegger’s reading in the Parmenides (§8e), is not a poet for destitute times because he fails to think and hence poetize the truth of the Being event, or as Heidegger refers to it in the Parmenides, the origi-nary and historical phenomenon of “αληθεια” (aletheia). Contrarily, Rilke’s poetry reveals the endless or unrestrained progression of beings, which for Rilke is associated with Being and also encompasses the phenomenon of the “Open.” We explain Rilke’s understanding of the Open as it emerges from Heidegger’s reading below, but to begin, we listen, along with Heidegger, to the beginning of the Eighth Duino Elegy:




With all eyes the creature [animal] sees

the open. Only our [human] eyes are

reversed and placed wholly around creatures

as traps, around their free exit.

What is outside we know from the animal’s

visage alone…

(153)7




Here, Rilke introduces the Open, which is possible to grasp in terms of a vista into a transcendent realm of metaphysical truths that defy human reason. In addition, in these opening lines, Rilke also sets up the crucial distinction and irreconcilable opposition between the human being and the animal, between what is rational and irrational, between what is grounded in consciousness and what emerges through the unconscious, associated with the emotions as opposed to reason (ratio). For Rilke, it is the animal and not the human being that “sees” and experiences the Open, and so the animal is in this sense privileged over the human with regard to its freedom toward the Open, for Rilke’s prioritizing of “the unconscious over consciousness corresponds to the priority of the free animal over the imprisoned essence of man” (158).

Thus, as opposed to elevating the human being’s power of reason above the “a-rational creature,” Rilke “inverts the relationship of the power of man and of ‘creatures’ (i.e., animals and plants),” and indeed, as Heidegger claims, this hierarchical “inversion is what is precisely expressed by the elegy” (154). Despite the appearance of rejecting a view to scientific naturalism, in the move to grant the animal and not the human privileged access to the Open, Rilke smuggles in a traditional metaphysical understanding of both animals and human beings. Importantly, Rilke retains the metaphysical definition of the human as the animal rationale—rational “subject” set off and against “objects” (an endless progression of beings)—that “calculates, plans, turns to beings as objects, represents what is objective and orders it,” and in doing so the human comports itself by means of machination “everywhere to objects and in that way secures them… as something mastered, as his possession” (156). Taking this definition of the human as rational animal as the starting point, it follows that “animality,” as stated earlier, is understood in and through the comparison with rationality, and it is understood as that which is “irrational and without reason” (160), and beyond this, there is a “hominization of the animal, by which the animal, with respect to the original experience of beings as a whole [the Open], is even raised above man and becomes in a certain way a “super-man’” (161). This, according to Foti (1992), is Rilke’s failure, for “as opposed to rebellion against metaphysical hierarchy,” which would be indicative of Heidegger’s project, Rilke “privileges the figure of the animal and of unreflective ‘creation’ over human subjectivity by granting it immediate and perhaps exclusive access to the Open” (30). Thus, Rilke’s poetry retains the binary and hierarchical model of the linguistic-conceptual schema of Western metaphysics, now privileging the irrational (the unconscious) above the rational (consciousness), and so Rilke still poetizes from out of a view that is attuned by the metaphysics of presence.

In relation to the binary oppositional linguistic-conceptual schema of metaphysics introduced earlier, we draw the reader’s attention to two crucial elements of Heidegger’s critique of traditional Western philosophy in the Parmenides; one is intimated and the other remains “unsaid.” First, Heidegger (1992), in his analysis of the human as “το ζωον λογον εχον,” points out that in relation to rationality and the power of speech, as related to the revelation of truth (το αποφαινεσθαι), which is expressed by Plato and Aristotle as “το δηλουν, the revealing of the open… man, and he alone, is the being that looks into the open and sees the open in the sense of αληθες” (155). It is from the time of the “first beginning” that the human has assumed a privileged access to Being because of the power of reason, which, as Heidegger’s critique runs, has in the history of Western philosophy led humans to hypostatize Being, to turn it into an abstract principle or “object” of the subject’s intellectual thematization. Second, for Rilke to even invoke the notions of consciousness and the unconscious in his poetry, as Heidegger claims, is to already poetize in the “spirit of Schopenhauer’s philosophy, mediated by Nietzsche and the doctrines of psychoanalysis” (158). This is problematic for Heidegger (although he does not explicitly formulate the following critique in the Parmenides, as stated, it remains “unsaid”) because conscious/unconscious states, emotional states, psychological states, do not, as we have already pointed out, represent for Heidegger the most primordial modes of world dis-closure because they are derived from and dependent on states of deep attunement achieved through the transformative power of moods (Stimmungen). Thus, whereas Hölderlin is poetically aware of the essential necessity and ek-static potential of moods for transfiguring Dasein’s understanding of the world and others (das Festliche), Rilke, in the Eighth Duino Elegy, appears oblivious to the phenomenon of human attunement, and so, as a shortcoming, his poetry and thought remain grounded in the understanding of the world and human being espoused, as Heidegger observes, by modern psychology.

As related to Rilke’s understanding of the animal’s privileged access to the Open, we bring attention to the fact that in the 1929–30 lecture course, The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, Heidegger (1995) provides an analysis of animals that is radically at odds with the modern understanding of animals found in Descartes. Although refusing to reduce animals to mere “machines,” Heidegger claims that as opposed to humans, because they are world-forming, animals experience life in terms of “worldlessness, of poverty of world” (178), for animals are unable to open and project a world in the same manner as the attuned Dasein. On Heidegger’s (1992) reading, Rilke clearly links the Open with the animal’s ability to see its environment and life in a way that frees the animal from the fear of its impending death, and it is in this blindness-toward-death, we will call it, that the animal finds a freedom that the human lacks:



the free animal

has its perishing constantly behind itself,

and in front of itself God, and when it moves it moves

in eternity, just as wells do.

(158)




The animal’s freedom for Being, or the Open, is indeed granted because death is not and cannot be an issue, ontological or otherwise, for the animal. To call the animal world-poor, or we might say, Dasein poor, in an important way, indicates that on Heidegger’s reading the deep concern for death separates Dasein from the animal. Death must be an issue for Dasein in order to project its authentic freedom in the first instance, and for Heidegger (1995) this is because the animal cannot “care” (Sorge) about its death and the implication of it for its existence; that is, its Being cannot be an issue for concern, for the animal does not “possess the possibility of attending either to that being that itself is or to beings other than itself” (248). This is because the animal’s life is structured by a highly restrictive and myopic scope of concern that Heidegger calls “captivation.” The animal is “directed in its manifold instinctual activities on the basis of its captivation and of the totality of its capacities” (248). Heidegger, in terms relatable to both the Parmenides and The Ister, observes that animals do not “stand within a manifestation [the Open] of beings,” and neither is the animal nor its environment “manifest as beings” (248). According to Heidegger (1992), the animal does not “see” or experience the Open, “not with a single one of all its eyes” (155), and as is the concern with his analysis of Rilke’s poetry, the animal does not participate in because it remains excluded from the essential unfolding of and strife between unconcealment and concealment (the truth of Being). The primary reason for the animal’s exclusion from this realm is that it does not have language, it is αλογος, and thus, it cannot “say” or “name” Being and henceforth appropriate its life or world in a historical manner.

To conclude the Parmenides, providing a brief summation, we consider why and how it is that Heidegger comes to identify Rilke’s conception of the Open with the endless procession or unfolding of beings. For it is no doubt puzzling to say that Rilke poetizes the Open in terms of the “constant progression by beings themselves from beings to beings within beings” (152). As stated, Rilke’s poetry is attuned by the metaphysics of presence, and as a “consequence of his alienation from αληθεια,” Heidegger claims that Being “flows away from [Rilke] into the indeterminate totality of beings” (151). The Open, then, is limited to a realm where what moves into the Open does so strictly in terms of its status as an object, entity, or being, brought to stand within a “technical” mode of dis-closure as that which is present-at-hand. To understand the implications of this analysis, we must recall Heidegger’s critique of technology and take into account the mode of “seeing” that is attuned by the metaphysics of presence, through which all things show up as what is “present” before us as they are located in Cartesian space. Thus, much like the tradition in Western metaphysics, there is the concern for beings over Being, on that which is present as opposed to the primal mystery of how what is present comes-to-presence in the first instance, and so the concern for the truth of Being and primordial unconcealment are ignored and so the Being event remains in “oblivion.” Rilke’s poetry cannot on this reading point beyond the metaphysics of presence and so it perpetuates the “destitution” of the age. To the point, Rilke, in relation to the truth of Being, according to Heidegger, “talks thoughtlessly about the ‘open’ and does not question what the significance might be for the openness of the open” (161).

However, the oblivion of Being is not the end of the story for Dasein, for according to Heidegger, despite this state of “destitution,” the hidden relationship to Being, from whose bestowal man cannot withdraw persists and is waiting to be rediscovered by great poets. As Heidegger’s critical confrontation (Auseinandersetzung) with Rilke evolves in the later essay, “What Are Poets For?” Heidegger (1971) reassesses Rilke’s potential value as a great poet, concluding that Rilke’s poetry is “valid,” although remaining “in the shadow of a tempered Nietzschean metaphysics” (108). Phillips (2010), in overly optimistic terms, claims that in 1946, “Heidegger ranks Rilke alongside Hölderlin as a poet who heeds the task of poetry in the time of the indigence of nihilism” (347). Foti (1992) argues, in terms more consistent with our understanding, that in the Parmenides Rilke fails to intimate the Open in terms that relate to Heidegger’s understanding of Being, in that Rilke poetizes the hierarchy of polar oppositions consistent with the linguistic-conceptual schema of Western metaphysics. In Foti’s reading of “What Are Poets For?” a “labored and difficult essay,” it is concluded that Rilke achieves a “partial overcoming” of the metaphysics of presence, and yet despite this poetic accomplishment, Foti contends that “the later essay achieves resolution neither concerning Rilke’s role as a poet in a destitute time” nor on the issue concerning Rilke’s relationship with what “one can call Hölderlin’s ‘unsurpassable prescript’” (32).

Turning to Heidegger (1971) we learn that although deeming Rilke’s poetry “valid,” it does not in Heidegger’s estimation rise to “Hölderlin’s in its rank and position in the course of the history of Being” (96). Rilke is thus a poet with certain impressive powers, but they are unequal and inadequate to those of Hölderlin, in terms required to found and ground a new beginning for historical Dasein in “destitute times.” Since, our interpretation unfolds hermeneutically in terms consistent with the analysis in Chapter 1 of the “Origin,” Contributions, and certain aspects of the Hölderlin lectures/essays, we steer a middle course between Phillips and Foti and claim that it is possible, if remaining true to our interpretation of the Heideggerian concepts, themes, and language developed and related to poetry, authentic destiny, and the Being event, Rilke might be thought of, in a positive manner—perhaps in contrast to Heidegger’s conclusion, or lack thereof—as intimating a way beyond, by providing a fleeting glimpse into, a view of Being and Dasein that transcends the linguistic-conceptual schema of metaphysics. With Rilke’s thought of the Open, as a vast expanse or region of Being, he gestures toward a non-objective and hence non-metaphysical view of Being, and thus, in light of our reading, Rilke might be said, although in no way equaling Hölderlin, to rise to the level of a potential “futural poet” for “destitute times.”

Since there are many ways to approach “What Are Poets For?” we focus on developing several key concepts that set this reading apart from the critique of Rilke in the Parmenides: The Open, as the vast expanse of Being and Dasein as the one who “ventures” forth from out of the primordial essence of Being—the Abgrund—for these two concerns relate to authentic dwelling, Being-toward-death, and the attunement (conversion) of Dasein’s world beyond the metaphysics of presence. To poetize in “destitute” times, the poet must have both the courage and insight to locate, reach into, and abide by standing firm within the “abyss,” or Abgrund, in order to poetize the origin of the Being event. Ground for Heidegger (1971), as we have seen, is not just related to the earth’s soil beneath our feet, it is also, in connection with the work of art and Hölderlin’s poetry, the founding “holy” ground on which, in relation to the rising of the “holy” Earth, a historical people open a new world and time in order to raise their dwelling in a poetic manner. Indeed, the authentic potential for Dasein’s unique and singular response and appropriation of its destiny “hangs in the abyss” (92). As shown in Chapter 1, the abyss, or absence of ground (Abgrund), harbors the potential for Dasein’s destiny, which is held and sent forth, and it is the abyss, the ground-less ground of Being, which “holds and remarks everything” (93). To reiterate, “absence” or the “nothing” in this instance is never “no-thing-ness”; rather, it is the hidden plentitude of Being. Here, we note that αληθεια as referenced in Heidegger’s reading of Rilke in the Parmenides can now be read in this later essay of 1946 in terms that point to Rilke’s non-metaphysical understanding of “truth,” that is, not in terms of what is purely present—the endless procession of beings before us—but, instead, an intimated concern for primordial “hiddenness” (lethe), the original concealment that lies behind all instances of “truth-happening.”

In Rilke’s, “improvised verses,” it is possible to encounter a non-metaphysical understanding of Dasein’s attuned relation to world and Earth, which gestures beyond the ontological difference: Reading Rilke, Heidegger elucidates the concepts of Nature, Venture, and the Open. Nature and the Venture in Rilke might be linked to Being or the Open (Lichtung des Seins), or the essential truth of Being in the event of its unfolding. With the concept of Nature, Rilke is no longer concerned with the division between the human and animal, and rather, as Heidegger observes, Nature is the “ground of beings,” and as poetized by Rilke, Nature is not to be equated with the subject studied by the natural sciences, instead it is “the ground for history and art and nature in the narrower sense” (101). Nature, for Rilke, is “the vis primitiva active” (100), the most primitive active force, which holds the originary power of what the Greeks termed physis, which must be understood in the infinitival mode in terms of the event or active process of the “bringing forth” a phenomenon in its unfolding, its coming into the Open, its revelation as “that which arises” (101). Nature in Rilke, we might say, is best grasped in terms that are beyond Heidegger’s (1962) description of nature in Being and Time, as a phenomenon that “‘stirs and strives’, which assails us and enthralls us as landscape” (100/70), and instead, in terms of Heidegger’s more mature interpretation of the Earth in the “Origin” and Hölderlin lectures, the presence of which the poet’s word holds the power to call forth.

For Rilke, Nature is the “Urgrund,” the originary ground of beings determining the manner in which they come-to-presence. Heidegger states that humans, animals, and plants share the ground of Nature. Yet there is a crucial difference with respect to the relationship that each shares with Nature as originary ground, and here we recall Heidegger’s (1971) differentiation between animal and Dasein in the face of Being, which can be understood in terms of the manner in which “Being each time ‘gives’ particular beings ‘over to venture,’” that is, when Being frees Dasein for the precarious, unpredictable and dangerous pursuit of its destiny, which is “daring” in nature. However, as Heidegger points out, “man reaches more deeply into the ground of beings than do other beings” (101), and this pertains to Dasein’s unique relationship to the truth of Being. Venturing in this reading is relatable to a process or event of release and return, or as Heidegger names it, a “flinging loose” (102) or letting “beings loose into the daring venture” (101) in anticipation of their return, which might be understood in terms of Being releasing Dasein into the Open of unconcealment while at once drawing it back into the essential nature (Abgrund) from which it arises, that is, the abyssal ground, primordial concealment, or finitude. This is consistent with our reading of Contributions, where Heidegger describes the movement and process of the Being event in terms of Entruckung and Beruckung, where the former is associated with the recess of Being into finitude and the latter refers to what comes-to-presence in the withdrawal of Being as Entrückung. This is the twofold counter-striving movement at the center, or Abgrund, of Being, and what is generated through this counter-striving activity is the “draft” (the pulling-force) amid the “sway” of Being’s unfolding. Drawing from a late poem by Rilke, “The Force of Gravity,” Heidegger finds this concept poetized, “the venture,” Heidegger observes, is “the drawing and all-mediating center of beings—is the power that lends weight, a gravity to the ventured beings” (104). To lend weight and gravity indicates that as beings are released or flung into “the venture” of unconcealment, they are at once drawn back into the center, they are held fast in the sway of Being, this Heidegger calls the “balance” (105), and



Being, which holds all beings in the balance, thus always draws particular beings in the balance, thus always draws particular beings toward itself—toward itself as the center. Being, as the venture, holds all beings, as being ventured, in this draft. But this center [Abgrund] of the attracting drawing withdraws at the same time from all beings.

(105)




Although Heidegger does not make this comparison with respect to this movement, the event itself, in relation to beings and unconcealment/concealment, the Being event unfolding through the moments/movements of Entruckung and Berückung, might be related to his reading of the Greek understanding of arche, as in the 1939 essay, “On the Essence of the Concept of Φυσις in Aristotle’s Physics B, I.” From Heidegger’s unique etymology of arche we get the sense of the movement out from and return to a sheltering center, where what is released or “let loose” is under a controlling power, which in addition to a guiding force also serves as the origin of that which emerges from it. Normally, we translate arche in terms of beginning or original principle of order, but on Heidegger’s (1998) reading arche is a bit more nuanced:



On the one hand arche means that from which something has its origin and beginning; on the other hand it means that which, as this origin and beginning, like-wise keeps reign over, i.e., restrains and therefore dominates, something else that emerges from it. “Arche” means, at once and the same time, beginning and control… origin and ordering. In order to express the unity that oscillates between the two, we can translate arche as originating ordering and as ordering origin.

(189)




Heidegger is clear that what comes-to-presence, although emerging from and so connected to that source, is not sheltered in such a way as to be kept wholly safe from potential danger, which is why Heidegger refers to the venture as the “daring venture.” Indeed, as Heidegger (1971) states, “[i]f that which has been flung were to remain out of danger, it would not have been ventured” (102). Yet within danger, or “unshieldedness,” there is a sense of safety that is linked with Dasein’s relationship to the Open, or what might be understood as the truth of the Being event, which we address below in relation to the Open and the concept of Being-toward-death. Although plant, animal, and Dasein are ventured, because of the differences in the way their existence unfolds, there is a difference in both the level of danger they face and the protection they are afforded. Because Dasein is the being that is “spoken” by language, with the potential to open and found a world and historical age, it is, as addressed in §2 of this chapter, opened to the danger of non-Being, and since Dasein is the only being that cares (Sorge) for its Being and death (mortality), there is a more intense and radical sense of unprotectedness that haunts its Being-in-the-world. There is also the danger, as Young (2001) observes, to which Rilke himself fell victim on Heidegger’s reading in the Parmenides, that humans will “become completely insensible to the ‘Open’ and its ‘pull,’ cut off,’ by the metaphysics of naturalism” (144). As a running theme within our reading, Heidegger (1971) warns that technology intensifies and “extends the realm of danger that man will lose his selfhood to unconditional production,” and through the “imposition of the objectifying of the world” Dasein “completely blocks [its] path, already obscured,” as a result of the oblivion of Being, “into the Open” (115–116).

When interpreting the Open in Rilke, Heidegger states emphatically that it is not to be confused with “openness in the sense of the unconcealedness of beings that lets beings as such be present” (106), for such a reading places emphasis on both “unconcealment” and that which manifests in the light of Being in terms of its present-at-hand reality. To adopt such a view—a view that is similar to Rilke’s understanding of the Open as the endless progression of beings—would be much like focusing on the “globe of Being,” or a celestial body such as the moon, and taking the lighted side, the side present to our view, for the complete picture. Thus, we overlook and, in doing so, obscure both the “sphericity” of the moon and all that is hidden from view, and this limited view is at odds with Rilke’s poetizing in Heidegger’s later essay, which he labels the “thought of the Open in the sense of essentially more primal lightening of Being” (108); that is, in terms already discussed, Rilke intimates a concern for the primordial force, or Being’s essential recession into fintude, which facilitates and makes possible the phenomenon of unconcealment in the first instance. This might be said to demonstrate the richness of Rilke’s thinking and poetizing. The Open might be said to be the “whole draft” of the unbounded unfolding of the Being event that holds within it the potential lighting and concealing of “beings as a whole,” and Dasein’s authentic relationship to the Open is instantiated in the ever-renewed process of “venturing” out from and subsequently being returned to or pulled back in order to “fit into the unlightened whole of the drawings of the pure draft,” for the Open, much like Heidegger’s rendering of the truth of Being in Contributions, has the “character of an including attraction [the “draft”], in the manner of the gravity of the pure forces” (107). One of the crucial aspects of Rilke’s poetizing of the Open is that it remains nonobjectified, it resists the reduction to a hypostatized entity or essence (as substance—substantia), and so Rilke’s poetizing points beyond a view of Being constrained and distorted by the “object-character of technological dominion” (114).

As we have shown, bound up with the revelation of the relatedness of Dasein to Being is Dasein’s potential for the appropriation of its destiny, and although Heidegger neither mentions historicality or Geschick with respect to the Open, and although incorporating what can be read as strange and arcane terms, what he draws from Rilke poetry is expressive of, in ways familiar to the reader, the opening of a world, a beginning, a new time and historical age—the birth and establishment of an originary community. Here, as related to the work of art and the Hölderlin lectures, this communal gathering of Dasein is beholden to that which exceeds them, and because of this they are united, for the Open, “lets the beings ventured into the pure draft draw as they are drawn, so that they variously draw on one another and draw together” and “they fuse with the boundless, the infinite,” or the groundless Abgrund of Being, and yet they do not “dissolve into void nothingness, but they redeem themselves into the whole of the Open” (106). It is to the “boundless” and “infinite, the Open in all of its expanse, that Dasein’s authentic Being-in-the-world, with its Being-toward-death, belongs, which relates to the “danger” of venturing forth, Dasein’s “unshieldedness,” as discussed earlier.

We spoke earlier of the sense of safety and protection that Dasein unshieldedness harbors, which is known only to Dasein when attuned (converted) to the Open, for the safety, the shelter, lies in the “seeing” that facilitates a “turning” (Kehre) back toward an originary relationship to the Open, which is the precise relationship to the Open that has been covered over, forgotten in the age of destitution, for it is the metaphysics of presence that “threatens our nature with the loss of belonging to the Open” (122). This “turning” occurs as a “conversion” or reattunement that Heidegger calls a “having seen” that which was previously lost and it might be said to be the thinking-and-poetizing that begins in the return (“turns”) to the experience of the oblivion of Being, as Heidegger writes in “Letter on Humanism.” The manner in which Dasein takes on the burden of its unshieldedness is crucial to determining its relationship to the Being event, the manner in which it responds to the address of Being, and this includes, importantly, how Dasein relates to death. The fear of death leads to the “negation of death” through “technical objectification” (125), where death is viewed as something “negative,” and so there is a fleeing-in-the-face of its impending certainty (see Chapter 1 §3). Although never overcoming or outstripping death, when attuned in and through the poet’s images and words, we understand death as belonging to Being and so it is something we share collectively with all Dasein in terms of a belonging to the Open. Heidegger states, “[d]eath is what touches mortals in their nature” (126), and just as we have seen in Contributions, Being-toward-death is the essence of Dasein’s nature, and it connects or “sets” Dasein on its “way to the other side of life,” that is, beyond the realm and mode of pure presence and into the concealed nature and the plentitude of the mystery, “into the whole of the pure draft” (126), into the truth and sway of Being’s primordial unfolding. Heidegger claims, in this 1946 essay, that death is a gathering force, and it is the Law that establishes the “place within the widest orbit into which we can admit the converted unshieldedness positively into the whole of what is” (126). To find shelter, safety, and resolve in unshieldedness as related to the Open, is to be-at-home in terms of “what is,” that is, to dwell within the authentic understanding that Dasein ultimately resides, as one who is ventured, “outside all protection” (126) that might come by means of the forces of human machination or technical mastery; for example, death cannot be outstripped by any form of scientific or technical intervention. To find this authentic shelter in the safety of unshieldedness, in terms of the nature of Dasein, might be understood as a form of “homeliness” (Heimische) within the more primordial mode of not-being-at-home (Unheimlichkeit) in the world, a theme developed in considerable detail by Heidegger in The Ister.

The authentic Being-toward-death comes by way of a “conversion” (attunement-Stimmung), which Heidegger identifies as a turning within/to the “heart’s space,” the turn toward “what is inward and invisible” (129). This movement or Kehre from outer to inner should not be conceived as the subjective closing off or interiorizing of Dasein, a retreat into an inner, impenetrable sanctuary of the mind, it is also not to be thought of in terms of the metaphysical understanding Dasein’s “existential solipsism” (solus ipse) of Being and Time. Rather, the “turning” from modes of dis-closure that objectify the world and Dasein’s existence to a more reflective (meditative) and poetic “saying” of existence assumes the form of a “singing,” which “converts that [technological] nature of ours which merely wills to impose, together with its objects, into the innermost invisible region of the heart’s space” (130). To be attuned to the invisible region of the heart, to the primal mysteries of existence, is indicative of a renewed relation to Being, which might be understood in terms of returning to and allowing ourselves to dwell in close proximity to the Abgrund of Being, which, as previously stated, despite its invisibility, despite its ineffable nature, is not to be equated with “nothing,” for it is rather the center or seat of Dasein’s futural potential, located within the great expanse (the Open), from which Dasein is pushed (thrown) out and pulled back by the gravitational force generated by the unfolding, or in terms of Dasein’s authentic historical “enowning” (Ereignis), the destining of Being in the truth of its “swaying” or unfolding.

With this in mind, we ask, “Does Rilke’s poetry poetize this event for Dasein?” Does he indicate that the human being can yet achieve such a mode of existence in relation to the holy? We find Heidegger responding to the first query in the affirmative; Rilke does poetize this event, albeit through a “tempered” view of metaphysics. To the second query, it would appear that Heidegger responds in a somewhat ambiguous manner, and this we claim is because of Heidegger’s interpretation of Rilke’s “Angel” as a prophetic “metaphysical” figure of futural hope. Citing a letter that Rilke wrote (November 13, 1925), Heidegger quotes, “The Angel of the Elegies is that creature in whom the transmutation of the visible into the invisible, which we [might hope to] achieve, seems already accomplished” (134). The Angel appears as the paradigmatic being (or “bodiless” presence) that has reached the state of conversion in advance of the human, and Heidegger makes the observation that the Angel, “despite all difference in content, is metaphysically the same as the figure of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra” (134).8 In this view, the Angel is separated from the human being in that it lives “the stilled repose of the balanced oneness of the two realms within the world’s inner space,” whereas the human continually remains blind to the truth of the Open, and “the balance of danger is in essence unstilled” (135). However, it is possible to imagine the attunement of Rilke’s poetry as first initiating the “conversion” of Dasein, in light of the Angel’s presencing as related to the “holy,” or beyond this, as a manifestation of the “holy” itself as poetized by Rilke, and not merely a symbolic or imaginatively poetic re-presentation of the holy. The presence of the Angel, we suggest, is for Rilke, the event or accomplishment of the transmutation of the “visible into the invisible,” the historical transformation of Dasein’s metaphysical seeing and thinking into to an authentic poetic dwelling on the Earth in relation to the “holy.” Indeed, Heidegger’s words suggest such a reading, for it is in the “invisible of the world’s inner space” revealed by the poet that the Angel first appears, and at this attuned moment “the haleness of worldly beings becomes visible” (141); that is, they are transformed and transfigured (converted-attuned) in the light and presence of the “holy,” the ground is once again consecrated, and the gods that have fled are returning. Just as the holy ground must be prepared and readied for the gods, Rilke’s poetry must attune and transform Dasein in readiness for the appearance of the Angel, the presence of the “holy’ necessary for the gods’ return.

Since the Angel is revealed in and through the poet’s “song,” poets are needed, those who fearlessly venture forth, those who are most “venturesome” who do not merely “say,” that is, speak about Being, but rather those who “venture Being itself” in poetic language, who are “saying to a greater degree,” that is, those who dare to encounter Being and poetically speak of it.

The most daring poets hold the power to attune us, and because the poets “convert the parting against the Open and inwardly recall its unholiness into a sound whole,” they “sing the healing when in the midst of the unholy” (140) as they poetize from out of the oblivion of Being in the age of the loss of the holy, in order to catch sight of what “has been” lost and what might potentially be recaptured and returned, and it is their song that turns our “unprotected being into the Open” (140), returning us to our lost relationship with the truth of Being. The poet’s singing, inspiring our conversion, is grounded in the experience of being attuned to the “unholy as unholy,” and the poet’s song “beckons to the holy, calling it,” and in doing so, “draws the god near” (141). In order for the poet’s song to “hail” the “integrity of the globe of Being,” or the truth of Being in all of its mystery and fullness, inspiring the manifestation of the holy and the return of the gods in a time of destitution, the poet must in the most extreme and insightful manner take on—as a practice of “down-going” (der Untergang)—the experience of supreme unshieldedness in the midst of the unholy, that is, the absence of the holy and return courageously to and emerge triumphantly from the experience of the oblivion of Being. For it is only in this moment, context, and space, that the poet might capture in his saying, in order to pass along to the people, the barely perceptible murmurs of the voices and faint traces of the lingering and shadowy memories of the fugitive gods who have fled in the epochal abandonment of Dasein.




Concluding Remarks: Preparing for the Heideggerian Readings

To reiterate, Rilke does not rise to the level of Hölderlin, alone worthy of the moniker “poet of poets,” who continues to tower above other poets in Heidegger’s estimation. Hölderlin represents for Heidegger (1971) “the pre-cursor of the poets in a destitute time” and this is “why no poet of this era can overtake him” (142). To poetize the truth of Being as a historical founding and grounding phenomenon is still, for Heidegger, an event that “arrives out of the future, in such a way that the future is present only in the arrival of his words” (142). To talk of a “pure arrival” or authentic arrival is to reference the ultimate “need in times of destitution” of not only the poetic word but also, the preservers of the word, who for Heidegger, irreducible to the “everyman,” have not as of yet arrived on the scene, or, more accurately, are already present but are not appropriately attuned to the originary power of the poetic word. Despite the absence of those worthy of participating in and preserving Hölderlin’s poetry, his message and inspiration will not “perish,” for his “poetry remains a once-present being” (142), a reminder of the time when the fire from Heaven permeated the ether and the gods dwelled with humanity. To reiterate, Foti (1992) claims that Heidegger does not provide a definitive response to whether or not Rilke is a great poet, a sufficient poet, for “destitute times,” in the sense of being able draw in and attune preservers to his “song” in terms of inspiring the “other beginning,” thereby heralding the return of the gods in the overcoming of the metaphysics of presence. Heidegger concludes the essay, “What Are Poets For?” with what reads as open-ended speculation, and it appears it is left for interpreters to decide on Rilke’s fate and rank, based on the exhaustive and labyrinthine reading Heidegger offers: “If Rilke is a ‘poet in a destitute time,’” then “destiny decides what remains fateful within his poetry (142).

In response to Heidegger, we have suggested that Rilke is a poet that points the way beyond “the world’s night” for his thought might be said to break the “bounds” of the metaphysics of presence. That Rilke is able to intimate a potential non-metaphysical understanding of the human in relation to the truth of Being, and the truth of Being as we have demonstrated throughout, is always historical in its nature, there is much inherent value and as of yet “untapped” potential in his poetizing. Thus, Rilke rises to the level of a poet that should be read by future generations of thinkers for there is an abundance of wealth to be drawn from his poetry concerning our relationship to the Earth, world, and others through critical interpretation. Indeed, this is precisely what Heidegger’s Auseinandersetzung works to accomplish, and similarly, this is what our confrontation with Heidegger’s (1979) reading of Rilke hoped to achieve, that is, to offer criticism that does not primarily censure or tear down, but rather, as “genuine critique,” we sought to trace that which is thought and poetized by Rilke “in its effective force and not its weakness” (5), facilitating the release of the work’s power in a language that allows the pure presence of the poem to shine forth. What “remains fateful” is still to come, and this necessitates our continued engagement with poets such as Hölderlin and Rilke.

Moving to our readings of Tomas Tranströmer and Joseph Conrad, we focus on the type of “thinkers” and “poets” we should seek out for interpretation, namely, thinkers and poets who are called to question the essence of poetry, because it is a most question-worthy endeavor. Our readings are guided by what Hofstadter (1971) expresses as the “concern for origins,” and when reading and thinking on these poets and authors, the language we embrace distances itself from the proximity of “thin abstractions and representational thinking” (xvii), and this is an approach to interpretation, as we have stated throughout, that is born of “poietic” thought and language. However, we acknowledge the danger associated with attempting a so-called Heideggerian reading of texts, a danger that is already inherent in the “poetic” language we call to speak through us, and as recognized by Foti (1992), this is related to the way interpreters approach Heidegger in the attempt to give clarity and voice to his difficult ideas while avoiding the risk of succumbing to the “totalizing gestures of interpretation” (44). So, we approach Heidegger of the Turn as if entering into a philosophical, poetic, and literary “labyrinth,” and regarding labyrinths, Foti makes the following insightful observation: “To make inroads to a labyrinth does not, of course, assure that one will be able to orient oneself, let alone that, rather than simply retracing one’s steps, one will be able to carry out some significant exploratory mapping” (44).



Notes

1 We address the notion of the essence of poetic language as Dichtung in the introduction, and it is related to the essential manner in which Heidegger (1993) claims that language functions in an originary manner, namely, language as “saying,” or Sagan, indicates “to show, to let something appear, let it be seen and heard” (408–409) and “what unfolds essentially in language is saying as pointing” (410). However, as we have stated, originary language does not function as a sign or a system of signs (e.g., signifiers and the signified) but, rather, in terms of first opening the context from out of which “all signs arise from a showing in whose realm and for whose purposes they can be signs” (410). It is within such essays as “The Way to Language” (Basic Writings) and “Language” (Poetry, Thought, Language) that the move away from the ontological difference is perhaps most clearly evident, and this is the difference between the ontic manifestation of language as “speech” (Sprache), which is enabled by the ontological mode or structure of Being-in, “discourse” (Rede).

2 Heidegger (2014) describes this phenomenon of Dasein’s awakening in “Germania” and The Rhine in relation to the “preliminary” attunement of “holy mourning.” However, an even more primordial form of attunement pervades it called, “the Festival” (das Festliche). In mourning the loss of the gods, Dasein “knows” deeply and authentically that although the gods have fled, it must remain with the gods in spirit, in the sense that Dasein remains with “their divinity as a divinity that is no longer fulfilled,” and instead of a dismal sense of despair, there is an attuned mood where Dasein is inspired and “displaced” into maintaining itself “purely within the realm of the possible new encounter with the gods” (97). Again, this expresses the temporal interplay between past (“having-been”), present, and the future (“not-yet-fulfilled”). To be attuned within the state of “holy mourning” is to at once “await” the coming-into-presence” of the holy as a distressed “readiness” for Dasein’s appointed destiny (104). However, this awaiting as readiness does not indicate that Dasein’s passively waits for something resembling a determinate “fate” that is handed over to it. Instead, as McNeill (2006) points out, what is “given” to Dasein as destiny “first arises from having-been (the flight of the gods) and future (to be founded in poetizing), and as such, is nothing given,” in the sense of determinate or completed historical meanings, “but an identity that must first be attained in and through struggle” (15). For struggle is ultimately what is required of people to transform what is “given” by Being as their endowment in order to make it their own (Ereignis), in terms of their historical “task” or “vocation.” This struggle, and we address this in our reading of Hölderlin, as is highlighted by Bernasconi (2013), is an historical beginning (another beginning) that is specifically “German, not Greek,” but the Germans must first learn “who they might become in struggle (Kampf) or confrontation (Auseinandersetzung) with the Greeks” (156).

3 Hoeller (2000), contributing his thoughts on the evolution of Heidegger’s thinking on historical dwelling during the Turn, claims that Heidegger’s turning back to the ancients in order to understand the Greek’s fundamental saying of truth, involves a “second turning,” a turning from the Greeks “in the direction of the poet Hölderlin in order to retrieve for us the fundamental truth of Being” (11). Hoeller indicates that this “two-fold turning,” which points backward and forward, is ultimately singular in nature, is “one-fold; that is, it is in both instances a poetic turning, for it is the poetic language of the early Greeks that enabled them to say the truth of Being” (11). However, access to the Greeks’ heritage, which holds the potential for modern Germany’s authentic destiny, comes only through the modern encounter with Hölderlin, for his poetry alone inspires the radicalization of the “truth” of Be-ing that the Pre-Socratic Greeks could only intimate, and which, was ultimately lost to history because of the epoch defining rejoinder to Being as expressed through Platonism, ushering in the “first beginning” of the West.

4 The issue of Heidegger’s undeniable involvement with National Socialism is something that cannot be dismissed, left to pass over in silence, even in readings that lean more toward “formal” exegesis than “contextual” interpretation (see Epilogue §2). It is common understanding that Heidegger, after his enthusiastic embrace of what he deemed the positive “hidden” potential and “inner greatness” of National Socialism, became disenchanted with the direction of the political movement, viewing it at early as 1934 as yet another technical driven manifestation of will-to-power grounded in a view to a production-ist metaphysics. It is also well known that in such courses as Introduction to Metaphysics (1935), “Germania” and “The Rhine” (1934–35), and The Ister (1942) Heidegger formulated critiques against National Socialism (Safranski 1998). However, in the “Origin” (1935–36), it can be argued that Heidegger was still pondering the power that art held to inspire the historical grounding of a peoples’ life, including “state founding” activities as one essential way in which to respond to Being’s destining, its call and address as manifest within the truth-happening (“work-Being”) of great work of art. This notion of what could be read as “political” state founding vanishes as Heidegger begins to read Hölderlin and, as Caputo (1999) and Foti (1999) observe, a more originary notion of “politics” emerges as related to Heidegger’s understanding of the Greek “polis” as the site of Being and Geschichte. This notion of the originary polis is given special attention by Heidegger in the 1942 lecture course, The Ister.

5 Indeed, turning to Rilke’s Notebooks of Malte Lourids Brigge, Heidegger quotes a passage that vividly describes walls and rooms that remain within a decaying house whose façade has crumbled to expose the desolate interior of the building that once teemed with life. However, as Rilke observes, the “tenacious life of those rooms refuse to let itself be trampled down,” and from out of this the “breath of this life stood out, the tough, sluggish, musty breath which no wind had yet dispersed” (Rilke quoted in Heidegger 1988, 172). In his analysis, Heidegger focuses on the phenomenological description of the revelation of the system of relations that make up the world of the tenants who once occupied the flats, for through the poet’s description, “the world, being-in-the-world—Rilke calls it—leaps toward us from the things,” which is revealed through our “natural comportmental relationship” to the rooms of the house” (172). The poet “sees” and communicates the “original world” of Dasein in terms that are beyond normal descriptive terms, for the “lived space” poetized by Rilke is an experience that lives beyond the dimensions of Cartesian space. Phillips (2011) states that in Basic Problems, Heidegger, “prior to the commentaries of the mid-1930s, delineating a new beginning in the ontological mission of Hölderlin’s so-called hymns, the poet [Rilke] is already in advance of the philosopher. Philosophy has to catch up” (347). We extend this observation by stating that in Rilke’s poetic description of the crumbling building and Heidegger’s subsequent interpretation thereof, the understanding of art as a mode of “truth-happening” is already prefigured. In addition, and perhaps most importantly, as it relates to our reading, through the poetic word truth happens in the most originary manner due to the revelatory power of language as essential Dichtung which, as argued earlier, grants art the ability to bring Dasein “into what is disclosed by the work, so as to bring our own essence itself to take a stand in the truth of beings,” and it is the case that building/architecture and all forms of plastic creation, occur only “in the open region of poetic saying and naming” (Heidegger 1993, 167).

6 Phillip’s (2011) offers a critique of Heidegger’s reading of Rilke in the Parmenides, elements of which are inconsistent with our interpretation of Heidegger’s renewed project during the Turn. For example, there are concerns relating to the presentation of Heidegger’s view of language of the 1930s, and, especially the 1940s, because it is during this time that Heidegger engages Rilke’s poetry with two distinct interpretations emerging of the potential benefit of Rilke for challenging the reign of technology and the metaphysics of presence. Phillips acknowledges the difference between the language of Being and Time and that of the Turn—despite the Turn not being explicitly named—but views it in a critical and pejorative light, for example, identifying the writings of the Turn “protracted, impenetrable and lumbering reflections on the coming of the gods” (354). Yet, when approaching Heidegger’s essential problem with Rilke’s poetry in the Parmenides, Phillips’ reading is grounded the transcendental analysis (fundamental ontology) of Being in Time. Phillips is correct to point out the problem with Rilke’s naturalism and the poetizing of the “open,” as the “metaphysics lying at the foundation of the biologism of the nineteenth century of psychoanalysis, namely, the metaphysics of the complete oblivion of Being” (Heidegger 1992, 152). However, when Phillips (2010) identifies Rilke’s “mistake,” the poetry’s “deficiency,” he points to the poet’s failure to articulate “the ontological difference” (349). Phillips plainly states that Rilke’s poetry, emerging from Heidegger’s critique in the Parmenides, conveys the “fleshless intellectualism of modern metaphysics, with which Heidegger’s analysis of Being-in-the-world is in conflict in Being and Time” (350). Even if Rilke would have intimated the difference between the realms of the ontic and ontological, which he does not, considering his explicit concern with finding Being in beings, he would have still fallen short of Heidegger’s understanding of great and historical founding poetry in “destitute times.” As our reading demonstrates, it is not the understanding or poetizing of the ontological difference that separates great art and poetry from their opposite, that is, separating Hölderlin and Rilke from other lesser poets in Heidegger’s reading in the Parmenides. Rather, as Heidegger (1992) makes clear, it is the fact that Rilke makes reference to “personal lived experiences and impressions, which is implied in the appeal to the poet himself as the ultimate source of the validity of his word,” and this for Heidegger, “is too little,” for what is required for poets in desperate or “needy times,” is nothing less than the appeal to the experience and understanding of αληθεια, the “essence and the truth of being and nonbeing themselves” (159). Beyond the ontological difference as understood metaphysically, it is the poet failing to “open,” and thus found and ground the truth of Being in the word that is “at stake” (159).

7 As related to the Parmenides reading, in the 1942 lecture course The Ister, Heidegger (1996) remarks that the Open in Rilke differs radically from his own notion despite, as Heidegger laments, the “thoughtless lumping together” of his thought with Rilke’s, as if they were interchangeable (91, fn. 1). This is a view that is supported by Graff (1961) in his reading of Heidegger and Rilke: “[I]t would be easy to show that Heideggerian terminology can be applied to Rilke only by a transference of meaning from one universe of discourse in which it is genuine to another where it is out of focus. It cannot be done without doing injustice to Heidegger or to Rilke or to both. Rilke must be understood and interpreted in which are in tune with the vibrations of his own poetical symbols. There is no other way of protecting these from contamination, and of safeguarding their truth” (172). It is possible because he adopts a “literary,” and hence metaphorical and symbolic approach to interpretation—Heidegger would say, “metaphysical”—that Graff’s reading fails to understand Heidegger’s later project. In addition, Graff’s entire analysis is carried out from the perspective of Heidegger’s fundamental ontology of Being and Time, a move that we have already claimed is inconsistent with approaching Heidegger during the Turn, especially considering the most fecund encounters with Rilke’s poetry were occurring in the 1940s.

8 To compare Rilke’s Angel to Nietzsche’s Zarathustra from a metaphysical perspective relates to Heidegger’s (1979) “metaphysical” reading(s) of Nietzsche during the 1930s. Zarathustra the prophet stands at the end of metaphysics and foresees a future human being (Übermensch) who will be superior to the “herd animal” and even the “last man,” and so, much like Rilke’s Angel, Zarathustra points the way to a futural transcendence that is beyond Platonism (Western metaphysics). The Angel in Heidegger’s interpretation of Rilke has already experienced the authentic relationship to Being that is foreign and unknown to the Dasein of the “destitute” age, and serves, in a prophetic manner, as an inspiration for the overcoming of the metaphysics of presence. The notion of “venturing forth” and returning, finding “safety” in the human’s lot as the most unshielded of beings, amidst the unfolding of Being (as belonging to the Open), resembles thematically Heidegger’s analysis and interpretation of Zarathustra’s relationship to Being and the “Overman.” The Overman’s authentic philosophical-creative activity emerges from out of the fundamental attunement (the not-at-home) elicited by the most burdensome thought of the eternal return. Attuned fundamentally in the mood of das Unheimlichkeit, the Overman is driven by the urge to be at home everywhere, and at all times, and this concept reflects Zarathustra’s existential movement, which is indeed what Heidegger reads as the authentic way in which the Overman shall inherit, appropriate, and enact his existence through “down-going” (der Untergang) and “transition” (der Ubergang). With these terms and concepts, Heidegger emphasizes the oscillation and movement of human existence (“becoming finite”), which is always either in the process of being directed out from its “solitude” toward beings as a whole (world), or in the process of returning to its solitude, which Heidegger (1995) calls the “resting in a gravity that drives us downward” (6). Nietzsche’s philosophy, on Heidegger’s reading, never succeeds in transcending metaphysics, and much like Zarathustra, he stands at the culmination of metaphysics, and so although prophesized in the figure of the Overman, Nietzsche’s thought, as radical as it is, fails to usher in the “other beginning”—which for Nietzsche represented the overturning of Platonism and the trans-valuation of values.
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Section II
Reading Literature, Poetry, and Education Through the Heideggerian Lens of the Turn


4
Poietical Difference

Heidegger, Tranströmer, and Rimbaud


Introductory Remarks

Perhaps at first glance the three names in the title of this chapter might seem incompatible and too different to be lumped together. However, it is exactly difference and the incompatible that provide the unifying element in our reading. Our point of departure is Heidegger’s (1969) Identity and Difference which leads to a consideration of the keywords important for our analysis, which include such terms as the other beginning, leap, the unknown, the unthought, event of appropriation, and language. From the perspective of Heidegger’s thinking we venture into a reading of the poetry of Tomas Tranströmer and the poetics of Rimbaud (2005), as he presents it in the well-known “Letters of the Seer.” We have chosen to focus on three poems by Tranströmer (2011)1, “Prelude,” “Morning Birds,” and “Epilogue.” Two of the poems, “Prelude” and “Epilogue,” are taken from his first collection of poems, 17 Poems, published in 1954, the third poem, “Morning Birds” is from the collection Bells and Tracks, published in 1966.

An additional theme of the chapter is translation, which might be quite obvious, given that we are dealing with four different languages, English, German, French, and Swedish. Moreover, translation brings with it questions of the strange and the familiar, of difference and identity, and of the unknown and the known, which are themes we discuss in the course of the chapter.

Thus, our aim in the chapter is not to conduct an exhaustive analysis of Heidegger and Tranströmer but to provide possible paths of thought for engaging with Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn along with Tranströmer’s poetry. Throughout the course of the chapter we address the question of how we can continue to think, and even develop our thinking, about the unthought at the limits of metaphysics by considering Heidegger, Tranströmer, and Rim-baud together while highlighting both their differences and their similarities.




1. The Impasse of Language in Heidegger’s Identity and Difference

Before engaging with Tranströmer’s poetry, which, together with Heidegger’s later thinking, is the main concern in this chapter, we want to conduct an introductory reading of Heidegger’s Identity and Difference—a text that gives us the central set of ideas that provides the basis for our discussion in the chapter. More precisely, we focus on identifying a rift in Heidegger’s text that sets the text itself and our reading in motion.

In Identity and Difference, Heidegger (1969) continues to develop some of the key terms and concepts that make up the core of his later philosophy after the Turn. But what is of importance to consider, first of all, is how Heidegger begins his text by advising the reader how to read the essay. He stresses the importance of paying attention to the movement of the text (a concept the reader is already familiar with based on our earlier interpretation of Contributions to Philosophy: [From Enowning] and its sixfold fugal structure), the way thinking is revealed through the movement and that to focus exclusively on the meaning of the text and its concepts hinders understanding the text:



When thinking attempts to pursue something that has claimed its attention, it may happen that on the way it undergoes a change. It is advisable, therefore, in what follows to pay attention to the path of thought rather than to its content. To dwell properly upon the content would simply block the progress of the lecture.2

(23)






Wenn das Denken, von einer Sache angesprochen, dieser nachgeht, kann es ihm geschehen, daß es sich unterwegs wandelt. Darum ist es ratsam, im folgenden auf den Weg zu achten, weniger auf den Inhalt. Beim Inhalt recht zu verweilen, verwehrt uns schon der Fortgang des Vortrages.

(GA 11, 33)




Heidegger’s advice is not only valid for reading Identity and Difference, but also for engaging with Heidegger’s work in general, as well as with poetry—as already demonstrated in relation to our reading of both Hölderlin and Rilke—which we try to show in our reading of Tranströmer. Thus, Heidegger gives us more than a piece of advice: “[T]o pay attention to the path of thought” is intrinsically connected to how he conceives of thinking “the appropriating event” (Ereignis), “the leap” (Sprung) and “the other beginning” (der andere Anfang)—three terms that are of significance to our way of approaching Heidegger’s later thinking. What Heidegger asks us to do, in consequence, is to be attentive to what “path” thought is taking and its movement, because if we listen to the vibration of the language that thought is evoking, then we are no longer focused on concepts and “philosophy,” that is, metaphysics, but are open to make the leap from the first to the other beginning; we are, to speak with Heidegger, open to what authentically calls for thinking.

Now, Heidegger’s aim in Identity and Difference is to analyze the concept of identity as part of his project to break with, or rather leap out of, metaphysical thinking. As Heidegger makes clear, the principle of identity (A = A) is the foundation of rationality within Western philosophy, and it is this principle that he puts to the test in the essay. Heidegger does this by tracing the history of the concept of identity, which leads him to conclude that identity has always been favored over difference. Heidegger then tries not only to reverse the binary opposition in which identity is privileged over difference but also to think difference differently. In order to think difference differently, Heidegger focuses on the notion of Ereignis, which is arguably the most important term in Heidegger’s philosophy after the Turn. One could argue that Ereignis is what could be called absolute difference: that ground without ground (Abgrund) that opens the path for thinking the other beginning and the truth of Being. This, as we have shown, is the turn in Heidegger’s philosophy known as die Kehre. In Contributions, Heidegger (1999) formulates his project at the very outset of the book when reflecting on its title:



[I]n the age of crossing from metaphysics into be-ing-historical thinking, one can venture only an attempt to think according to a more originary basic stance within the question of the truth of be-ing. But even the attempt, when successful and when made in accordance with the fundamental enowning of what is to be en-thought, must avoid all false claim to be a “work” of the style heretofore. Future thinking is a thinking underway, through which the domain of be-ing’s essential swaying—completely hidden up to now—is gone through, is thus first lit up, and is attained in its ownmost enowning-character.

(3)






[I]m Zeitalter des Übergangs von der Metaphysik in das seynsgeschichtliche Denken nur ein Versuch gewagt werden kann, aus der ursprünglicheren Grundstellung in der Frage nach der Wahrheit des Seyns zu denken. Aber selbst der geglükte Versuch muß gemüß dem Grundereignis dessen, was zu er-denken ist, jedem falschen Anspruch auf ein”Werk“bisherigen Stils fernbleiben. Das künftige Denken ist Gedanken -gang, durch den der bisher überhaupt verborgene Bereich der Wesung des Seyns durchgangen und so erst gelichtet und in seinem eigensten Ereignischarakter erreicht wird.

(GA 6, 3)




As mentioned and as we can see from the quote, the key word guiding Heidegger’s project is en-owning, which here translates the nearly untranslatable term Ereignis.3 Moreover, in the preceding quote, we find indicated the new way of thinking with which Heidegger proposes to counter metaphysical thinking, namely, “be-ing-historical thinking” (seynsgeschichtliche Denken; see Chapter 1, §3). This thinking is, Heidegger says, always underway, it is a “thinking underway” (Gedanken-gang). A thinking underway is the path that brings forth the “ownmost enowning-character” (eigensten Ereignischarakter) of thinking. A thinking-underway is thus a thinking of Ereignis, which implies both a reflection on Ereignis and thinking as Eriegnis. The thinking of Ereignis, intimately connected to the “future thinking” (künftige Denken) Heidegger describes as a thinking-underway, can be compared to his advice in the beginning of Identity and Difference, that is, that one should pay attention to the path of thought, rather than to the content. In Identity and Difference, furthermore, Heidegger stresses the importance of language for a thinking-underway:



The event of appropriation is that realm, vibrating within itself, through which man and Being reach each other in their nature, achieve their active nature by losing those qualities with which metaphysics has endowed them.

To think of appropriating as the event of appropriation means to contribute to this self-vibrating realm. Thinking receives the tools for this self-suspended structure from language. For language is the most delicate and thus the most susceptible vibration holding everything within the suspended structure of the appropriation. We dwell in the appropriation inasmuch as our active nature is given over to language.

(36–37)






Das Er-eignis ist der in sich schwingende Bereich, durch den Mensch und Sein einander in ihrem Wesen erreichen, ihr Wesendes gewinnen, indem sie jene Bestimmungen verlieren, die ihnen die Metaphysik geliehen hat.

Das Ereignis als Er-eignis denken, heißt, am Bau dieses in sich schwingenden Bereiches bauen. Das Bauzeug zu diesem in sich schwelenden Bau empfängt das Denken aus der Sprache. Denn die Sprache ist die zarteste, aber auch die anfälligste, alles verhaltende Schwingung im schwebenden Bau des Ereignisses. Insofern unser Wesen in die Sprache vereignet ist, wohnen wir im Ereignis.

(GA 11, 46–47)




Our reading of this complex passage, in what follows, is an attempt to conduct an interpretative translation of Heidegger’s language. We find this to be necessary, since some important details get lost in the English translation. It is also an attempt to think with Heidegger and pay special attention to the movement of language in the text; in other words, an attempt at thinking-underway.

Ereignis, Heidegger says in the quoted passage, is the realm (Bereich) where human beings and Being, in a back and forth movement, reach (erreichen) each other. And, as such, it is the impasse or aporia of the ontological difference, since every attempt to think Being essentially ends up in thinking in terms of beings, and from this impasse thinking cannot escape.4 Thus, instead of trying to solve the aporia, or break out of it by means of reason, one must, Heidegger implies, follow the movement of Eriegnis, which means to follow the path of thinking, what Heidegger calls a thinking-underway. To think of Ereignis, as Ereignis, language (Sprache) is necessary, because it is through language that thinking gets its tools for thinking, according to Heidegger. What is more, in the second paragraph Heidegger introduces the word Bau for construction/structure and describes Ereignis as a swinging back and forth,5 at the same time as a lingering, smoldering, hovering, floating, pending motion: “Schwingung im schwebenden Bau des Ereignisses.” To build and add to the construction or structure of this swinging realm we need language; language consists of the building blocks from which we can engage with Ereignis, and when we use language, in order to build our own, appropriating, dwelling, we dwell in the appropriating event, in Ereignis. As we can see, Heidegger invokes his thoughts on building and dwelling, as well as on thinking here, which are concepts developed, in detail, in the 1954 essay “Building, Dwelling, Thinking.”

Now, language is, says Heidegger, the swinging that holds the constituent parts together as the construction/structure of appropriation. Language is “the most delicate and thus the most susceptible vibration” (die Sprache ist die zarteste, aber auch die anfälligste… Schwingung), he says. But, here something like a hesitancy installs itself in the language of the text, if not in Heidegger’s thought. What attracts our attention to the hesitation, or rather hovering suspension (Schweben), in the text, is a footnote, both in the English translation and in the German Gesamtausgabe.6 The text hovers above two choices, each one changing the nuance of the text: aber auch/und daher—“but also”/”and thus.” We find the discrepancy already in the cited English translation of the passage when we compare it to the German text form the Gesamtausgabe: while the English translation reads “and thus,” the Gesamtausgabe uses aber auch. In the English translation, a translator’s note has been added by Joan Stambaugh, stating, “In conversation with the translator, Professor Heidegger here amended the published text of his essay, substituting the words ‘und daher’ for the original ‘aber auch’” (38, note 1). To complicate things a little further the Gesamtausgabe also has a note referring to the use of “aber auch” and gives a third variant, “und daher auch” (GA 11, 47, note 87), that is to say, “and thus also.” This variant is Heidegger’s marginalia to his lecture notes on which the published essay is based.7 How are we to read these variants? What significance do they have beyond any possible philological interest or curiosity? First, we must look closer at the phrase to which these different variants belong. The sentence concerned, taken from the discussed quote, runs like this: “For language is the most delicate and thus the most susceptible vibration holding everything within the suspended structure of the appropriation” (Denn die Sprache ist die zarteste, aber auch die anfälligste, alles verhaltende Schwingung im schwebenden Bau des Ereignisses) (emphasis added). In addition, we must remember that the third variant from Heidegger’s marginalia in the Gesamtausgabe, “and thus also” (und daher auch) has to be taken into consideration in the same context. Heidegger describes language as a delicate, even “the most delicate” (zarteste), vibration, or swinging back and forth. But, here we come up against choice, is language the most delicate vibration but also or and thus or and thus also “the most susceptible” (die anfälligste) swinging? The two words that are affected by the variant discrepancies are delicate (zart) and susceptible (anfällig), which give the following possibilities, language is



	delicate but also susceptible (GA),

	delicate and thus susceptible (English translation), and

	delicate and thus also susceptible (GA footnote).




From a linguistic perspective, the variants consist of a conjunction and an adverb, with the GA footnote version using the conjunction and both adverbs, also and thus. Given these facts, we can now start to untangle the meanings of the different variants. Let us start with the version of the Gesamtausgabe. The meaning of the GA version could be rephrased in the following manner: “Despite being delicate, language is in addition susceptible.” This has the implication that there might be a contradiction between delicate and susceptible, or, more precisely, that the phrase signals an attempt to pair the two words together, even though they contain incompatible meanings. The question then becomes, what does the incompatibility between “delicate” and “susceptible” consist of? We can answer that language is delicate, but because it has the quality of being delicate it does not follow that it is susceptible—that language is delicate does not necessarily require it to be susceptible; hence, we arrive at the phrase “Language is delicate but also susceptible,” giving language the qualities delicate and susceptible, even though these words are here construed to be conflicting.

The second variant is the English translation, with the translator’s note qualifying the choice to use “and thus” instead of “but also.” In contrast to the meaning of “but also,” the meaning of “and thus” could be formulated in this way: “Because language is delicate, it is therefore susceptible.” As we can see, the meaning here is that language possesses the quality of being delicate which has the consequence that it is, by necessity, susceptible. In this variant, being delicate and being susceptible is not a contradiction; there is no conflict or incompatibility between the words, which gives us the phrase “Language is delicate and thus susceptible.”

The third variant is the one found in the footnote to the essay in the Gesamtausgabe, which gives us Heidegger’s marginalia in his handwritten lecture manuscript. The variant reads “and thus also.” When it comes to its meaning, we discern that the phrase is ambiguous since it can have the same meaning as the English translation variant; that is, “Language is delicate and thus susceptible,” where the added adverb also to the phrase emphasizes the additional meaning connected to language’s quality of being delicate, namely, susceptible. However, the phrase can equally well mean: “Language is delicate and in this manner also susceptible.” Here there is no necessary connection between the adjectives, the one does not depend on the other for meaning. Instead, the phrase signals how language is described as being both, and equally, delicate and susceptible—the adjectives describe language without being internally related to each other; they simply describe independent qualities that Heidegger identifies as significant to language.

These are all valid alternatives that we must consider when we read the text. What we suggest is that we should keep these variants simultaneously in mind when we read the discussed passage. But, and importantly, we have not touched on the question of what it means for language to be described by the two adjectives “delicate” and “susceptible.” In other words, what does it say about language that is it both delicate and susceptible? The question has to do with how Heidegger perceives of language after the Turn, and his essay Identity and Difference gives us some answers in this respect, and here we would ask the reader to recall what was earlier introduced in our reading of Hölderlin regarding the “danger” inherent to language, as the “most dangerous of goods,” for in Identity and Difference Heidegger is surely deepening, through an ever-more nuanced interpretation, his understanding of language as he moves from the writings on poetry of the mid-1930s and 1940s. Language, as we have shown, for Heidegger, is what makes up the path of thinking; it is through language that we can relate to and think about the history of the truth of Being, it is language that makes it possible to leap out of the first beginning and into the other beginning, and it is language as poietical saying that can help us to think the Ereignis. Language, Heidegger says, provides the tools for thinking the Ereignis: “Thinking receives the tools for this self-suspended structure from language.” Thus, as Heidegger sees it, language is a finely tuned instrument, “delicate” and “susceptible,” that has the force to enact the appropriating event (Ereignis).

Consequently, if we want to pay attention to the path of thinking and avoid getting caught up in linguistic and philological content, we have to listen to language itself: It is precisely in the difference between the variants that language speaks. Language speaks from out of the difference of difference, the unsaid as the ambiguity and impasse that the three variants give rise to, because as soon as preference is given to one variant, the other two are void. The performativity of the impasse, moreover, is that which is concealed and suppressed in metaphysical thinking, or, more precisely, the calculating thinking that favors reason and identity over difference and aporia. However, it is there in the Ab-grund of difference that language speaks. When we let the impasse be, and let the unsaid speak from out of the difference that is calling us to listen to the delicate but also/and thus/and thus also susceptible vibration/swinging back and forth (schwingende) that makes up and keep the construction (Bau) of the Eriegnis, then, Heidegger says, we can “dwell in the appropriation inasmuch as our active nature is given over to language” (Insofern unser Wesen in die Sprache vereignet ist, wohnen wir im Ereignis). Thus, language as poietical saying is a sensitive instrument (delicate and susceptible) that has the force to change our path of thinking. Language is delicate and susceptible since it is, in essence, that is, in its active nature (Wesen), indeterminate and ambiguous; it hovers (schweben) over and above any decided meaning and identity given by reason, as we can see from the earlier example of the three variants. Finally, what Heidegger’s Identity and Difference suggests is that within language lies the possibility of the unsaid of metaphysics, as the other beginning, that lets us think differently and underway.

For us to enter into the other beginning, and of thinking as thinking-underway, we must make the leap into poetry—the poetry of Tomas Tranströmer—by giving ourselves over to language as a poetic act and experience.




2. Transtömer, Rimbaud, Heidegger

We begin our reading of Tranströmer by, briefly, situating him within the history of poetry and, importantly, by connecting him to another poet who, perhaps, at first seems like a far reach to read with Tranströmer and Heidegger. This poet is Arthur Rimbaud, and as we show, Tranströmer and Heidegger both have a closer connection to Rimbaud than what it might seem. We suggest that Tranströmer’s poetry shows an affinity to Rimbaud’s poetics beyond the obvious but, rather, insubstantial influences from Surrealism that is often mentioned in Tranströmer scholarship as the link between Tranströmer and Rimbaud. Heidegger’s contact with Rimbaud was mediated through the French poet René Char and resulted in the short text “Rimbaud Vivant.” In what follows, we want to intertwine these three poets/thinkers in order to highlight the affinity between thinking and poetry, which we believe results in a deeper understanding of both Tranströmer’s poetry and Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn.

In 1954, Tomas Tranströmer published his first collection of poems, entitled 17 Poems. It is common in Tranströmer research8 to conclude, of these early poems, that Tranströmer was influenced by Symbolism and Modernist poetry, especially the poetry of T. S. Eliot and Ezra Pound. From Eliot, Tranströmer adopts the “objective correlative,” which explains how Tranströmer constructs his poems to evoke a certain feeling in the reader. From Pound he develops the metaphorical language of the Imagist movement, expressing thoughts and emotions by letting images be “explained” by other nonrelated images; thus, images in Tranströmer’s poetry do not necessarily correlate but nevertheless work toward expanding the poetic intent and significance of the poems. It is also from Imagism that Tranströmer’s highly concentrated poetical compositions take their queue. From Symbolism, Tranströmer inherits the compressed and concentrated metaphors that are so striking in his poetry.

When examining the possible influence of poetic traditions on Tranströmer’s poetry, however, we believe it to be fruitful to go back earlier than the Modernist poetry of T. S. Eliot and Ezra Pound to consider such post-Romantic poetry as the poetry of Arthur Rimbaud. We argue that to reduce Tranströmer’s poetics to the objective correlative and Imagism is limiting the scope of Tranströmer’s poetry. For example, in his excellent book on Tranströmer, Konscentrationens konst: Tomas Tranströmers senare poesi (The Art of Concentration: Tranströmer’s Later Poetry), Niklas Schiöler (1999), in investigating the influence of Modernism on Tranströmer’s poetry, just briefly mentions Rimbaud, and then only in relation to Surrealism (231).

While we agree with Kjel Espmark’s (1983) claim, in his study of the early Tranströmer, Resans formler: En studie i Tomas Tranströmers poesi (The Formulas of the Journey: A Study of Tomas Tranströmer’s Poetry) that Tranströmer already with his first published collection of poems had found his own unique voice and style, resembling nothing else in poetry (17 and 89), certain influences cannot be denied. As already mentioned, Eliot and Pound are two of them, along with Symbolism and the surrealists. Rimbaud’s influence on Tranströmer, however, has been viewed as marginal (e.g., both by Espmark and Schiöler). But, even if Rimbaud’s influence is considered to be minor, we suggest that one should not be so quick to dismiss Rimbaud’s poetics as a set of ideas that can be rewarding when considering the specificity of Tranströmer’s poetry, not least if viewed together with Heidegger’s text on Rimbaud, “Rimbaud Vivant,” and his essay Identity and Difference that we introduced earlier.

In Rimbaud’s (2005) famous letters to George Izambard and Paul Demeny of May 13 and 15, 1871, which are the two letters that have come to be known as “Lettres du voyant” (“Letters of the Seer”), we find Rimbaud’s famous formula “Je est un autre”—“I is someone else.” In his letter to Demeny of May 15, Rimbaud formulates his idea of being another in the following manner:



For I is someone else. If brass wakes up a trumpet, it is not its fault. This is obvious to me: I am present at this birth of my thought: I watch it and listen to it: I draw a stroke of the bow: the symphony makes its stir in the depths, or comes on to the stage in a leap.

(375)






Car Je est un autre. Si le cuivre s’éveille clairon, il n’y a rien de sa faute. Cela m’est évident: j’assiste à l’éclosion de ma pensée: je la regarde, je l’écoute: je lance un coup d’archet: la symphonie fait son remuement dans les profondeurs, ou vient d’un bond sur la scène.

(374)




With the phrase “Je est un autre” Rimbaud anticipated the unconscious as being an essential part of the subject. Moreover, Rimbaud’s “I,” in the transitional poetry between Romanticism and Modernism, to which Rimbaud’s statement should be seen as belonging, is not only a questioning of a stable, indivisible subject, that is, the unity of the subject with itself, the subject’s, but also a breaking up of the lyrical subject and the Cartesian self-identity of the “I” of poetry. Indeed, what Rimbaud can be said to precursor is the free play of the signifier and the fragmentation of language, which become the signs of Modernism and even more so of Postmodernism.9 Moreover, and of importance to our reading, Tranströmer’s closeness to Rimbaud’s poésie objective (Whidden, 2007)10 leads to a consideration of the concept of identity and poetry. This makes our aim, in the following section, to investigate how Tranströmer’s poetry shows an affinity to Rimbaud’s poetics as he describes it in the seer letters, specifically the passage we just quoted, and in what manner this relates to Heidegger’s thinking on the other beginning and the leap in Contributions, and language and difference in Identity and Difference.




3. The Other Beginning and Tranströmer’s Poetry

As we have noted, the other beginning, in Heidegger’s later thinking, is the beginning of thinking at the limit of metaphysics, which makes one of the main themes in Contributions the enactment of the other beginning. The other beginning is the inception of another way of thinking that tries to circumvent the restraints of metaphysics, meaning the limitations, as Heidegger sees it, inherent in philosophy form Plato to Nietzsche. As we have seen, for the other beginning to take place, a leap is necessary. We find such a leap in “Prelude,”11 the opening poem of Tranströmer’s first published collection of poems, 17 Poems. The poem reads as follows:




Waking up is a parachute jump from dreams

Free of the suffocating turbulence the traveller

sinks towards the green zone of morning.

Things flare up. From the viewpoint of the quivering lark

he is aware of the huge root-systems of the trees,

their swaying underground lamps. But above ground

there’s greenery—a tropical flood of it—with

lifted arms, listening

to the beat of an invisible pump. And he

sinks towards summer, is lowered

in its dazzling crater, down

through shafts of green damp ages

trembling under the sun’s turbine. Then it’s checked,

this straight-down journey through the moment, and the wings spread

to the osprey’s repose above rushing waters.

The bronze-age trumpet’s

Outlawed note

Hovers above the bottomless depths.


In day’s first hours consciousness can grasp the world

as the hand grips a sun-warmed stone.

The traveller is standing under the tree. After

the crash through death’s turbulence, shall

a great light unfold above his head?12




The leap, in the poem, is the parachute jump from a dream (drömmen in Swedish is equivalent to “the dream” in English). The dream is “the suffocating turbulence” from which “the traveller” is liberated through his jump. It is a leap, just like Rimbaud’s, when he describes how the poet/violin(ist) “comes on to the stage in a leap” (vient d’un bond sur la scène), or, as we will see in the next chapter, how Jim in Joseph Conrad’s novel Lord Jim leaps off the presumably sinking ship Patna. The significance of these three leaps is that they all initiate something, they are all the beginning of something, and this “something,” we would like to suggest, is precisely “the other beginning” that Heidegger renders, in Contributions, as the beginning at the limit of metaphysics. The leap, Heidegger says, is a leap into an other beginning, by which he means that it is a leap toward the truth of Being and the Being of truth. As Rimbaud intimates, this means turning language into the Being of a thing or being, into what the poet enunciates and calls forth in poetry: “If brass wakes up a trumpet, it is not its fault” (Si le cuivre s’éveille clairon, il n’y a rien de sa faute). But to return to Tranströmer’s poem “Prelude,” the poetical act that initiates his poem, and the collection as a whole, is the “Waking up” (Uppvaknandet). The waking up is the “parachute jump,” the leap, which makes the poem begin twice; first, with “Waking up” and, second, because waking up is the parachute jump, the poem begins (again) by the leap as the other beginning. These two beginnings are unique and different; they are beginnings in their own right but at the same time united and inseparable. They cannot come to pass separately, but are dependent on each other to be or, rather, to appropriate (ereignet). This oscillating, swinging (vibrating), process is a movement that, as we have tried to show, Heidegger describes as the ontological difference, and that he expresses as the impasse or aporia of the unconcealment, or presencing, and simultaneous concealment/withdrawal of (the truth of) Being.

What Tranströmer’s poem initiates is, similarly, the coming to being of the poem, that is, not only a beginning, but an other beginning caught in the moment of presencing, a waking up to Being, and so staging the truth of Being in the poem as the saying of Ereignis. The poem creates a language (delicate and susceptible) that stages (“comes in one leap upon the stage”) the other beginning in how the poem begins. To leap/jump initiates a movement (Satz) to wake up to a world, “the green zone of morning,” where things show themselves, “things flare up.” In the moment of waking up, Being turns into beings, the dreamer/traveller becomes the “he” of the poem who jumps. The leap as a parachute jump, furthermore, is a movement that is impossibly fast and slow at the same time, since speed is not noticeable in the actual event of the jump. At first, the traveller’s fall is compared to a lark flying and then, presumably when the parachute opens, we are presented with the image of “the osprey’s repose above rushing waters.” Space as well as time are part of the oscillating, swinging movement, compressing and expanding at the same time: “The bronze-age trumpet’s / Outlawed note / Hovers above the bottomless depth.” We are once again reminded of Rim-baud’s trumpet, but this time language is not only transformed by the poetic act into a trumpet; the trumpet also sounds a call out of the past, in which the Bronze Age diachronically merges with the present, calling out from “above the bottomless depth” (Ab-grund). Reminiscent of dream condensation, the trumpet’s outlawed (fredlösa) call is a call of language; it is the poem speaking poietically, sounding a tone of the unsaid (or the repressed, to continue the Freudian reference), closing in on the truth of Being, which is expressed in the question that ends the poem: “After the crash through death’s turbulence, shall/A great light unfold above his head?” The question is an apostrophe that does not have a ready answer but is part of the call of language as poietic saying that the poem instigates. Just like Heidegger’s “schwebenden Bau des Ereignisses” the tone of the poem hovers (hänger) over the poietic creation (Bau) that language exposes as the structure of its appropriating event (Ereignis): The poem turns into itself as poem, that is, as poietic saying. The poem is the beginning and at the same time describes its beginning and describes the indeterminate and ambiguous difference at the heart of poietic saying, the waking up as a leap/jump into a falling motion and moment that captures the blink of the eye (Augenblick). This, we suggest, amounts to the appropriating event of the poem’s poietic saying.

We would like, at this point, to leave these preliminary remarks on “Prelude” and connect to Tranströmer’s poem “Morning Birds” (“Morgonfåglar”), which develops the idea of the poem becoming its own and thus staging its appropriating event, and also invoke what Rimbaud calls “les inventions d’inconnu”13 (380):




I waken the car

whose windscreen is coated with pollen.

I put on my sunglasses.

The birdsong darkens.


Meanwhile another man buys a paper

at the railway station

close to a large goods wagon

which is all red with rust

and stands flickering in the sun.


No blank spaces anywhere here.


Straight through the spring warmth a cold corridor

where someone comes running

and tells how up at head office

they slandered him.
Through a back door in the landscape

comes a magpie

black and white.

And the blackbird darting to and fro

till everything becomes a charcoal drawing,

except the white clothes on the washing-line:

a palestrina chorus.


No blank space anywhere here.


Fantastic to feel how my poem grows

while I myself shrink.

It grows, it takes my place

It pushes me aside.

It throws me out of the nest.

The poem is ready.






This poem is from the 1966 collection Bells and Tracks (Klanger och spår), a title that could equally well be translated as Chimes and Traces, which resonates more with the traces of sounds and sound as trace that the collection tries to capture. The poem is built around four scenes, each capturing something singular, which are connected through nature and the sound and traces of birds: the darkening of the birdsong and the blackbird’s chaotic movement as drawings in charcoal. These four scenes, each a leap into poietic saying, make up a structure (Bau) of polyphonic chirping, as of birdsong, which covers the page and fills it with sound, hence the repeated assertion “No blank space anywhere here.” The fifth and final stanza of the poem consists of a reflection on the poem and its becoming. The poet retreats while the poem expands and finishes itself, without the subjective interference of the poet. Like the cuckoo, the poem grows and pushes the poet out of the nest. The poem, it could be said, transforms from Rimbaud’s brass into trumpet, making its process of creation itself a poietic saying in and of language. The result is the black and white colors of the magpie that enters through a backdoor in the landscape, the blackbird’s charcoal drawings contrasting with the white of the clothes on the washing line; both these metaphors evoking the image of letters on a white sheet of paper. But also (and thus, and thus also, to invoke the impasse of language in Heidegger’s Identity and Difference), what the four scenes give us is the polyphony of a Palestrina choir. The founder of this genre of music is Giovanni Pierluigi da Palestrina, the Italian Renaissance composer, who composed polyphonic music mainly for the Catholic Church. His music is referenced in the poem because the different individual voices in his a capella choirs can be said to correspond to the four different scenes in the poem. Music is never out of reach in Tranströmer’s poetry, and here it is used to illustrate the polyphonic character of poetry, with the four voices or scenes creating the poetic unity of the poem.

But, from the perspective we are trying to take in this chapter, the importance of the polyphonic quality of the poem lies not so much in the unity and wholeness that it creates as in the difference between the voices or scenes, the difference that can also be seen in the invocation of black and white—ink and paper. It is the same founding difference that we located in Heidegger’s Identity and Difference between the “but also,” “and thus,” and “and thus also,” namely, a difference of language that comes “before”: “ahead of” in time and “in front of” in spatial terms, which means ahead of, and in front of, any decision, whether of poetry or poetics, that can be taken to determine or evaluate the poem. It is precisely in the difference between the scenes that the poem is created, or, rather, where the poietic saying of the poem appropriates. To refer back to “Prelude,” this constitutes the jump of the poem into the aporia of what could be called poietical difference, a difference that is a bringing-forth in and of difference, which is the moment in which language appropriates as Dichtung. As we have mentioned earlier, in Heidegger’s thinking this movement is comparable to the impasse of the ontological difference. This understanding of difference in the poem also gives us a way to make additional sense of the repeated line “No blank space anywhere here,” since it is the difference between black and white, ink and paper, that brings the poem forth as poetry. This becomes even clearer when we compare the English translation of the line with the original Swedish, which reads “Inga tomrum någonstans här.” The English translation renders tomrum as “blank spaces,” which gives the sense of blank spaces in a written text, while in Swedish blank spaces would more accurately be translated as mellanrum. Tomrum in Swedish has more the sense of empty void, that is, nothingness, pure negativity. And nothingness is what gets lost in translation but nevertheless founds the poem in the difference that is the very possibility of the polyphonic voices that articulate the poem; in other words, nothingness is the possibility of the line “No blank space anywhere here.” Thus, the poietical difference brings the poem forth as poetry, like brass turning into trumpet, which, in turn, makes the poet recede and have no place in the poem (there are no blank spaces anywhere for the poet to be, no tomrum in which the poet, as the subject of the poem, can dwell).

However, there is another instance of discrepancy between the English translation of the poem and the poem in original Swedish that needs to be highlighted and that ties into the discussion of the poem so far. It is a question of skipping, überspringen. The passage concerned in the poem is the following: “Through a backdoor in the landscape / comes a magpie / black and white,” which in the Swedish original reads “Genom en bakdörr i landskapet / kommer skatan / svart och vit / Hels fågel.” What is missing, skipped over (übersprungen), in the English translation is the reference to the magpie as the bird of Hel. Hel in Norse mythology is the goddess of death, ruling the underworld with the same name, that is, Hel. Etymologically, Hel is the origin of the English word hell. The magpie serves as Hel’s messenger bird between her and the gods. As is already evident, the omission in the English translation is not without impact on the poem as such and any reading of it in this translation. The translator might have had good reason to choose not to translate “Hels fågel.” But for our purposes, the phrase serves as an opening into a way of thinking about the poem that supports our reading. In the Swedish version of the poem the magpie is not portrayed as any other bird but is qualified as the messenger of death and the underworld. Even if this possibility exists without explicitly stating that the magpie is Hel’s bird (as in the English translation), in the Swedish version of the poem we cannot disregard it. The magpie becomes a messenger not only of death but of a way to approach the poem as well: It comes through “a backdoor in the landscape,” an opening into the poem—as much as into the landscape—an opening, moreover, that is not always used, a door that might even be secret or hidden. With it, the magpie carries a message from the goddess of death, but the content of the message is unknown. However, the fact that the magpie enters the poem is a reminder of death and that death is always close and has to be thought through. Of death nothing can be known, but it can still be thought; hence, the magpie brings a message of the unsaid and inexpressible, that which cannot be experienced, analyzed, determined, and categorized. It speaks, without speaking or conveying its message, of what the poem asks us to think through, the magpie enters the poem as the silent force of poietical difference, that is, as the leap into the other beginning, a version of Rimbaud’s poetry to come, his “inventions d’inconnu.”

The reading endeavored here of poietical difference as the possibility of the poem amounts to viewing the origin and originating of the poem as the other beginning which leaps over what is to come, making the content of the poem, its four scenes, or voices, of secondary interest, and its path, that is, the movement of the poem, of primary importance, in a similar fashion as Heidegger’s warning to his readers at the outset of Identity and Difference, mentioned earlier in the chapter. As for the leap that leaps over what is to come, Heidegger (1993) states in “The Origin of the Work of Art”: “A genuine beginning, as a leap, is always a head start, in which everything to come is already leaped over, even if as something still veiled. The beginning already contains the end latent within itself” (201) (“Der echte Anfang ist als Sprung immer ein Vorsprung, in dem alles Kommende schon übersprungen ist, wenngleich als ein Verhülltes. Der Anfang enthält schon verborgen das Ende”; GA 5, 64). We should keep in mind that the leap (Sprung) we are dealing with in Tranströmer’s two poems is what Heidegger calls Ursprung, an original or arche-leap, which, as we have shown, is the other beginning. The German word Ursprung, included in the German title of Heidegger’s essay, that is, Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes, thus signals that every genuine work of art is a leap, an arche-leap, into the other beginning which opens up for Rimbaud’s “inventions d’inconnu” as thinking the unsaid, even if inexpressible, of the work of art.

The third poem we would like to touch on with the aim of connecting and relating our readings so far to each other—meaning our readings of Tranströmer, Heidegger, and Rimbaud—is “Epilgue” (Epilog) which is the concluding poem in Tranströmer’s first collection of poems, 17 Poems, from 1954. We focus on some words in the poem that we think speak of the themes we have chosen to deal with in this chapter, and discuss them together with passages taken from Heidegger’s Identity and Difference, and Rimbaud’s work. We quote “Epilogue” in its entirety since it provides important insight into how it ties into our discussion of Tranströmer’s poetry (the poem is also, arguably, one of Tranströmer’s best):




December. Sweden is a beached

unrigged ship. Against the twilight sky

its masts are sharp. And twilight lasts

longer than day—the road here is stony:

and winter’s Colosseum rise

lit by unreal clouds. At once

the white smoke rises, coiling form

the villages. The clouds are high on high.

The sea snuffles at the tree-of-heaven’s roots

Distracted, as if listening to something else.

(Over the dark side of the soul

there flies a bird, wakening

the sleepers with its cries. The refractor

turns, catches in another time,

and it is summer: mountains bellow, bulged

with light and the stream raises the sun’s glitter

in transparent hand… All then gone

as when a film spills out of a projector.)








Now the evening star burns through the cloud.

Houses, trees and fences are enlarged, grow

in the soundless avalanche of darkness.

And beneath the star more and more develops

of the other, hidden, landscape, that which lives

the life of contours on the night’s X-ray.

A shadow pulls its sledge between the houses.

They are waiting


Six o’clock—the wind







gallops thunderously along the village street,

in darkness, like a troop of horsemen. How

the black turmoil resounds and echoes!

The houses trapped in a dance of immobility.

the din like that of dreams. Gust upon gust

staggers over the bay away

to the open sea that tosses in the dark.

In space the stars signal desperately.
They’re lit and quenched by headlong clouds

that only when the shade the light betray

their presence, like clouds of the past that go

scudding in the souls. When I walk past

the stable wall I hear in all that noise

the sick horse tramping inside.

And there’s departure in the storm,

by a broken gate that bangs and bangs, a lamp

swaying from a hand, a beast that cackles

frightened on the hill. Departure in the thunderous

rumble over the byre roofs, the roaring

in the telephone wires, the shrill whistling

in the tiles of night’s roof

and the tree tossing helplessly.








A wail of bagpipes is let loose! A wail

of bagpipes keeping step! Liberators.

A procession. A forest on the march!

A bow-wave seethes and darkness stirs,

and land and water move. And the dead,

gone under deck, they are with us,

with us on the way: a voyage, a journey

which is no wild rush but gives security.

And the world is always taking down its tent

anew. One summer day the wind takes hold

of the oak’s rigging, hurls Earth forward.

The lily paddles with its hidden webbed foot

in the pond’s embrace—the pond which is in flight.

A boulder rolls away in the halls of space.

In the summer twilight islands seem to rise

on the horizon. Old villages are on

their way, retreating further into woods

on the seasons’ wheels with magpie-creaking.

When the year kicks of its boots, and the sun

climbs higher, the trees break out in leaves

and take the wind and sail out in freedom.

Below the mountain breaks the pinewood surf,

but summer’s long warm groundswell comes,

flows through the treetops slowly, rests

a moment, sinks away again—

a leafless coast remains. And finally:

God’s spirit, like the Nile: flooding

and sinking in a rhythm calculated

in texts from many epochs.
But he is also immutable

and thus observed here seldom. It’s from

the side he crosses the procession’s path.








As when the steamer passes through the mist,

the mist that does not notice. Silence.

Faint glimmer of the lantern is the signal.





What is apparent from a first reading of the poem is the affinity between “Epilogue” and the two poems “Prelude” and “Morning Birds.” We, in our discussion of the poem, point to some of these affinities. To begin, we notice how Tranströmer’s poem expresses what is closest and near but at the same time farthest away and distant, what is closest to home and familiar and what is most foreign and strange, Heimlich and Unheimlich.14 The poem begins by the blending of landscape with seascape, as in “Sweden is a beached / unrigged ship” and “Below the mountain breaks the pinewood surf, / but summer’s long warm groundswell comes, / flows through the treetops slowly, rests / a moment, sinks away again.” This is characteristic of the Stockholm archipelago, there is not clear-cut border between sea and land; they merge with each other and take on the other’s traits. Thus, the strange and the familiar constantly intertwine. Another example is how the sea and the landscape take on the characteristics, not only of each other but also of farm animals, as in the following passage where the mountains take on the traits of a cow: “mountains bellow, bulged / with light.” Also time is upset in the poem and does not follow normal chronology. This is achieved by the use of the refractor, which, in the poem, not only changes the scope of space but also the sense of time:15 “The refractor / turns, catches in another time / and it is summer.” We find the refractor within the parenthesis which ends the first stanza of the poem. A parenthesis signals that what is within it is not wholly part of what is without it but a comment on what is of main interest, or a side note explaining the content outside the parenthesis. Or, what is written within parenthesis is not related strongly enough to the focus of the main content so that it demands being separated from it by the logic of disposition and composition. However, in Tranströmer’s poem we have already noticed how the strange merges with the familiar, how coast and sea are woven together, which raises the question of how we should read the parenthesis. Is it really a border that separates, a fault line, or dividing measure or tool? Here is the passage again:




(Over the dark side of the soul

there flies a bird, wakening

the sleepers with its cries. The refractor

turns, catches in another time,

and it is summer: mountains bellow, bulged

with light and the stream raises the sun’s glitter

in transparent hand… All then gone

as when a film spills out of a projector.)




First of all, it should be pointed out that, in Tranströmer’s (2011b) Swedish, the bird is said to be invisible, and that it travels or traverses across the dark side of the soul, the half that is turned away: “Osynligt färdas över själens mörka, / bortvända hälft en fågel.” The soul, in the poem, is like the moon, which means the bird traversing it cannot be seen through the refractor, since it moves across the half that lies in darkness, the unknown. Moreover, the bird with its cries waking up the ones sleeping takes us back to “Prelude,” with its description of waking up as a parachute jump. And the bird itself reminds us of the importance of birds in Tranströmer’s poetry as messengers of the unsaid and unknown, such as the magpie in “Morning Birds.” However, to come back to the significance of the parenthesis, should we read it as a poem within a poem, a meta-statement, a sidetrack, or a metonymy? Possibly, but these readings would emphasize the digressive and separating character of a parenthesis. In the case of “Epilogue,” the parenthesis must be seen as part of the poem, as well as of the collection of poems that makes up 17 Poems (“Prelude” and “Epilogue” are connected through their marginality and how the titles signal a beginning and end), and even to Tranströmer’s work as a whole (the bird being only one example of a recurring theme), not to mention how it relates to the work of other poets, for example, Rimbaud’s. Given the preceding reasoning, the parenthesis must be seen as situated inside the poem yet outside but not entirely outside. It belongs in the difference between inside and outside, within the space and time of the poem but also outside of them, referring back toward “Prelude” and forward toward “Morning Birds.” The parenthesis and the poem are like the sea and the coast coming together and becoming part of each other, taking over the other’s traits to become identical, but not according to the metaphysical formula of identity, that is, A = A, but rather in line with Heidegger’s questioning of the law of identity and suggesting that identity comes about through an appropriating event in which truth happens and which begins with the poietic difference of the other beginning. The blurring of the boundary between inside and outside that the parenthesis stages, just as with land and sea, time and space, dream and reality, winter and summer, and so on in the poem, point to a moment, and simultaneous movement, of the unknown: the blink of the eye (A ugenblick, ögonblick) when waking up happens (by the cry of the bird crossing the dark side of the soul), where nothing is known and when everything is experienced with poetic sensitivity, with words new and unknown.

We have, until now, not mentioned Rimbaud’s perhaps most well-known words in his Lettres du voyant, namely, the cry to make oneself a seer: “I say one must be a seer, make oneself a seer. The Poet makes himself a seer by a long, gigantic and rational derangement of all the senses….—Because he reaches the unknown!” (377) (“Je dis qu’il faut être voyant, se faire voyant. Le Poèt se fait voyant par un long, immense et raisonné dérèglement de tous les sens…. Car il arrive à l’inconnu!”; 376). We arrive at the unknown through that which is most familiar to us, and by altering the way we perceive things and how we come to know the unknown—not its meaning but that it is there—we know of the unknown, we know it is present, but we are not able to express it, just like the magpie in “Morning Birds” bringing a message of death, without exposing or unveiling the content of the message, since it is impossible to communicate. This is how we must view the impasse of poietical difference—it is an encounter with the unknown and inexpressible, which at the same time is the most familiar and close to us. The encounter with the unknown, as poietical difference, brings about the appropriative event of the other beginning. What Rimbaud means by becoming a seer is exactly this: to see the unknown, as the unknown, in the familiar and close. To achieve this through a “derangement of all the senses” is necessary, according to Rimbaud. However, in Tranströmer’s three poems that we are discussing, the unfolding of the familiar together with the strange is less dramatic than in Rimbaud. In “Epilogue” we find it in the silence of the unsaid, the feeling of eerie strangeness when “[a] shadow pulling its sledge between two houses” appears, which in Swedish reads “En skugga drar sin kälke mellan husen” and conjures up the image of a boy pulling his sledge while the rest of the family is waiting for him inside: “De väntar”—“They are waiting.” Or, to come back to the parenthesis, which describes how the refractor turns and the season suddenly changes form winter to summer, it “catches in another time,” but this lasts only a moment and is cut off “as when a film spills out of a projector.” We return to winter and the shadow pulling his sledge. Thus, to be a seer means, in Tranströmer’s poem, to use the refractor, but this not only makes it possible to magnify what is viewed, it is also a derangement of the senses since the image is inverted, turned upside down and, in the poem, the refractor has the ability to change time. This kind of transformation or derangement also occurs in Rimbaud’s poetry, for example in one of his most famous poems, “Le bateau ivre” (“The Drunken Boat”), in which the sea is transformed into a poem, or rather a messenger of visions, from which the poet receives his deranged images. However, Rim-baud’s poem is of sorts a retelling of poetic failure. Despite the visions that transform the poet’s senses and make the poet a seer the poem ends with the inability of the boat/poet to follow the ships and take in the visions of the sea. The boat/poet ends up shipwrecked and broken by the work of derangement. Rimbaud’s brass turning into trumpet is here the poet turning into a boat, and even though the boat ends up a wreck its drunken journey created a poem. The poet as the drunken boat can be compared to Tranströmer’s poem taking over and pushing the poet out of the nest or poem, in “Morning Birds.” But while Rimbaud’s poem ends in failure, Tranströmer’s poem ends on a more positive note with the poem, free of the poet, being finished.

However, what is important to recognize is that Rimbaud’s exploration of the unknown through a derangement of the senses, as, for example, in “The Drunken Boat,” points forward to Tranströmer’s subtler and less-dramatic treatment of the unknown. In Tranströmer, Rimbaud’s failure is reworked, refined, and reenvisioned into a poetry of Ereignis and poietical difference, which, in turn, constitutes a leap into the other beginning. Even though Tranströmer’s poetry, like Rimbaud’s, can be said to be a poetry of vision and a derangement of the senses, we find in Tranströmer’s poetry an attention to language that more resembles Heidegger’s thinking of language as a finely tuned instrument in Identity and Difference: “For language is the most delicate and thus the most susceptible vibration holding everything within the suspended structure of the appropriation” (37).

But let’s get back to our reading of “Epilogue.” We have seen, in the poem, how the apparently incompatible has been deranged and treated as if fitting together, reminiscent of dreaming and of Rimbaud’s recipe for a poetry to come, “the derangement of all the senses.” We have discussed the meaning of the parenthesis inserted in the poem and found that it follows the same logic as the familiar and the strange in the poem; that is, the parenthesis is part of and inside the poem at the same time as it must be viewed as being outside it; it is separate but still intrinsic and necessary for the poem; it has the same function as the titles “Prelude” and “Epilogue,” which imply that they are supplements, adding summaries of the collection as a whole or saying what is necessary for a correct understanding of the poetry. This, however, implies, as well, that they (i.e., “Prelude,” “Epilogue,” and the parenthesis within “Epilogue”) are saying more than the whole of the collection of poetry with the title 17 Poems; they are poems in themselves going beyond a simply summarizing role to say what cannot be said within the whole. In other words, these instances of poetic saying are events of poietic difference, in the same manner as we have analyzed this term in relation to Heidegger’s discussion of the impasse of the ontological difference and the concept of identity. Now, what still stands out and needs to be addressed in “Epilogue” is the unknown, or what Tranströmer scholars refer to as his mysticism. For example, Schiöler (1999) has devoted chapter three of his book Koncentrationens konst to the question of the mystical in Transtömer’s poetry. About the character of the mystical in Transtömer’s poetry Schiöler writes, “It is something inexpressible that is formulated, something that unveils undiscovered contexts” (our translation) (52). When it comes to Tranströmer’s relation to the mystical tradition Schiöler notes that it is “close to the Augustinian-Eckehartian-Eliotian tradition of thought” (our translation) (59). In his Tranströmer study Resans formler, Espmark (1983) also addresses the mystical element in Tranströmer’s (early) poetry and devotes a few pages to analyze “Epilogue” in relation to the divine. Espmark identifies summer as the season in the poem when the unknown is revealed: “When the landscape is untied and sails ahead in the freedom of summer that which is deeply hidden is unveiled; the divine is presented and described” (our translation) (44). Espmark then points to the ending of the poem to analyze how Tranströmer’s use of God and the divine functions in “Epilogue”:




And finally:

God’s spirit, like the Nile: flooding

and sinking in a rhythm calculated

in texts from many epochs.


But he is also immutable

and thus observed here seldom. It’s from

the side he crosses the procession’s path.


As when the steamer passes through

the mist, the mist that does not notice. Silence.

Faint glimmer of the lantern is the signal.





According to Espmark, these lines represent “the strange union of immutability and mutability that characterizes the God of the poem” (44). Espmark traces the idea of these two conflicting qualities of God to a long tradition going all the way back to classical Greece. Among the names influencing Tranströmer’s version of “mysticism” Espmark mentions Augustius, Meister Eckehart, and T. S. Eliot, who are, as mentioned, also identified by Schiöler as influencing Tranströmer. Espmark notes how the immanence of God in things, which can be found in all three predecessors, also can be found in Tranströmer’s poetry (45). Moreover, the sublation of binary opposites, such as movement and immobility, concealment and unconcealment, to which Espmark attaches the neoplatonic term coincidentia oppositorum, is also a salient feature in Tranströmer’s “Epilogue,” which is something we have touched on earlier. This kind of merging of opposites is not only found in mysticism but also in ancient philosophy, for example, Heraclitus, in the psychology of C. G. Jung, and not least in Hegelian dialectics. We have also shown earlier how the diremption and simultaneous union of binaries work in Heidegger’s thinking. What must be pointed out is that Espmark is dealing with what is explicitly a theme or subject matter in Tranströmer’s poetry, not how the unknown, as that which is secret and inexpressible, is formed and moving through the poietical saying of the poem. Schiöler is closer to such an engagement with Tranströmer’s poetry when he analyzes what he calls the opening of the open ending:



In the opening poems freedom wins, with no determined goal, but portrayed in a determined manner. In this way the inexplicable can be glimpsed without being exposed. Through a surprising formulation the door slides open—and the other side is not empty, it is open.

(83)



An example of such and open ending is the ending of “Epilogue,” which ends with “Silence. / Faint glimmer of the lantern is the signal.” In the silence that reigns in the mist, the veiling of the unknown, a fickle light is what lets us know that the unknown is there, but just like the message the magpie is carrying through the backdoor in the landscape and thus into the poem, the unknown is not revealed and made known; it remains unsaid, and it remains caught in another paradox that can be expressed as the presence of absence. We find the magpie in “Epilogue” as well. It makes itself known through the seasons’ wheels that creak like the magpie: “Old villages are on / their way, retreating further into woods / on the seasons’ wheels with magpie-creaking.” Thus, as early as Tranströmer’s first collection of poems, Hel’s bird makes its entrance, opening up for the unknown through the backdoor of poetry.

The unknown and another word found in Tranströmer’s “Epilgue,” namely, rhythm (“God’s spirit, like the Nile: flooding / and sinking in a rhythm calculated / in texts from many epochs”), are the main themes of Heidegger’s (2009) treatment of Rimbaud in his short essay “Rimbaud Vivant.” Heidegger’s essay takes the shape of a series of questions about Rimbaud’s poetry and its impact on poetry. Heidegger takes his departure for his questioning in Rimbaud’s “Lettres du voyant,” more precisely, the letter to Demeny of May 15, which we have been citing. Heidegger (2009) states, “In the letter of May15, Rimbaud himself tells us the way a poet stays ‘vital’ (lebendig, vivant): namely, that poets yet to come survey the horizon he reached: ‘he arrives at the unknown (Unbekannten)!’” (75). He continues by asking if we fully understand the horizon of the unknown that Rimbaud speaks of, and quotes two sentences from Rimbaud’s letter: “En Grèce… vers et lyres rhythment l’Action” (In Greece… poems and lyres turned Action into Rhythm) and “La Poésie ne rhythmera plus l’action; elle sera en avant!” (Poetry will no longer beat within action; it will be before it)16 (75). Heidegger then considers the two words rhythm and unknown by posing two questions and then giving a conditional answer to them:



Is the rhythmos that was originally experienced as Greek the nearness of the unapproachable and, as this region, the proportion (Ver-Hältnis) that keeps men in line?

Will the Saying of the poet to come build upon this edifice and in so doing prepare for men a new dwelling upon the earth? Or will the impending destruction of the language through Linguistik and Informatik undermine not only a precedence of poetry, but also the very possibility of it?

Rimbaud remains vital if we ask ourselves this question, if those who compose poetry and contemplate remain concerned about the necessity of “making themselves into seers for the unknown.” This unknown, however, can only be named (in the sense of naming mentioned above) by becoming “still” (“geschwiegen”) (Trakl).

(75)17



Heidegger first asks about how rhythmos relates to the incompatible terms nearness and the unapproachable, which, according to the Greek poet Archilochos, is supposed to keep the human being in line. Second, he asks if poetry still has the force to save language form the Gestell of modern science as represented by the sciences of language, linguistics, and informatics. Third, Heidegger answers these questions by answering that Rimbaud remains vital in poetry if poets keep asking these questions in their poetry, which means becoming a seer that can hear the call of the unknown. For poets to be able to do this they must find a way to make the unknown still, the rhythm of poetry must still the unknown. In Tranströmer’s “Epilogue,” we find the equivalent of the rhythm of stillness in the oxymoron orörlighetsdans (dance of immobility). Here, again, we find two seemingly opposing words fused together and forging a new word with supplemental significance but still retaining the significance of each single word. Now, the unknown and the unapproachable, in how we conceive of it in our reading of Heidegger, Tranströmer, and Rimbaud, is closely connected to, even an intrinsic part of, language. The unknown can be named when it becomes still, Heidegger insists, and of naming he states, in the form of a question:



Shouldn’t this naming be a calling that calls and is able to call in the nearness of the unapproachable because it belongs in this nearness already ‘beforehand’ (zum voraus) and out of this belonging bears the whole world in the rhythm of poetic language?

(75)




When it comes to Tranströmer’s poetry, based on what we have gathered from our reading of the three poems “Prelude,” “Morning Birds,” and “Epilogue,” our answer to Heidegger’s question is yes. In “Epilogue,” we find the stillness in the mist spread out on the sea and in its silence which makes the steamer passing through the mist unnoticeable. The name of the unknown in the poem is silence, a silence that calls into nearness that which is unapproachable, the silence of that which cannot be named, and as silence, like the message of the magpie, the unknown is inexpressible, it remains silent and secret. The paradox here is that a poem can never be silent; a poem is always a naming and calling, but when poetry poetizes the unknown and the unapproachable by hinting at an other beginning and an other poem of the poem, when the movement or, rather, the rhythm of the poem is a leap into the nearness of the unapproachable we make way for the Ereignis of poietical difference.




Concluding Remarks

The aim of this chapter has been to introduce the term poietical difference as a way to approach Heidegger’s later thinking, and also as an attempt to read Tranströmer’s poetry. We have done this by analyzing the three poems “Prelude,” “Morning Birds,” and “Epilogue,” by Tomas Tranströmer, together with Heidegger’s Identity and Difference, and Rimbaud’s “Lettres du voyant,” in order to capture the moment and movement which make an enowning event (Ereignis) possible, especially as it relates to language and poetry. In our reading we have pointed to the importance of the leap, of the other beginning, and of the unknown and unthought, when thinking through the enowning event (Ereignis) and language. In our readings we have tried to show how the path of thinking and the movement or rhythm of poetry can lead us to what Heidegger calls the other beginning and that the other beginning comes about through a leap that leads into another way of reading and thinking. We have found that the interplay of opposing and/or incompatible words and terms in their mutual dependence is the opening into the other beginning, or what we call the poietical difference, since this moment and simultaneous movement comes about through language and poetry as poietical saying. This has made it necessary to pay attention to what is, by Tranströmer scholars, often called the mystical, or divine, element in Tranströmer’s poems. However, the three poems we have chosen to read are, from the perspective we take in this chapter, an expression of the unthought, which can be approached by considering the leap into the other beginning. The leap provides the possibility for language and poetry to unveil the Ereignis of poietical difference.

In the following quote from Heidegger’s Identity and Difference, he comes closest to a defining description of how identity, Ereignis, language, and Being belong together, which is also what Tranströmer’s three poems, in the final analysis, speak of:



In the event of appropriation vibrates the active nature of what speaks as language, which at one time s was called the house of Being. “Principle of identity” means now: a spring demanded by the essence of identity because it needs that spring if the belonging together of man and Being is to attain the essential light of the appropriation.

(39)






Im Er-eignis schwingt das Wesen dessen, was als Sprache spricht, die einmal das Haus des Seins genannt wurde. Satz der Identität sagt jetzt: Ein Sprung, den das Wesen der Identität verlangt, weil es ihn braucht, wenn anders das Zusammengehören von Mensch und Sein in das Wesenslicht des Ereignisses gelangen soll.

(GA 11, 48)




We immediately recognize one of the words that have been our main focus in this chapter, namely, spring, which translates the German Sprung. Sprung, from our perspective, must be translated as a leap and a jump since identity needs the leap (as the leap in the manner we have analyzed it here) in order for the human being and Being to belong together and reach each other in ontological difference, which can only happen through the light of the event of appropriation. In a similar way, the words of the poem “Epilogue” belong together in poietical difference, their identity is not only defined by their difference form each other but from the original—ur-sprunglich—difference of poietical saying. The original difference of the words, moreover, is what lets us think the other beginning in each of Tranströmer’s three poems. In poietical difference language, and more specifically poetry, speaks. The active nature (Wesen) of the poietical is what cannot be named but only gives us a glimpse of its nearness through its enowning event (Ereignis), an event that can only be read as the trace of what is absent, just like the absolute difference between Heidegger’s German and its translation into English. As the final line of “Epilogue” tells us, “[t]he weak light of the lantern is the signal.” It is a signal and a sign that the unknown was here, made to presence (wesen), although only for an instant, for the time of a lightning flash, for a blink of the eye (Augenblick, ögonblick) by the poietical difference, the “Wesenslicht des Ereignisses.”



Notes

1 Tomas Tranströmer (1931–2015) is arguably the most important Swedish poet of all times. His career spans over 50 years and he has been translated into 65 languages. In 2011 he won the Nobel Prize in literature. His perhaps most characteristic feature as a poet is his innovate use of metaphors.

2 Christopher Fynsk (1986) begins his book Heidegger: Thought and Historicity with a reflection on this part of Identity and Difference. Of the quoted paragraph, Fynsk notes that Heidegger’s “admonition” should make anyone engaged with Heidegger’s work take heed, and Fynsk continues by saying that “[t]hese sentences suggest that we do not begin to read Heidegger until the surface intelligibility of the language is shaken and we follow not the content, a series of propositions or theses (or even a series of what may seem to be poetic figures, but the very movement of thought in its becoming-other” (15). We share Fynsk’s assessment of Heidegger’s advice, but we want to develop the consequences of it in relation to such Heideggerian concepts as “the leap,” “the unknown,” and “the other beginning,” as well as to Tranströmer’s poetry and poetical language more generally.

3 The prominence of Ereignis in Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn is well acknowledged, for example, by Rockmore (1995). And as Kovac (1992) states in his essay “The Leap (der Sprung) for Being in Heidegger’s Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis)”: “The word ‘appropriation’, according to Heidegger’s own indication in the marginalia to his Brief über den Humanismus, is the lead-word (Leitwort) of his thinking since 1936” (40).

4 See Heidegger (1998, 89), and chapter five on Heidegger and education in the present study, where we refer to the impasse in relation to the German word Verkehren as the mo(ve)ment within the counter-striving “sway” of primordial concealment and unconcealment.

5 Joan Stambaugh uses vibration to translate schwingung, which loses a little of the implication of a back and forth, alternating, movement that we find in Heidegger’s description of the alternating movement of beings and Being within ontological difference (see, e.g., note 3 in this chapter).

6 All references to the Gesamtausgabe (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1975–) are abbreviated GA followed by the volume and page number.

7 As it says in the Postscript to GA 11, “Aus Heideggers Handexemplaren der zum ersten Teil vereinigten Vortragstexte wurden über 250 Randbemerkungen transkribiert, die als Fußnoten wiedergegeben werden” (164).

8 The two major studies of Tranströmer’s poetry to date are Kjell Espmark’s Resans formler (1983) and Niklas Schiöler’s Koncentrationens Konst: Tomas Tranströmers senare poesi (1999).

9 For a study of the subject in Rimbaud’s poetry, which also has an extensive bibliography on Rimbaud and the question of the subject, see Harrow and Sanford (2014), 11–61.

10 As Seth Whidden (2014) notes regarding Rimbaud’s poésie objective, “[t]his is not to say, however, that Rimbaud’s notion of objective poetry will be made up of poems completely devoid of a subject, which would be a precursor to Stéphane Mallarmé’s call… for ‘la disparition élocutoire du poète, qui cède l’initiative aux mots’; rather, Rimbaud’s subject is continually put into question” (124).

11 For a historicist analysis of “Prelude,” see Schiöler (2011).

12 All quotes of Tranströmer’s poetry are from Tomas Tranströmer, New Collected Poems, trans. Robin Fulton (Highgreen, UK: Bloodax Books, 2011). All translations are Robin Fulton’s, except where we have found it necessary to alter translations for the purpose of the argument in this chapter, in which case we have noted the changes in the text. The Swedish versions of the poems are from Tomas Tranströmer, Samlade dikter och prosa, 1954–2004 (Stockholm: Bonniers, 2011).

13 The “inventions of the unknown” (381) that Rimbaud mentions in his letter of May 15 to Demeny refer to the poetry to come that Rimbaud envisioned. Taking Rimbaud a step further, we suggest that his phrase calls for the unthought, the heretofore unexpressed, the language of the poem speaking as poietic saying, implying the inventions creating the unknown, as well as what the unknown invents—the difference of the genitive of signaling the difference of the impasse or aporia as the possibility of the other beginning.

14 Besides our obvious reference to Freud’s well-known analysis of the Unheimlich, Heidegger (1996) engages with the Heimlich/Unheimlich in his lecture course on Hölderlin’s “The Ister.” Analyzing Hölderlin’s translation of Sophocle’s Antigone, Heidegger states, “The uncanniest of the uncanny is the human being” (68) (“Das Unheimlichste des Un-heimlichen ist der Mensch) (GA 53, 83), and a little later, about Hölderlin’s poetizing of the rivers in his own poetry, he states of the homely/unhomely: “Becoming human is provenance from the unhomely; the homely always remains related to the unhomely in such a way that the latter is present in the former” (69) (“Das Menschwerden ist Herkunft aus dem Unheimischen; das Heimische bleibt stets auf das Unheimische bezogen, dergestalt, daß dieses in jenem anwest”; GA 53, 84). As in our reading of Tranströmer’s “Epilogue,” Heidegger’s reading of the heimlich/unheimlich in Hölderlin emphasizes the blurring and blending of the words so that the one cannot be separated from the other but become, precisely, both the most familiar and the most strange or uncanny to each other.

15 A refractor is a telescope which inverts and magnifies the image by bending (refracting) rays of light.

16 The translator of Heidegger’s essay, Scott J. Thompson, uses the following translation of Rimbaud’s work: Rimbaud Complete: Poetry and Prose, trans. & ed., Wyatt Mason, New York: Modern Library, 2003, pp. 367, 369.

17 A correction of the translation is necessary. The beginning of the first question should rather read “Is the original Greek experience of rhythmos the nearness of the unapproachable…” which translates the German “Ist der ursprüglich griechisch erfahrene ρυθμός die Nähe des Unzugangbaren…” (GA 13, 227).
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5
At the Limit of Metaphysics

Joseph Conrad’s Lord Jim and Heidegger’s Thinking after the Turn


1. Opening Discussion of Heidegger’s Notion of Geschick, Conrad’s Lord Jim, and its History

Joseph Conrad began writing Lord Jim in 1898 when penning the sketch “Tuan Jim,” which eventually developed into the novel, Lord Jim completed in 1900.1 Conrad’s novel can consequently be placed in the transition period between the end of the Victorian Age and the onset of Modernism and contains influences from both. As such, it can be seen to constitute a response to Romantic idealism and the Romantic idea of history.2 In the novel, influences of Victorianism are present in the representation of colonialism3 and the traces of romance4; traces of Modernism can be found in Conrad’s innovative use of narrative perspective and his adaptation of impressionism in his writing.5 Besides the more or less obvious themes that are often associated with the novel, such as heroism, moral ambiguity, guilt, failure, and cowardice, a technical-analytical theme of the novel is that of narration and storytelling, which has been addressed by many critics, with the related theme of the difference between fact and fiction, and truth and illusion.6 Conrad’s Marlow is, himself, an (example of an) interpreter of Jim’s story; he tries to hermeneutically explain Jim’s actions and the consequences of them, that is, he is in a way retelling Jim’s life story. And so are the critics of Conrad’s novel, caught in the hermeneutical circle, trying to unravel the meanings and truths of the text. Even the critics that find ambiguity to be the governing structure of the text, end up with ambiguity becoming the guiding metaphor of the novel. Ambiguity, in this way, also becomes a trope for the hermeneutical move to understand the text, as does the source criticism and historicism focusing on the real life events that Conrad draws on in the novel, such as the pilgrim-ship episode that is based on the Jeddah incident of 1880.7 Juxtaposed to these formalistic and more or less philological analyses we find such Marxist ideological readings as Fredric Jameson’s (1983 [1981]) treatment of Lord Jim in his seminal The Political Unconscious. Even deconstructive critics, most notably exemplified by J. Hillis Miller’s (1982) reading of Lord Jim in his Fiction and Repetition, often end their readings in a concluding aporia without an apparent attempt to examine the philosophical consequences of the aporia. The attempts to read Lord Jim, and its relation to reality, from an ontological perspective and to unravel a philosophy of Being in the novel (Glassman 1976), or other ontotheological analyses of the text, would, in a similar fashion, not escape the hermeneutical movement of interpretation and thus equal the experience and possibility of meaning in the novel with phenomenological truth claims about Being. Such, we want to argue, would be the obvious (perhaps naïve) Heideggarian readings of the text.

However, in our reading we propose to go beyond what could be called historiographic and representational, mimetic criticism, and would like to read the novel not as it relates to literary epochs, such as Modernism, or investigate Conrad’s historical influences from literature and philosophy when writing Lord Jim. Instead, we want to invoke Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn in our reading of the novel, which will provide a perspective from which to reflect on history in Heidegger’s later work and Lord Jim, and this will also lead us closer to think about the leap (der Sprung) in Heidegger and the jump in Lord Jim.

The point of departure for our reading of Heidegger and Conrad’s Lord Jim is the complex and ambiguous Heideggerian term Geschick, which in everyday German can be translated as skill or destiny, to name a few of its possible meanings. A closer look at the word is necessary and in the following we will attempt to trace Heidegger’s use of Geschick in The Principle of Reason. His approach to the word is closely connected to the movement of his thinking in the lecture course, which means that, although he draws on the ambiguity of the word, its meanings are created from within the specific context where the word is used, in the course of the lectures. Geschick in this way takes on an array of meanings from Heidegger’s use of the word’s inherent ambiguity and its etymological richness but also from the specific movement of Heidegger’s thinking in the lecture course and the address. This makes the word veritably untranslatable, which is why Reginald Lilly, in his translation of The Principle of Reason, leaves the word untranslated.8

In our reading of Heidegger’s use of the word, as it relates to Lord Jim, we touch on some, but not all, of the meanings of Geschick. We thus turn Lecture 8, in which Heidegger (1991) extensively reflects on its meaning. The following passage form Lecture 8 serves to illuminate his use of the word in his thinking:



The term “Geschick of being” characterizes the history of Western thinking up till now insofar as we look back on it and into it from out of the leap. We cannot think upon what is called the Geschick of being so long as we have not made the leap. The leap is the vault out of the fundamental principle of reason as a principle of beings into the saying of being qua being.

Now, even if it is possible to recollectively think upon the Geschick of being only form out of the leap, still the experience of the history of Western thinking in the light of the Geschick of being cannot be something completely strange, much less something due to an arbitrary construction of history. Therefore, the history of Western thinking must for its part give pointers that, if we follow them, allow us to bring into view—even if in a veiled way—something of what we here call the history of being. The history of being is the “Geschick” of being that proffers itself to us in withdrawing its essence.

(61)




To begin with the last sentence, what is noticeable is that the Geschick of Being follows the same movement that Heidegger describes as the ontological difference, that is, the movement of, and conversion into and out of, the concealment and unconcealment of Being and beings, which constitutes the founding aporia that opens up for the Ereignis, the enownment, or the appropriating event of Being, which resists being hermeneutically explained or phenomenologically described. The “‘Geschick’ of being that proffers itself to us in withdrawing its essence” is thus the movement and conversion of the aporia arising from the presencing and withdrawing of Being, and it is through this movement that the essence of Being comes to happen (ereignet) as the truth of Being. Now, the task of thinking is to trace in this movement what is left in and of Being’s withdrawal, “from out of the leap,” as Heidegger says. This means that in order to “recollectively” reflect on the history of Western thinking we have to leap out of the metaphysics of presence, a leap which lets us then trace, by thinking back on (Andenken), the Geschick of Being. The traces of the Ges-chick are the “pointers” (Fingerzeigen) that Heidegger speaks of and that can be uncovered in Western thinking. When we, in recollective thinking, recover some of these traces we get closer to uncover the Geschick of Being, and also closer to exposing the implications of the word Geschick. The Geschick thus leaves a trace of meaning in the specific context, for example, history, toward which we turn within Western thinking. Uncovering these traces makes it possible to think what remains of the Geschick of Being. This can be done, for example, by a thoughtful and recollective translation of essential texts, such as, Heidegger claims, the Anaximander fragments. Moreover, in Lecture 12 of The Principle of Reason, Heidegger states,



The realm from which one leaps is the history of Western thinking experienced as the Geschick of being. Insofar as the Geschick of being makes its Geschick-like claim on the thinking essence of historical humanity, the history of thinking is based in the Geschick of being. The history of being is therefore not some on-rolling series of transformations of a detached, self-subsistent being. The history of being is not an objectively representable process about which one could tell “histories of being.” The Geschick of being intrinsically remains the history of the essence of Western humanity insofar as historical humanity is engaged in constructively inhabiting the lighting and clearing of being. As the withdrawal apropos of Geschick, being is already intrinsically in a relationship to the essence of humanity. Yet being is not anthropomorphized through this relationship; rather, through this relationship the essence of humanity remains domiciled in the locale of being.

(93)




Emphasizing the Geschick of Being in Western thinking, as Heidegger does here, means, among other things, attending to the history of Being as the destiny or fate of Being, attending to Being as that which is sent along with thinking in Western humanity, attending to the state or condition of Being, attending to the way Being is emitted in history, and so forth. What is important to note is that, as Heidegger states, it is not a question of historiographically describe and represents history as an object to be scientifically studied. Rather, it is a matter of making way for the history of Being in its unconcealment, in the “lighting and clearing of being,” and thus leaping out of the withdrawal and forgetting of the history of Being “experienced as the Geschick of being.” The Geschick of Being in Western thinking can, in other words, be thought as both positive and negative: negative in the sense that it is a movement that inevitably covers up the essence of history and the truth of Being within metaphysics, that is, the forgetting of Being, and positive in the sense that it provides a place, a “locale of being,” from which to think Being essentially as the “mittence”9 of Being that shines forth in the clearing of Being. The thinking of Being is thus a Geschick in the sense of a skill that needs to be learned and attended to but that, through the movement of history, is essentially forgotten.

With this discussion in mind, and of relevance to our reading of Lord Jim, we would like to relate Heidegger’s notion of the Geschick of Being to art. In the addendum to his essay “The Origin of the Work of Art” (1993a), Heidegger notes,



The whole essay, “The Origin of the Work of Art”, deliberately yet tacitly moves on the path of the question of the essence of Being. Reflection on what art may be is completely and decidedly determined only in regard to the question of Being. Art is considered neither as an area of cultural achievement nor an appearance of spirit; it belongs to the propriate event [Ereignis] by way of which the “meaning of Being” (See Being and Time) can alone be defined.

(210)




Since art should not be considered as a product of “cultural achievement” or “appearance of spirit,” and belongs to Ereignis, it in consequence must be thought from out of the Geschick of Being. As such, art is an event that shows itself in the Ereignis as the event of the concealment-unconcealment of the truth of Being. Art, in other words, is the showing of the essence of the truth of Being in its withdrawal, that is, in its aporetic conversion. This means that what art is sending forth (schicken), its mittance, cannot be mimetically or hermeneutically explained or described. Of course, a work of art can in a metaphysical sense be explained and described, but it nevertheless keeps its secret, or mystery (Geheimis), which can only be addressed as the traces of what remains of the Ereignis. This is moreover why Heidegger emphasizes the recollective character of thinking the Geschick of Being, which is also true, we suggest, of the work of art. As Heidegger puts it regarding recollective thinking in the passage from The Principle of Reason (1991) we quoted in the Introduction:



[R]ecollectively thinking-upon [An-denken] the Geschick that has-been means to bear in mind [bedenken], and indeed to bear in mind that which, in what has-been, is still unthought as that which is to be thought. Only a thinking that is a fore-thinking [vor-denkendes] responds to this. To recollectively think-upon what has-been is to fore-think into the unthought that is to be thought.

(94)




This movement of thinking that tries to think what is yet unthought that Heidegger sketches out is also necessary when reflecting on art. A thinking that attends to art through this movement attempts to think through the secret or mystery that remains and endures in art, and also constitutes its ground without foundation (Abgrund). Thinking back as thinking ahead is therefore something different from a hermeneutic interpretation of history and historic events.

What can be called the unthought of art, its secret or mystery (Geheimnis), is something that Conrad returns to in many of his works.10 In the Preface to The Nigger of the Narcissus (1924), Conrad reflects on the essence of the work of art, and more specifically on literature as art. Art, Conrad says, “may be defined as a single-minded attempt to render the highest kind of justice to the universe, by bringing to light the truth, manifold and one, underlying its every aspect” (xi). But, for Conrad, the truth of the work of art, what is “enduring and essential” (xi), is different than the truths of the thinker and the scientist: “[T]he artist appeals to that part of our being which is not dependent on wisdom: to that in us which is a gift and not an acquisition—and, therefore, more permanently enduring” (xii). This gift is what binds humanity together, but it is a gift that cannot be known as an object of science or hermeneutical interpretations. The gift that the work of art gives “by bringing to light the truth” (xi) is not an unveiling of a single and determinable truth but, rather, an “evanescent instant” (xiii) in which the work of art speaks for, in, and of itself. This gift comes to us in a singular and unique event in which the work of art shines forth, and for a single moment lets its truth happen in a simultaneous concealment and unconcealment, showing and withdrawal. This is the secret of the work of art that will always remain a secret. But as such it will come to happen as a work of art and, in this case, a work of literature, by attending to words with a different mind. That is, by letting the words of the work of literature show themselves in their withdrawal, and so, as Conrad writes, “the light of magic suggestiveness may be brought to play for an evanescent instant over the common surface of words: of the old, old words, worn thin, defaced by ages of careless usage” (xiii), which is the enduring and essential truth of the gift of art. By attending to the words, by carefully reading the words, the words that speak of what the work of art “is,” by tracing these words in their “magic suggestiveness” (xiii) the words are given to us in an appeal or call. These are the words that can never be reduced to an “-ism,” or a single genre, or classified according to the rules of an epoch, or any other “temporary formulas,” (xiv) as Conrad says, and he mentions Realism, Romanticism, Naturalism, and Sentimentalism as being such formulas. Concepts and laws that govern concepts such as these must be abandoned, Conrad urges, for us to be able to “see.” Because when Conrad invokes the senses (hearing, feeling, seeing) it is a move that is not reducible to Impressionism11; rather, his appeal is for us to hear, feel, and see beyond such determining concepts. The truth of the work of art cannot be found in “the clear logic of a triumphant conclusion” (xv) or “in the unveiling of one of those heartless secrets which are called the Laws of Nature” (xv–xvi). But, to find this kind of truth, Conrad claims, is “not less great, but only more difficult” (xvi). In order to trace the call of the work of art we have to listen to the appeal, not so much of the artist, as to the appeal of the work of art itself, and we must listen to the words that keep their secret, even though they can only reveal that there is a secret to be traced. In this way we are thinking back into the “evanescent instant,” the momentary and singular even of art, which leaves traces of its “mysterious suggestiveness,” the impasse or aporia, which is where we can begin, by recollective thinking, to trace the history of the work of art, its fate, and its being, as Geschick.

Now, when it comes to Lord Jim, it could be argued that it is a work of literature which simply tells a tale of the history of a young man who has fallen into disgrace, a text far from staging any “evanescent instant” or “mysterious suggestiveness,” aporia or Geschick. But, we would like to propose that the novel is more than such a tale. Every attempt, in the novel, and by extension every external hermeneutic move, to explain the tale and the text—to come to a final “triumphant conclusion,” to use Conrad’s words—ends up being incomplete.12 After all, this incompleteness as failure is one of the narrative techniques that Conrad is employing in the novel, by the use of Marlow as the main narrator of the story, a narrator that insists on the obscurity and incompleteness of his tale.13 As Marlow admits after having seen Jim for the last time,



I cannot say I had ever seen him distinctly—not even to this day, after I had my last view of him; but it seemed to me that the less I understood the more I was bound to him in the name of that doubt which is the inseparable part of our knowledge. I did not know so much more about myself.

(134)14




And, later, as Marlow writes in the letter to the one of the men, gathered to listen to his story about Jim, who he deems worthy of being told all that he knows:



I put it down here for you as though I had been an eyewitness. My information was fragmentary, but I’ve fitted the pieces together, and there is enough of them to make an intelligible picture. I wonder how he would have related it himself.

(214)




We are, in other words, deprived of a complete history and are instead given a hermeneutic approximation of the events that are part of Jim’s biography. As an historian or literature scholar Marlow is fitting “the pieces together” to create an understandable narrative that can explain what he has witnessed of Jim and the rumors he has heard about him. This together with the help of Stein’s philosophical talk provides the rational, scientific, even hermeneutic interpretation of Jim’s story. But, as Marlow makes evident, there is always something missing, however detailed the story becomes. In fact, as Marlow implies, the more he tries to know about Jim and his life, the less he understands.

What Marlow finds at the core of his reflections on Jim is, as he says, “that doubt which is the inseparable part of our knowledge” (134). Marlow is bound to Jim by doubt, which means that he is bound to him by not being in a position to know the complete story; that is, Marlow is bound to Jim by the force of unknown. In short, this is a doubt that could be said to make knowledge as such possible in the first place. This doubt is something else than doubting one’s ability to rightly and justly assess a situation or course of events, and it is different from the critical doubt expected of every scientist and part of every hermeneutic interpretation. This doubt, moreover, is not equal to the juridical concept “beyond reasonable doubt,” which invokes reason as the measure of doubt. Instead, we must think doubt as being an essential part of both the novel’s content and the movement of the text. Consequently, to reflect on the significance of the word doubt as it presents itself in the movement of Conrad’s novel one must think doubt essentially within the Geschick of Lord Jim. What the Geschick of Lord Jim amounts to is the world of the text, its assembled history, its texts and subtexts, the commentaries, interpretations, Conrad’s letters about it, his other novels, other texts, and his prefaces, as well as the sketch “Tuan Jim” that later resulted in the finished novel—all these events of and related to Lord Jim give us the Geschick of Lord Jim. Moreover, the Geschick of Lord Jim gives us pointers (fingerzeigen) of how to approach Lord Jim essentially. Marlow, for example, provides us, almost in passing, with the possibility to reflect on the word doubt, and how it relates to the Geschick of Lord Jim. Doubt can thus be said to be the aporetic doubt of the ontological difference and, furthermore, of understanding in the hermeneutical sense, which is a doubt closer to what Conrad expresses in the preface to The Nigger of the Narcissus, which is a doubt essential to the work of art, a doubt that is a mark or pointer rather than a concept that can be scientifically “known.” Hence, doubt both brings us before the unknown of Lord Jim, and “that doubt which is the inseparable part of our knowledge” as the novel’s necessary metaphysical-ontological-hermeneutical history. The Geschick of the novel shows itself in the movement of doubt as the novel’s significance, its sense of urgency. Doubt, in this sense, opens up a play space (Spielraum)15 that Lord Jim as a work of art provides. The logic of play gives us an indeterminate teleology, which means that the objective of the play is known, but the outcome can never be predicted and, at best, approximated, which, in turn, means that, within the limits that the rules provide, anything can happen—the rules can even be broken—but the outcome remains, in other words, unknown. Now, keeping the logic of play in mind, what is key is to attend to doubt as the origin (Ur-sprung) of the work as art, and that which remains as a trace of the movement of concealment-unconcealment. To reflect on doubt we must follow the movement of the unknown in the novel, which eludes being represented by metaphysics, science, or hermeneutics but happens as the event of appropriation (Ereignis) in the turning and counterturning of the aporia of ontological difference.

To essentially reflect on doubt brings us to consider Lord Jim as other than a metaphysical representation and a hermeneutical object of interpretation. And while Lord Jim motivates us to think through its necessary and inevitable history and possible interpretations, it also gives us, from within metaphysics, to think the novel essentially as the end (in the sense of an ending) of metaphysics—it takes us to the very limit of metaphysics. This ending, or limit, is a turn (Kehre) or a conversion (verkehren) that swings back and forth in the showing and withdrawal of the work of art, and is revealed to us by the pointers or traces in the Geschick of Conrad’s novel. Doubt is consequently what leads us to consider the significance of the jump in Lord Jim and the significance of Heidegger’s notion of the leap (der Sprung).




2. The Cision of Ereignis: Decision (Ent-scheidung) and the Jump (der Sprung) in Lord Jim

One could argue that at the heart of the textual movement of Lord Jim, a movement swinging back and forth between the existential and the ontological, between experience and ideal, there is a gap, a rift, which can turn into an abyss, an insurmountable chasm, if the circumstances, and, accordingly, the necessity of the circumstances, are such. In order to face, and possibly overcome the rift, it is first of necessary to come to a decision, one must decide to jump over or across, and also decide when to make the leap. In Conrad’s novel, this is a situation Jim is faced with at least twice, and which provides the ground for the tragic plot of the novel. The novel also stages the tension and discrepancy between facts and truth, and how the inconsistency between these two terms is not only a question for the characters in the novel but also for its readers and, by extension, we would like to suggest, a question for reflections on art and how to approach art through commentary, that is, how “the story” is told; in other words, it concerns how a text, philosophical and/or fictional, is related or mediated. But, to develop our reading from the previous section of this chapter, the jump, in the novel and as related to der Sprung in Heidegger, also signifies something else, namely the chasm of doubt at the limit of metaphysics, the horizon of knowledge and understanding, where only an essential decision is possible. As such the jump is a leap into the other beginning which implies listening by attending to how language speaks in Lord Jim and by a recollective thinking through of the Geschick of Conrad’s text. Thus, by reflecting on “doubt” and “jump” we attempt to approach the unknown and unthought of the text. In what follows, we would like to consider these lines of thought to approach the novel by continuing our reflection on some of Heidegger’s later work in conversation with Conrad’s text. The texts by Heidegger that we would like to engage with at this point in our reading of Lord Jim are Contributions to Philosophy: (From Enowning), and more specifically the notions of the leap (der Sprung), and decision (Entscheidung), in relation to Conrad’s novel, and, as indicated earlier, Heidegger’s The Principle of Reason, which gives us the opportunity to reflect on some important pointers related to the leap.

The most indicative event which lets us reflect on the significance of jumping/leaping and decision in the novel is when Jim, after some agonizing moments of doubt, leaps off the ship Patna: “‘I had jumped…’ He checked himself, averted his gaze… ‘It seems’, he added” (69). These words, uttered by Jim, signify more than a literal, physical, and metaphorical jump in the novel. We suggest that they, in addition, provide an entry into reflecting on Heidegger’s notion of der Sprung and an opportunity to reflect on how Conrad’s text and Heidegger’s thoughts, read together, can lead to alternative ways of thinking about them. The jump is, arguably, the most prominent symbol or leitmotif of Conrad’s novel.16 As mentioned, Jim not only makes physical jumps, but his jumps also take on a metaphorical character, and the trope is repeated throughout the text. The most significant jump is, nevertheless, Jim’s actual jump from the ship. His decision to jump and let the Muslim pilgrims (“the human cargo”) left on the ship perish is what instigates his disgrace and his struggle for redemption in order to regain his lost honor, both for himself and in the eyes of men. His jump from the Patna could be seen as the culmination of his hubris, that is, his big romantic dreams of heroism, which comes back to haunt him wherever he goes. His jump thus initiates his strife for atonement, reminiscent of Greek tragedy. The fact that Jim gives his life, and offers himself to be killed by the chief Doramin, at the end of the novel, is also, part of the tragic structure of the text (something which we will come back to in the following sections). Jim’s resolution to let himself be killed also functions as an unwitting response to Stein’s initial solution to Jim’s predicament: “‘There is only one remedy! One thing alone can us from being ourselves cure!’” (128), a statement by which Stein means death. However, the first instance of a jump in the novel occurs when Jim, in training to become a seaman, fails to jump to rescue his shipmates: “He leaped to his feet. The boys were streaming up the ladders. Above could be heard a great scurrying about and shouting, and when he got through the hatchway he stood still—as if confounded” (9), and then,



Jim felt his shoulder gripped firmly. “Too late, youngster.” The captain of the ship laid a restraining hand on that boy, who seemed on the point of leaping overboard, and Jim looked up with the pain of conscious defeat in his eyes. The captain smiled sympathetically. “Better luck next time. This will teach you to be smart.”

(10)




From the perspective of the plot of Lord Jim, Jim’s failure to jump anticipates his later action on the Patna. It also introduces the importance of jumping and leaping as a recurring motif in the novel. A jump that is made by someone other than Jim, but of significance for the thematic development of the novel is Brierly’s suicidal jump overboard from his ship after Jim’s trial. Thus, leaping and jumping plays an important role in developing the plot and thematics of Conrad’s novel. As Susan Jones (1993) notes,



“leaping” […] functions in the text as a signifier denoting both moral responsibility and moral evasion, physical and psychological failure, and, as such, something that accrues both active and passive force. The “jump” represents the idea of both conscious and unconscious action throughout the text.

(vii)




Given the salient significance and importance of jumping and leaping for the development of the novel, we suggest that these words also indicate pointers (fingerzeigen) in Heidegger’s sense. More than being signifiers that proleptically anticipates a narrative teleology, leaping and jumping also imply the essential doubt that the novel stages, which is a doubt related to the unsaid and unthought of a work of art. The jump and the leap involve an aporetic doubt that is the precondition for any decision, and it is in the moment of decision that the jump/leap has to take place. What we propose is that the impasse or aporia of essential doubt and jumping/leaping leads into the crossing over to the other beginning of our reading of Conrad’s novel. We want, in other words, to read der Sprung, the jump or leap, in Heidegger and in Lord Jim, both as a movement (Satz) of the text and as a thinking of and attending to the text. This, in turn, involves attending to the notion of Geschick, the destiny of Jim in relation to the jump/leap. The movement (der Satz) of Conrad’s text provides the (play)space (Spielraum) for the leap (der Sprung), by which it is not only necessary to think through Western history but also attend to the text as a work of art, while at the same time going beyond the work of art as a metaphysical object of hermeneutical interpretation. That is to say that the work unveils (in withdrawing) a foundational movement in which the work of art happens and (only once) becomes (in) its own, that is, the work ereignet. The leap in question here thus involves something else and something more than a hermeneutic move or thematization, centered on the will for meaning and understanding.

For Jim, in Conrad’s novel, the moment of decision is the moment when all hope is gone, when complete uncertainty governs, it is an instant in which life and death come together as one, when there is no difference between them, when time is suspended for and in an instant. At that moment, there is the leap, the jump that changes everything. The decision to jump cannot even be said to be a choice, it is pure de-cision, in which existence is put on hold. From thereon causality and consequences rule, whatever they might be, and existence and meaning are put into play again. But exactly in the moment of decision there is an instant of clearing or aletheia, which takes place as an Ereignis, as what we propose to name the cision of enowning [Ereignis]. Viewed form this perspective, the jump/leap is inseparable from the concept of de-cision, which is why we turn to Heidegger’s treatment of the decision in Contributions to move in the direction of thinking the jump/leap and the decision at the limit metaphysics, which is to say necessarily from within metaphysics.17

How, then, can we think decision essentially, according to Heidegger?18 First of all, an essential decision has nothing to do with making a choice between this or that, because, as Heidegger (1999) argues in Contributions, “[c]hoosing always involves only what is pregiven and can be taken or rejected. De-cision here means grounding and creating, disposing in advance and beyond oneself or giving up and losing” (69). A de-cision thought in this way is a rift, an opening up for what is yet unthought and unsaid, and as such a de-cision is a cut with anthropological thinking and a cut even with metaphysics, in other words, what we call the cision of enowning. As Heidegger (1999) puts it,



Actually it is hardly possible to come close to what is ownmost to decision in its be-ing-historical sense without proceeding from men, from us, without thinking of “decision” as choice, as resolve, as preferring one thing and disregarding another, hardly possible in the end not to approach freedom as cause and faculty, hardly possible not to push the question of decision off into the “moral-anthropological” dimension; indeed it is hardly possible not to grasp this dimension anew in the “existentiell” sense.

(60)



Nevertheless, this is exactly what is necessary in order to think decision essentially. An essential de-cision, in Heidegger’s sense, is thus not a judgment, a conclusion, or a settling of a dispute, nor has it anything to do with making up one’s mind about something. An essential de-cision is an enownment, an Ereignis, which forms the abyss (Abgrund) on which difference is grounded. A de-cision, Heidegger maintains in Contributions, is



the very going apart, which divides and in parting lets the en-ownment of precisely this open in parting come into play as the clearing for the still un-decided self-sheltering-concealing, man’s belongingness to be-ing as founder of be-ing’s truth, and the allotment of be-ing unto the time of the last god.

In the thinking of modernity we set out from ourselves and, when we think away from ourselves, always only come upon objects. We hasten back and forth to and with this familiar way of re-presenting and explain everything in its context, never pondering whether, underway, this way might not allow a leap-off [Absprung] by which we first of all leap into the “space” of be-ing and give rise to de-cision.

(61)




The essential de-cision gives us, accordingly, the possibility to make the leap/jump necessary for us to cross over into the other beginning, and this is, moreover, what Lord Jim as a work of art opens up for as the leap-off (Absprung) into thinking the leap/jump in Heidegger and Conrad essentially. But how, then, is the essential decision inseparable from thinking the other beginning? The de-cision is the opening up of the Abgrund in the turn (Kehre) of Being that is the moment and movement of the ontological difference. In order to intimate this moment and simultaneous movement, Heidegger (1999) states,



The truth of be-ing is the be-ing of truth. Said in this way, it sounds like an artificial and forced reversal and—taken to the extreme—like a seduction to a dialectical game. However, this reversal is only a fleeting and external sign of the turning that sways in be-ing itself and throws light on what might be meant here with decision.

(66)






Die Wahrheit des Seyns ist das Seyn der Wahrheit—so gesagt klingt es wie eine gekünstelte und verzwungene Umkehrung und, wenn es hoch kommt, wie eine Verleitung zu einem dialektischen Spiel. Während doch diese Umkehrung nur ein flüchtig-äußeres Zeichen ist der Kehre, die im Seyn selbst west und ein Licht wirft auf das, was hier mit Entscheidung genannt sein möchte.

(GA 65, 95)19



An essential de-cision is thus a suspension of decision, but comes to happen, ereignet, in the turning that opens up for the truth of Being and the Being of truth.20 Moreover, and to translate this in terms of Conrad’s novel, it is the de-cision that is staged in Lord Jim though Jim’s jump from the Patna. The jump, in the way Heidegger conceives the leap, is necessary for us to be able to think essentially about the de-cision and about doubt viewed as the Abgrund of Conrad’s novel as a work that leads us to the limit of metaphysics. This means conceiving the jump not only as part of the plot of the novel but also, and at the same time, as the leap (der Sprung) into the other beginning, which makes it possible to think the de-cision and doubt essentially. This is, furthermore, the movement (Satz) that leads us to the leap, which lets us make the jump to essential thinking as the other beginning. The other beginning is a beginning that provides a path to think the untought as other than a form of representational thinking and hermeneutical thematization.21

Now, to return to the text of Lord Jim, it is important to note that we are only getting to know of Jim’s jump after the fact; we are, in the text, given a re-presentation of the event by Jim and the narrators of the story. Given this, we must also note that there is a difference between Jim’s attitude after the jump and Marlow’s. With Jim we are invited to reflect on the leap into the other beginning, and with Marlow, the inquiry, and Stein, we get the attempts to hermeneutically interpret Jim’s fate. As Marlow relates, concerning the court inquiry and the impossibility to rationally explain the Patna incident, as well as Jim’s attitude after the jump:



These were issues beyond the competency of a court inquiry: it was a subtle and momentous quarrel as to the true essence of life, and did not want a judge. He wanted an ally, a helper, an accomplice. I felt the risk I ran of being circumvented, blinded, decoyed, bullied, perhaps, into taking a definite part in a dispute impossible of decision if one had to be fair to all the phantoms in possession […] I can’t explain to you who haven’t seen him and who hear his words only at second hand the mixed nature of my feelings. It seemed to me I was being made to comprehend the Inconceivable—and I know of nothing to compare with the discomfort of such a sensation. I was made to look at the convention that lurks in all truth and on the essential sincerity of falsehood. He appealed to all sides at once […] an incident as completely devoid of importance as the flooding of an ant-heap, and yet the mystery of his attitude got hold of me as though he had been an individual in the forefront of his kind, as if the obscure truth involved were momentous enough to affect mankind’s conception of itself.

(59)




Marlow uses a language that is somewhat out of proportion given the circumstances, he is constructing a metonymy out of Jim’s story so that the Patna incident and Jim’s fate come to signify the whole of humanity. Marlow’s attempts at explaining Jim’s fate thus ends up as an example of the will to knowledge that is the basis for hermeneutics, even the suggestion by Marlow and Stein that Jim is a Romantic is an attempt to critically determine and categorize what Jim “is,” and thus interpret Being by the means of beings, which is the risk of the ontological difference, according to Heidegger.22 Marlow is not satisfied with the interpretations given by the court inquiry, and not entirely by Stein’s thoughts on the matter, which are reasons why his language seems out of proportion. He takes recourse to words that point to the incomprehensible and inexplicable, and he is, as he says, “being made to comprehend the Inconceivable.” In the quoted passage, Marlow is on the verge of saying what he cannot say; he is, perhaps without knowing it, on the verge of thinking the unthought. He is trying to look for any traces or pointers in Jim’s demeanor, attitude, and behavior, which could make it possible for him to explain Jim and make him clear: “[‘]He was not—if I may say so—clear to me. He was not clear. And there is a suspicion he was not clear to himself either[’]” (111). Marlow is looking for a way to express, through Jim’s story, “the true essence of life”; that is, he wants to think clearly what he senses is there, something of the utmost significance but that is constantly withdrawing from his reach. And his incessant storytelling is the repetitious attempts to find the means to reach what is eluding him, which involves, Marlow is convinced, making Jim clear. Marlow thus believes that he can get closer to finding a way to express the unknown and unthought through Jim’s peculiar fate.

In a similar way, Jim, too, is not only looking for redemption and atonement, but like Marlow he is also trying to understand what he has experienced through the jump, which is a sensation of the closeness of the unapproachable, the instantaneous showing and simultaneous withdrawal of what Heidegger calls enowning [Ereignis]. Both Jim and Marlow fail to reach clarity, and Jim dies because of it, while Marlow remains unsatisfied with the explanations he has arrived at, and his story telling has to continue indefinitely. For Marlow, as he says of Jim, “the mystery of his attitude got hold of me as though he had been an individual in the forefront of his kind, as if the obscure truth involved were momentous enough to affect mankind’s conception of itself” (59). Even though Marlow is unable to explain Jim to himself and find a language for expressing the “obscure truth” that Jim’s fate poses, he nevertheless gives pointers to and traces of what he is unable to know and express. It is, in consequence, through reading Conrad’s novel as a work of art and attending to the pointers and traces that we can make the leap to the other beginning and come closer to what the novel signifies at the limit of metaphysics. As Heidegger states concerning the leap in the already quoted passage from The Principle of Reason (1991),



The leap only remains the leap as a leap that recollectively thinks upon [the Geschick]. However, recollectively thinking-upon [An-denken] the Geschick that has-been means to bear in mind [bedenken], and indeed to bear in mind that which, in what has-been, is still unthought as that which is to be thought. Only a thinking that is a fore-thinking [vor-denkendes] responds to this. To recollectively think-upon what has-been is to fore-think into the unthought that is to be thought. To think is to recollectively fore-think. It neither dwells on what has been as a past represented by historiography, nor is it a representational thinking that stares with prophetical pretenses into a supposedly known future. Thinking as a recollective fore-thinking is the leaping of the leap. This leap [Sprung] is a movement [Satz] to which thinking submits.

(94)




The beyond of metaphysics can, if we read Lord Jim with Heidegger’s thought after the Turn, only be intimated from within metaphysics as the traces left of the unthought in the work of art and the history of philosophy. And to think the unthought here means attending to these traces, these instances of essential doubt and de-cision that form the Abgrund of thinking, and demands precise attention to the first beginning to make possible the leap into the other beginning.23 We have to take Marlow’s doubt as the possibility of doubt, and not doubt as a limit and concluding decision, when he says,



It is when we try to grapple with another man’s intimate need that we perceive how incomprehensible, wavering, and misty the beings that share with us the sight of the stars and the warmth of the sun. It is as if loneliness were a hard and absolute condition of existence; the envelope of flesh and blood on which our eyes are fixed melts before the outstretched hand, and there remains only the capricious, unconsolable [sic], and elusive spirit that no eye can follow, no hand can grasp.

(113)




To follow in thought the “elusive spirit that no eye can follow, no hand can grasp” is to acknowledge the unapproachable that withdraws at the moment when it seems just within reach and to make ready for the leap into the unknown, perhaps unknowable, other beginning, a beginning with no readily determinate meaning, but only an urgent significance that calls us to listen to the story, and follow its movement toward the unconcealment of art as the cision of enowning [Ereignis]. Marlow’s failure to understand Jim and his actions, to see him clearly, is thus a call for us to follow a different path and to listen to the absolutely and wholly other—the other beginning—of Lord Jim, which implies an other way of thinking through Jim’s jump and decision, which, in turn, means thinking in terms of a Heideggerian leap and de-cision. This is what we mean by the possibility inherent in Marlow’s ontotheological doubt.

In the following two sections we attempt to develop our reading of Lord Jim with an exposition of Geschick, language and that which is given as the unthought in relation to Heidegger’s thinking on the notions of tragedy and muthos. Moreover, our reading leads us to reflect on ethics and how it can be related to Lord Jim from out of Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn.24 For our reading to be possible as a reflection on the limit of metaphysics we should keep in mind the movement of the jump in Conrad’s novel and the leap in Heidegger’s thinking. It is exactly in the thinking through of ethics, tragedy, and muthos as pointers (Fingerzeigen) in the novel (i.e., in leaping/jumping from within essential doubt) that we can begin to reflect on how a reading within the other beginning might open onto a path toward the cision of enowning (Ereignis) of art.




3. Tragedy and the Originary Poiesis of Muthos: Conrad’s Showing and Telling of the Relation Between the Human and Being

Foti (1999) informs us that “after the turn in 1934” Heidegger gives privilege to the poets, and the developing “relationship of the own to the alien is played out importantly in the intersection (Zwiesprache) of Hölderlin as Germany’s destinal poet with the poets of ancient Greece, particularly Pindar and Sophocles” (171). In relation to Conrad’s description and understanding of art as living in terms of two modes of manifestation, on one hand, art reveals truth of a nature that defies the traditional analysis of the science of aesthetics, which includes hermeneutic interpretation; on the other hand, art reveals itself in that it recedes from the understanding and in that its truth is only made possible because of that which resists being wrested from concealment. Brought into light as aletheia (αληθεια), the essence of art, according to Heidegger’s thinking in the “Origin” (1993a), dwells in mystery or primordial concealment.

A few remarks are necessary at the outset of this section in order to briefly draw the contrast between traditional aesthetic or literary interpretations of tragedy, which Heidegger would classify as “metaphysical” readings, and Heidegger’s unique manner of approaching tragedy as a supreme expression of Dichtung, or the essence of the poietic power of art to bring forth truth in terms of an “event” of language-cum-truth or aletheia—which in the “Origin,” as shown in Chapter 1, Heidegger calls art’s power to inspire a moment of “truth-happening,” which is the event of unconcealment, and it is “due to art’s poetic essence [as Dichtung] that, in the midst of beings, art breaks open an open place, in whose openness everything is other than usual” (197). As related to our reading, Geiman (2001) makes the crucial observation that as Heidegger moves into the later works; for example, the 1942 reading of Höldelrin’s hymnal poem “Der Ister” and rereading of Sophocles’s Antigone, there is a shift from history conceived as the historicity of Dasein to an approach to history as “the destining (Geschick) of Being, and it is made possible by his development of the concept of Ereignis… in 1936–1942” (173).

To manifest the contrast between “metaphysical” and “non-metaphysical” readings we might consider Nussbaum’s (1986, 1990) readings of Greek tragedy that emerge through maintaining a close proximity to the stories of the plays, paying attention to the historical context from out of which the plays emerge, and drawing inspiration from the history of interpretation. Heidegger, conversely, thinks tragedy in terms that are decidedly aletheic and ontological rather than in terms that are derived from Aristotle’s poetics and an understanding of a systematic ethics or ethike, of a mimetic re-presentation of a praxis that is teleologically structured and decided by the fearful (phobia—as to deinon) working out of hamartia (tragic error) and peripeteia (tragic reversal). Thus, we approach a reading of Conrad in what might be described as a Heideggerian manner focused on the contrast between an aletheic (“non-metaphysical”) reading and a “metaphysical” reading guided in advance by orthotes (correctness), which is related to Plato’s thought, in terms of the “first beginning.” For thinkers prior to Plato, according to Heidegger in “Letter on Humanism” (1993b), “knew neither a ‘logic’ nor an ‘ethics’ nor ‘physics,’” and yet despite this they thought “phusis (Being) in a depth and breadth that no subsequent ‘physics’ has ever been able to attain” (256). However, it must be noted, as Foti (1999) emphasizes, the pre-Socratics did not “think” or formalize Being qua Being as a question in terms identical to Heidegger, for pre-Socratic thought was “unable to render its guiding insight explicit, or to bring it to fruition” (163), in terms of either being able to “say” or “think” explicitly the truth of Being’s essence, and thus, they “engendered an ambiguity” that was inherited by Plato and subsequently lost or covered over. This move, or “first beginning,” that is, the start (Beginn) of the metaphysics of presence or the oblivion of Being, is highlighted in Plato’s “doctrine of truth,” evident in the move to privilege



archic unification or totalizing unconcealment and displacing differential presencing (anwesen) in favor of sheer presence (Anwesenheit) and present entities (Anwesendes). This resolution and displacement prepare the way for the doctrines of substance and subjectivity, the modern scientific project, and the reductive totalization that characterizes planetary technicity.

(164)




Importantly, for Heidegger (1996), related to the issue of the metaphysics of presence, this move toward totalization also manifests in the realm of aesthetics and the metaphysicalizing of art in terms that are reducible to interpretive readings that are focused on discerning and revealing encrypted “symbols” and “metaphors” in and through interpretations that are grounded in the belief that the “superior and true are what is sensuously represented in the symbolic image,” and as such, the “essence of art stands or falls in accordance with the essence and truth of metaphysics” (18). For in “tragedy nothing is staged or displayed theatrically”; rather, there is a poetizing from out of a muthos, which unites theorein, poiesis, and praxis in an originary “saying,” or “showing forth,” of the “battle of the new gods against the old,” and as related to primordial poesy as Dictung. Heidegger (1993b) states that tragedy, as a supreme and superlative event of language



originating in the speech of the people, does not refer to this battle; it transforms the people’s saying so that now every living word fights the battle and puts up for decision what is holy and unholy, what is great and what is small, what brave and what cowardly, what lofty and what flighty, what master and what slave.

(169)




The tragic muthos of the Antigone, for example, as is related to Jim’s “leap” (Sprung) in the forthcoming section, poetizes in essence what we unpack shortly in terms of the παθειν το δεινον τουτο (pathein to deinon touto)—“to suffer, take up and bear the essence of Being (as un-homeliness or the not-at-home) into our own essence as it appears here and now.” Heidegger (1996) informs us that this suffering of the essence of the deinon is at once the human’s proper relationship to Being and is the “fundamental trait of that doing and action called το δραμα [the drama], which constitutes the ‘dramatic,’ the ‘action,’ in Greek tragedy,” which is poietized in and through the muthos (103). In tragedy, according to McNeill (2006), we experience the “exposure to Being,” for tragedy



is shown to be itself a poietic dwelling, accomplished [as originary praxis] in its Being by the poiesis of a world that occurs in each case as muthos—as muthos that is at once singular, unique, and worldly, bringing about a belonging to a whole [Being] that exceeds us.

(193)




As related to Conrad’s understanding of how art gathers its meaning, Heidegger (1996) is clear that the knowledge or understanding revealed in and through the muthos of the tragedy is not such that it can be “directly enunciated”; rather, it is more like



a φρονειν [phronein], a pondering and meditating that comes from the φρην, that is, from the ‘heart,’ form the innermost middle of the human essence itself,” which has its “own lucidity and decisiveness and yet remains fundamentally different from the self-assuredness of calculative understanding.

(107–108)




Thus, we can take no sure lessons, morals, or hardened truths from the muthos or the story’s telling and poetizing because there is an indeterminacy bound up with what is revealed in and through the originary theorein of the participants in the story. However, Heidegger is clear that what is indeterminate here does not “have the indeterminacy of what is empty, vague, and almost arbitrary”; rather, what is indeterminate is “what is supremely determined as One, the singular thing that, for the entire work, remains that which is, in advance, to be poetized by it” (121). And this we show is a form of human dwelling that is an originary form of ηθος that embodies and instantiates the “human potential for being, in its relation to being,” and this relationship is essentially a “poetic” dwelling (120).

To better understand the originary dwelling as an ηθος in Heidegger (1993b), we must attend to what he states regarding Sophoclean tragedy, which, as Heidegger states in “Letter on Humanism,” “preserve[s] the ethos [ηθος] in their sagas more primordially than Aristotle’s lectures on ‘ethics’” (256). What the tragedies reveal, shelter, and preserve is the manifestation of the foreign in the familiar within the



open region in which man dwells. The open region of his abode allows what pertains to man’s essence, and what in thus arriving resides in nearness to him, to appear. The abode of man contains and preserves the advent of what belongs to man in his essence.

(256)




In thinking the originary essence of ηθος, we ponder “the abode of man,” and in doing so we think “the truth of Being as the primordial element of man, as one who ek-sists,” and this “in itself is original ethics” (258). Dwelling (ηθος) in this sense is never a physical dwelling in terms of geometric space but, rather, a “poetic dwelling” where the human being is already in an opened-space amid other beings that is the context, or arena, for Being’s primordial unconcealing and concealing, with an emphasis, as stated, on the foreign, the “other,” the “not,” the irresolvable mystery. Heidegger’s readings of the Antigone in 1935 (Introduction to Metaphysics) and 1942 (“Der Ister”), although the interpretations differ radically, both shelter in and through the muthos the “telling” and “showing” of human dwelling as originary ethics (ηθος), and such an originary mode of Being-in-the-world is already found in Heraclitus’ Fragment 119, which reads, “εθος ανθροποι δαιμον” (ethos anthropoi daimon), from which Heidegger draws out a reading that, as opposed to “Character is for man destiny” (Freeman 1987) or “Human beings dwell originally with the spirit-god” (our rendering), reads, “The (familiar) abode for humans is the open region for the presencing of the god (the unfamiliar one).” Sophoclean tragedy enacts and accomplishes this dwelling in poetizing the relation between the human being and Being and does so by preserving it in language. As related to these issues, McNeill (2006) claims that what



the tragedies of Sophocles shelter and may reveal to us is not so much the “essence” of this site in the sense of what it is, but the site itself in its very prevailing and occurrence, in its worldly happening and unfolding… Not in the Aristotelian philosophical sense of Wesen, as (to ti en einai), but in the verbal sense of Wesen as the “essential happening” or enduring self-showing and self-concealing of something.

(189)




McNeill (2000) further develops these issues when writing on the significance of “thought” in Sophoclean tragedy, which



cannot be fully appreciated without taking into consideration precisely [the] proximity of poetic presentation to a thinking that is at least proto-philosophical, centering as it does on a throughtfulness and a giving-to-be-thought that occur in the time of the ancient theoria of Greek theatre.

(177)




Prior to theorein being thought of as the highest mode of “disclosure for Greek philosophy,” it was in the tragic theatre a mode of knowing, or aletheuein, that in addition to exceeding the bounds of “what can be appropriated by the logos of episteme, also transgresses such epistemic disclosure in the direction of the finite, the extra ordinary, and the divine” (177). Thus, as opposed to a detached form of contemplating the things that are divine, theorein not only



preserves precisely [the] encounter with the gods; it is also the unveiling of the foreign at home, in the site of one’s own worldly dwelling. It is the unveiling of the extra-ordinary in the midst of the ordinary, of the foreign in the midst of one’s own [,]

(179)




and as we show, it is the manifestation and revelation of the deinon (Unheimische—unhomely) in the midst and heart of the heimische (the homely). This is the originary ηθος of human dwelling that is also revealed in Heraclitus’s Fragment 119, as introduced earlier, which is, grounded in the human’s authentic relationship to Being in terms of Abgrund, or what Heidegger (1971) calls, as is now familiar to the reader, “the complete absence of the ground” (92). In bringing the phenomenon of human dwelling to light in the tragedy, the Greeks “presented,” in terms of the immediate, singular, unique, and the sensuous, “the worldly measure of human dwelling” (179), and this presentation or spectacle (poiesis) occurred as



enactment (praxis), and such enactment (action itself in its full self-presentation and encounter with its own limits, the accomplishment of its own completion: enactment as supreme energeia) unfolded in and as a self-showing and coming to presence that was not merely “for” an audience (as though the presentation of the action and the beholding of the spectators could be separated in reality, or exist in isolation), but was the theorien of the audience. Here, theoria, praxis, and poiesis are one and inseparable: they unfold in their unity as the sensuous immediacy of human dwelling in the world, and are not yet analytically separated in the manner that becomes determinative for the remainder of Western philosophy, science, and technology.

(179)




It is in and through the mode of disclosure of tragic-theorein that humans attain “insight (Einsicht) into that which is, into being itself as the configuration or constellation of presencing under the sway of technological ordering” (180), but herein lies the so-called saving power amid the danger of poetic language and its unique and essential truth, for with the human’s



“momentary” response to presence, at once finite and ek-static, thinking accomplishes and brings to the fore both the technological configuration of the world-presencing and that which exceeds it, that which, beyond and within technological “enframing” (Gestell), remains to be thought.

(180)




Through the tragic-seeing of the spectator a momentary vision of the human’s authentic relationship to Being, which has been lost and occluded emerges for historical (Geschick) appropriation (Ereignis), and this is the originary mode of dwelling. Made possible through the poietic “saying” of language, it is the “relation to being solely as something handed over to thought itself from Being. Such offering consists in the fact that in thinking Being comes to language” (Heidegger 1993b, 217). Tragedy is “disclosive of a more primordial human dwelling, in a recollective thinking [Andenken],” which manifests in the spectator’s or participant’s theorein, that “provides a pointer and a directive (Weisung)” (McNeill 2000, 180). The revelation in and through theorein of the human’s relationship with Being is made possible through the “telling” and “showing” of the muthos as it “actualizes” in the spectacle the praxis of the drama’s unfolding and, beyond, the unfolding of the human’s life. It is to this issue that we now turn.

Tragedy, we have said, does not merely depict, imitate, and re-present “tragic” action in an artistic, literary, or poetic manner. Rather, it poetizes through muthos an originary sense of praxis, which immediately must be separated from an understanding of praxis as either (1) the mere events (action) of the plot unfolding in a linear and narrative manner or (2) the realm of “action” as it is directed and guided by, in an erroneously conceived top-down model, theory or theoria. Heidegger (1993b) informs us that the “essence” of praxis is “accomplishment.” However, this is not to be thought of in terms of the teleological and willful accomplishment of one or another goal or end, rather to “accomplish means to unfold something into the fullness of its essence—to lead forth into this fullness—procure” (217). This is possible only if the source of our accomplishment already “is,” and “what is above all is Being,” and tragedy, much like poetic thinking (Andenken), “accomplishes the relation of Being to the essence of man” (217). The relationship as a poietic form of dwelling is brought to light in and through the unfolding of the muthos, which “is at once singular, unique and worldly, bringing about a belonging to a whole that exceeds us,” for in and through the fate of the tragic hero the audience comes to see their own fate, a collective fate or destining that stands in the approach of the inevitable deinon, the potential for Being-at-home in the unhomely (McNeill 2000, 183). As Heidegger (1996) asserts, tragedy is never limited to merely telling stories “about” heroes and gods; neither is it “played out in the opposition between the ‘state’ on the one hand and ‘religion’ on the other, but between what constitutes the innermost counterturning of the δεινον itself, insofar as the δεινον is thought as the unhomely” (118).

As we move into the final section concerning the difference between Jim’s “ethical” jump and what is a leap (Sprung) into the “other beginning,” we show that Marlow unknowingly acts as “truth-bearer” and “prophetic seer,” in a way similar to Greek tragedy, and as such Conrad can have Marlow proclaim such statements as “the initial world of each of our destiny [is] graven in imperishable characters on the face of rock” (Conrad 1996, 112), and much like the Greek chorus in the Antigone, Marlow can be viewed as holding the knowledge of what Heidegger identifies as the “hearth,” which in this case is the implicit “knowledge of Being [phronein] that is ultimately a knowledge of the ‘home’ and the understanding that Dasein’s destiny resides in the estrangement from the hearth (home),” and such knowledge is “poetic in nature, and thus not understood in terms of calculative thought, episteme (scientific), or techne” (Magrini 2014, 44). As Marlow says of hearth and home,



I was going home—to that home distant enough for all its hearthstones to be like one hearthstone, by which the humblest of us has the right to sit. We wander in our thousands over the face of the earth, the illustrious and the obscure, earning beyond the seas our fame, our money, or only a crust of bread; but it seems to me that for each of us going home must be like going to render an account. We return to face our superiors, our kindred, our friends—those whom we obey, and those whom we love; but even they who have neither, the most free, lonely, irresponsible, and bereft of ties—even those for whom home holds no dear face, no familiar voice even they have to meet the spirit that dwells within the land, under its sky, in its air, in its valleys, and on its rises, in its fields, in its waters and its trees—a mute friend, a judge, and inspirer. Say what you like, to get its joy, to breath its peace, to face its truth, one must return with a clear consciousness. […] I think it is the lonely, without a fireside or an affection they may call their own, those who return not to a dwelling but to the land itself, to meet its disembodied, eternal, and unchangeable spirit—it is those who understand best its severity, its saving power, the grace of its secular right to our fidelity, to our obedience. Yes! few of us understand, but we feel it though, and I say this without exception, because those who do not feel do not count. Each blade of grass has its spot on earth whence it draws its life, its strength; and so is man rooted to the land from which he draws his faith together with his life.

(134–135)




Marlow’s observation that Jim is indeed “one of us”25 is not, we suggest, the revelation and recognition that we all carry with us the burden of our “race,” or even humanity, but, rather, that we are, in advance, given over and beholden to the historical (Geschick) vocation to appropriate (Ereigenen) and take up (suffer) the truth of Being’s essence within our essence in terms of παθειν το δεινον τουτο. In closing this section we ponder McNeill’s (2000) comments in terms that relate to Conrad’s poetic ability to present for us the “tragic” tale of the human being’s downfall, or literally, under-going (Untergang), and revelation into the truth of the essence of Being, which, much like Sophocles, “accomplishes the being of human beings as dwelling” and does so “in thoughtfully enacting [muthos], that is, bringing to full disclosure [poiesis], the unfolding [praxis] of such a dwelling in its own time and situation” (171). Importantly, Geiman (2001) expresses our concerns in terms consistent with a poetic reading of Conrad and the muthos that is Jim’s story when pointing out that readings emerging from the “aesthetic” register, as related to Heidegger’s criticisms of “interpretive” readings, are still metaphysical. Poetizing, and most specifically the poetizing of Being, cannot be “understood on the model of art” but, rather, and more primordially, “on a model of prophecy” (180) or, as we have attempted to show, a Heideggerian understanding of Greek tragedy.




4. The Suffering and Taking Up of the Deinon as Essential Sacrifice: The Being-Toward-Death That Belongs to Being’s Destining

It is common, and in many respects, completely proper, to read Lord Jim in terms of a moral tale about the struggle of a man who must come to terms with a heroic ideal he has dreamed into existence and the seeming impossibility of actualizing it in and through his various adventures. For example, the Patna incident, when in a moment of abject cowardice, fearful the ship (Patna) carrying 800 Muslim pilgrims will sink he jumps into a lifeboat in order to save himself from what appears a certain death. The ship is later rescued and towed aground, and Jim faces an official inquiry. At the very end of the story, in fact within the last two pages, Jim performs an act that on the surface appears to finally redeem him in terms of at once upholding the moral commitment made to the Malay community and choosing what would seem to be the supreme ethical choice of self-sacrifice when that commitment is challenged and put to the test, tha tis, giving his life for the life of Doramin’s son, Dain Waris. Even on a standard ethical reading—a systematic and philosophical reading—Jim’s decision to sacrifice his life stands outside the register of what can be properly classified as “ethical.” This is because this type of act cannot be classified in terms of an “obligatory act,” which is an act that is morally required, to refrain from performing it would be immoral. In theoretical or applied ethics, it is possible to classify Jim’s actions under the category of the “supererogatory,” which represents extreme actions of an altruistic nature. Such actions cannot legitimately be judged moral, immoral, or neutral because these “acts are neither required nor obligatory”; this is because “they exceed what morality requires, going ‘beyond the call of duty’”(Pojman and Fieser 2006, 9).

However, we cannot simply gloss this issue, for our reading requires that we approach the “ethics” involved in Jim’s story, and we turn first to a notion of the philosophical manifestation of “ethics” as a discipline and area of study, for this will allow the reader to understand how Jim’s actions might be read in an alterative manner which stands in a radical and ontological relation to the standard notion of the “ethical.” For this we must approach a notion of a duty and beholden-ness to a destining that transcends the realm of the ethike, the realm of “habituated” ethical practices that have been systematically codified. McNeill (2000) presents four phases in and through which “ethics” becomes a philosophical discipline and these phases are driven by the underlying move to withdraw “from the immediacy of dwelling in the world and from a legein or saying that itself dwells in this proximity of appearing” (175). It is necessary to grasp these phases and movement, for they are related to the metaphysics of presence, in order to understand the claim introduced in the previous section that Sophoclean tragedy harbors and shelters an ethos (ηθος), or form of originary dwelling, more primordial than Aristotle’s lectures on ethos (as ethike) related to “habituated” practices. In the history of philosophy, as the history of Western metaphysics, (1) the transformation of thinking into a disciplined area of study known as “philosophy” occurs, and the logos of philosophy is removed from the initial appearing of beings and entities within the world. (2) Philosophy seeks what is most permanent and present-at-hand, that is, as opposed to the phenomenon of presencing it is more concerned with what is “present” and the expression thereof becomes an apophantic logos expressing “truth” in terms of correspondence of an epistemic nature. (3) The knowledge of the philosopher occurs at a remove from the immediate in-dwelling of the situation or context of the presencing of the world and entities at a so-called objective epistemic remove. And (4) the development of disciplines emerges and carves up various regions of Being for examination through the specialized modes and techniques of methodological inquiry. For example, the concern for “truth” is restricted to the branch of philosophy called epistemology. As McNeill puts it,



[t]he development of disciplines of knowledge becomes possible only on the basis of a withdrawal from the immediate and pressing affairs and activities of daily life, such that one’s being is no longer a dwelling in the world but increasingly becomes a standing before the world as something to be contemplated and investigated.

(175)




In and through the development of the disciplines, the “telling of the ethos of human beings,” there is a radical and



fundamental transformation in the telling itself (and thus the nature of ethos) has occurred, namely from the poetic telling [a pre-philosophical telling] of muthos to a primarily apophantic logos, such that there is no common measure (if Being itself indeed finds its unfolding and completion in the saying of language).

(172)




The problem, or better, the aspects of Being that Aristotle’s formal ethics deals with, and indeed the same can be said of other forms of systematic ethics, are less primordial than the ethos (ηθος) of tragedy because Aristotle’s



inquiry remains an inquiry into a restricted region of being, and… this regional character of the inquiry… is problematic, because it is symptomatic of a certain loss of worldly dwelling. On the other hand, as a theoretical and epistemic inquiry, it seeks formal knowledge of praxis, that is, of that which, by Aristotle’s own admission, can in its very accomplishment never be reduced to or grounded in purely formal knowledge.

(175)




We already encounter Heidegger’s serious concern with originary dwelling as a form of primordial ethos in the 1934–1935 Hölderlin lectures, “Germania” and “The Rhine.” For where Heidegger (2014) describes Dasein’s “exposure” to Being as an event (Ereignis) and destining (Geschick), he is intimating the type of originary ethos formalized in the Origin,” “Letter on Humanism” and, as is the focus of our reading in this section, the 1942 lecture course Hölderlin’s Hymn “The Ister.” Dwelling is only possible when we understand, and this is the enlightenment gleaned from the poets Hölderlin and Sophocles—and we have already related this to the phenomenon of Mitsein in Chapter 1 §2—that the “‘originary’ community does not first arise through the taking up of reciprocal relations—only society arises in this way—rather community is through each individual being bound in advance to something that binds and determines every individual in exceeding them. Something must manifest,” that is, Being’s presencing, “that is neither the individual taken alone, nor community as such” (74). It is in this relationship with Being, which is a “poetic dwelling,” that instantiates the context of an originary ethos. With this in mind, our reading veers from an interpretation embracing the ethics involved in Jim’s decision to offer his life through the adherence and devotion to Malay custom or any oaths sworn to either the local Patusan community or the human community writ large. As Heidegger moves into the 1940s, his thoughts are primarily focused on a return to Hölderlin and a rereading of Sophocles’s Antigone, which undergoes a radical rethinking in relation to Heidegger’s renewed thinking of the Turn from its original presentation in Introduction to Metaphysics (2000), and we have more to say about this 1935 interpretation of Sophocles in the following. Bambach (2003) offers a succinct introduction to the themes that concern us, although where Bambach employs the term Unheimlich as a translation for “uncanny,” which is read by Heidegger in relation to the δεινον, we have included the term Un-heimische to accurately capture the sense of Dasein’s “homelessness,” or the unhomely, precisely in terms of the human’s not-being-at-home. In Hölderlin’s Hymn “The Ister,”


Heidegger takes up again [the] Sophoclean-Hölderlinian theme of ‘coming to be at home in not being at home’ [Unheimische]… the possibility for ‘poetic dwelling’. Heidegger comes to think of dwelling as bound up with the question of our ethos/Aufenthalt. In these habituated haunts of our habitats and settlement—habits come to be un-settling, uncanny and Unheimlich [and Unheimische] precisely because they engage the fundamental homelessness of human being—Heidegger finds the measure for the possibility of poetic dwelling.

(112)




Conrad offers us a portrait of Jim as a man “wandering,” seeking a home, ground, and Being, in a Romantic ideal of courageous adventures through which he might distinguish himself like the hero of a novel. And in all, this wandering after the Patna incident, as Marlow tells it, Jim “retreated from one world, for a small matter of an impulsive jump, and now the other, the work of his own hands, had fallen in ruin upon his head” (242). After pledging his own life for the safety of the community, according to Malay culture, the chief’s son is murdered by Gentleman Brown, to whom Jim, after a leap of faith (i.e., another jump), provided safe passage down the river. However, as stated earlier, Jim’s decision to give himself over to the chief, which ultimately led to the sacrifice of his life, should not be read exclusively and essentially as a “decision” based on codes of honor, promises, responsibilities to others, or nomological ethical precepts, that is, as the ultimate redemptive act required to right the wrongs of his ethically questionable decisions to refuse rescue to a sinking ship and later to abandon the passengers of the Patna. Read essentially from out of the other beginning, as we attempt to show, Jim’s de-cision is a manifestation of and relationship to what Heidegger (1996) terms, drawing from Sophoclean tragedy, παθειν το δεινον τουτο (to suffer and take up the truth of the essence of Being as the supreme nature of human existence as supreme unhomeliness; our rendering). To δεινον means “on the one hand, the fearful, but also the powerful, and finally, the inhabitual” (67). The human is το δεινοτατον, which indicates that it is unhomely in its essence; it is the supreme unhomely One. This might be understood as the truth of the essence of the human’s relationship to Being, as that which Heidegger finds expressed in the Greek word, ταμηχανα (tamechana), or “that against which nothing can avail, that which therefore remains something altogether of no avail” (100), in other words, “that over which human beings can neither rule nor dispose” (101). This understanding is crucial to our reading, for this fate is what is ultimately “destined to us, destiny [das Zu-geschickte, das Geschick] and its essential ground” (100).26 This we claim is the authentic relationship to the destining of Being that Heidegger philosophizes, or better, poetizes, in his analysis of “Der Ister” (Part Two, §10–20) as it is poetized in his radical rereading of the Antigone. Here, in Heidegger’s 1942 reading, as Foti (1999) observes, the juxtaposition between deinon-deinotaton and the tragic conflict “is no longer played out between techne and dike,” as it was in the 1935 reading, “but rather between the two modalities of homelessness and homecoming,” which is intimately bound up with the interplay between concealment and unconcealment, and as such “the rhetoric has changed from a rhetoric of power to a rhetoric of alienation” (173).27

Prior to a close reading of the final events of the story, we want to examine what we term Jim’s “inauthentic” relation, or the reaction framed by the attunement of the metaphysics of presence (das Ge-stell), to the truth of Being’s essence that is understood by Heidegger (2014) in terms of “having the delusion of being truly among beings, without this being the case,” and although the human being has and has always already had a relationship to Being, or the hearth, this relationship is obscured and occluded, that is, a relationship highlighted by “forgetting and blindness, as a result of which he or she is unable to have being in view or in a thoughtful remembrance [Andenken]” (109). This, we argue, is precisely the “misrecognition” by Jim as he moves from place to place in search of a stable life, it is also the misunderstanding of Being expressed through the horrified reaction of Jewel to Jim’s seemingly incomprehensible and absurd decision to stay and resist both fighting against and fleeing from Doramin:



“Ah,” she exclaimed, peering at him as it were, “you are mad or false. Do you remember the night I prayed you to leave me, and you said that you could not? That it was impossible! Impossible! Do you remember you said you would never leave me? Why? I asked you for no promise. You promised unasked—remember.”

(244)




Heidegger claims that the inauthentic relationship to Being manifests in and through a sense of “anxiety,” which arises because the human being is essentially deinon, and thus “uncanny in the sense of that which is not at home,” and it is for this reason that “the un-homely [Un-heimische] can, as a consequence, also be ‘uncanny [“unheimlich”] in the sense of something that has an alienating or ‘frightening’ effect that gives rise to anxiety” (71). Anxiety, in this sense, is not to be conflated with Heidegger’s (1962) use of the term as related to the existential mood/attunement (Stimmung/Befindlichkeit) of Angst and the “existential” solus ipse (principium individuationis), the harbinger of Dasein’s radical mode of authenticity, “the most extreme possibility of itself, which it can seize and appropriate as standing before it” (Heidegger 1992, 11E). Rather, “anxiety” in 1942 is a fearful agitation that grounds the impetus of the human to turn from and flee-in-the-face of its responsibility to its essence as Un-heimische. However, as Heidegger (1996) observes, although “the frightful, the δεινον can thus instill fear and chase one into open flight,” because it is also and, more important, “worthy of honor, it can also awaken awe, and thus become binding and take one into its concealed protection” (63).

In the first four chapters of Conrad’s (1996) novel, Jim’s history, dreams, and early pursuits are related by the omniscient narrator, and here the reader learns that Jim



saw himself saving people from sinking ships, cutting away masts in a hurricane, swimming through the surf with a line […]. He confronted savages on tropical shores, quelled mutinies on the high seas, and in a small boat upon the ocean kept up the hearts of despairing men—always an example of devotion to duty, and as unflinching as a hero in a book.

(9)




Yet this type of travel and adventure, according to Heidegger, misses the significance of the δεινον (Un-heimische) “as the fundamental kind of essence belonging to human beings” (73), because it has been granted and bestowed as destiny (Geschick). The type of “homelessness” linked with the human’s essence is not to be found in one who takes “pleasure and satisfaction in a mere traveling around”; neither is it to be located in the “adventurer who remains homeless on account of his lack of rootedness” (73). Rather, the “sea and the land and the wilderness” are locales that humans transform through their skillfulness and resourcefulness, through the machinations of techne, they may indeed be “inhabitable” but not in the same way as the δεινον is inhabitable, for in such machinations, Heidegger assures us, “the homely is precisely not attained” (73). Indeed, when Jim goes to sea he becomes quickly disenchanted with the travel, for the adventure he sought was not to be found, in fact, he found the regions of his travels “strangely barren of adventure,” for as he “made many voyages” the “monotony of existence between sky and water descended like a pall upon his existence” (11). In these early passages we find a disenchantment, which foreshadows his later travels, but at this point in the novel, what is closest, that is, the historical destining of Jim’s vocation, is precisely what is farthest, lost, and occluded. If, as Heidegger (1996) reasons,



the unhomley one [to deinotaton] were simply the mere adventurer, he could not even be δεινος, uncanny, in the sense of the frightful and powerful [and inhabitable]; for the adventurer is at most strange and interesting. Yet does not attain the higher realm of the δεινον, to whose essence there belongs a counterturning… Being unhomely is no mere deviance from the homely, but rather the converse; a seeking and searching out of the homely, a seeking that at times does not know itself.

(73–74)




Jim’s incessant drive to locate a new “home” and establish a sense of homeliness among the inhospitable locales within which he finds himself, and thus quell the anxiety of the δεινον, is captured in Hewitt’s (1966) analysis of Lord Jim when observing that Jim



will not accept his weakness and stay in a place where men knew his story, and so he is driven farther and farther eastwards in search for a refuge where he can start with a clean slate and establish himself as a trustworthy man.

(56[32])




Up to the last two chapters of Conrad’s novel it is possible to understand Jim’s existence in terms of what Heidegger (1996) identifies as forgetting the “danger” at the heart of the δεινον, for the adventurer seeks and “finds the homely precisely in what is constantly and merely not-homely, in the foreign taken as itself” (75). What is missed in all of these adventurous travels is the “essence of uncanniness [unhomeliness] itself, namely, presencing in the manner of an absencing, and in such a way that whatever presences and abscences here is itself simultaneously the open realm of all presencing and absencing” (75). The counterturning movement in the δεινον is “enunciated purely and poetically” in the movement of the παντοπορος-απορος (pantoporos-aporos), “being driven out in every way and along every route, but left without an authentic way through to their essence” (75). In and through forgetting or fleeing from their unhomely essence, humans are at once “conceding their exclusion from entry into their own essence,” and subsequently in “those beings they come to, and in which they think themselves at home, they come to nothing” (76). This notion is about humans busying themselves, throwing themselves in all directions with no way out of that which cannot be availed, and must rather be confronted, suffered, and taken up. In “human beings reaching everywhere,” in the quest to come to “something,” they, in fact, come to “nothing, because they remain stuck within particular beings in each case, and fail to grasp their being or essence in such beings” (76). Heidegger calls this situation the “Kαταστροφη” in the most originary manner of conceiving the term, as a “reversal that turns [humans] away from their own essence” (77). When the human being is enacting its existence from out of the essence of the counterturning of the παντοπορος-απορος, they are, in fact, under the sway and attunement (Stimmung) of the metaphysical tradition, for the “unbroken domination of metaphysical thinking and its rich tradition… make it almost impossible for us to think adequately the poetic word παντοπορος-απορος in respect of its inward counterturning” (78).

Although certainly not providing an aletheic or ontological reading, Hewitt’s (1966) remarks concerning Marlow after the inquiry are interesting, for at this time Marlow approaches Jim’s fellow officers because “he hopes to learn of a redeeming motive for his offense” (58[35]), and Marlow, recognizing something insightful, states, “I see well enough now that I hoped for the impossible—for the laying of what is the most obstinate ghost of a man’s creation, of the uneasy doubt uprising like a mist, secret and gnawing like a worm, and more chilling than the certitude of death—the doubt of the sovereign [human] power enthroned in a fixed standard of conduct” (Conrad 1996, 34–35). According to Hewitt (1966), for Marlow, Jim raises “doubts of the finality of the very [ethical] standards themselves” by which the inquisition employs to condemn him, and in this “doubt” there resides the ontological “possibility that there are hidden depths of feeling against which they are powerless” (58[36]). It is Marlow, although certainly not assuming the role of omniscient narrator, who penetrates into the hidden depths of such thoughts and the forces that might be surging below and behind them. For Marlow, “cannot cast Jim out as an offender and forget him, and this is not merely because he is a fellow Englishman, but because [Jim] seems to cast doubt on the values by which they could condemn him” (58–59[36]). Indeed, nowhere in the novel are these doubts concerning the human code of ethics, as ethike, as a systematic and principled approach to judging human behavior put more in question than in the final pages of the novel, in Jim’s last and seemingly inconceivable and absurd act of self-sacrifice. On a Heideggerian understanding, it is possible to suggest that it is the entire scope of human mores that Jim sacrifices in the final section of the novel, for, as Marlow states, through a reflective and thoughtful remembrance (Andenken), Jim went “away from a living woman to celebrate his pitiless wedding with a shadowy ideal of conduct” (246), shadowy because it is not evident to the others but is revealed to Marlow, albeit in terms of an intuition, in terms of the phronein of Being, and in this revelation the “essential ground [Ab-grund] of the un homely is thereby first unveiled. It is through this that the inner essence of being properly unhomely is first determined” (Heidegger 1996, 115). This knowledge of Being, which is ultimately a knowledge of home and the understanding that human Dasein resides in the estrangement from the homely that allows Marlow, in terms of knowledge and telling that is poetic in nature to conclude his observations as follows: “Is [Jim] satisfied—quite, now, I wonder? We ought to know. He is one of us,” that is, Jim belongs to the “hearth” (Being-at-home) and therefore is essentially expelled from it (not-at-home) as the supreme το δεινοτατον, the un-homely One (Conrad 1996, 246).

Jim is understood by Marlow as the most uncanny (Un-heimliche) and unhomely (Un-heimische) One, as one who also recognizes an essential truth beyond mere human ordinances, beyond human customs and ethical systems, which is the necessity of acquiescing to his historical destiny given in advance by Being, requiring the committed releasement over to the δεινον. This is why Marlow constantly hesitates and fails to determine Jim and why Jim remains unclear to Marlow. Conrad, in and through the muthos of the story’s telling of praxis, shows that the opening to the exposure of Being’s destining, in terms of radical concealment, is “poetized,” and these actions are presented for the reader “in a way that addresses itself to this very concealment” and takes it up “in a mode of saying that preserves it in its mystery, and orients human beings to this mystery as grounding source and as what is to come” (Geiman 2001, 180).

Heidegger incorporates three terms to indicate Being in Der Ister, and they are the “hearth,” phusis, and pelein, and this last term is drawn from the pre-philosophical poetry of Homer and Hesiod, which means ειναι (einai), “to emerge and come forth of its own accord and thus to presence” (71), which is the emerging and “self-presencing that “stirs itself of its own accord and thus does not flow away but remains and abides within itself in its surging” (72). What comes to presence for human beings is not another “being or entity” but, rather, a historical destiny that was sent in advance from out of the indeterminate future, and the phronein that catches glimpses and intimations of this destining (Geschick) and potential appropriation (Ereignis), can never be formed and communicated in common language or straightforward terms by the author or poet, for this truth “is not merely formed into a poetic statement by the poet” but, rather, “is itself meant as a poetizing knowing” (111). What is poetized is the saying and finding, or recovery of, the lost relationship to Being, and such “finding is supreme, not because what is to be found [das Zu-findende] here remains entirely concealed, but because it is that which is always already revealed for human beings and is the nearest of all that is near” (120). In this revelation that comes by way of the knowing as a phronein, a “rupture” of the forgetfulness of Being is “achieved” as a praxis, as the proper unfolding of something into the “fullness of its essence” as what is most proper (Ereigen) to one’s own in relation to Being’s destining (Heidegger 1933b, 217). This is the reattunement of Jim in a “knowing that in turn achieves a profound reorientation of human self-understanding and relation to beings” (Geiman 2001, 179). Marlow, in his thoughtful remembrance of Jim reflects this phronein:



Now, he is no more, there are days when the reality of his existence comes to me with an immense, with an overwhelming force; and yet upon my honour there are moments too when he passes from my eyes like a disembodied spirit astray amongst the passions of the earth, ready to surrender himself faithfully to the claim of his own world of shades.

(Conrad 1996, 246)




Jim instantiates in the extreme “one of the two essential human possibilities conjoined in the contrariety (Gegenwendigkeit) of the deinon,” namely, renouncing earthly attachments, laws, and the νομος, “for the sake of an ontological passion” (Foti 1999, 174). In the end, Jim neither flees nor fights, refusing the “anxious” retreat and escape from his destiny, and refuses to fight as if recognizing the uselessness of mere human machinations in acts of doing violence through the power of techne. Rather, he understands what is required is a “self-opening or a stance of receptivity that relates to beings by looking beyond them,” to their “source and ground in concealment and mystery” (Geiman 2001, 178). In direct relation to the understanding of Heidegger’s (1996) poetizing of the ταμηχανα, against which no one can avail themselves, Jim releases himself over to an approaching destiny, realizing there is “no escape” and “nothing to fight for,” and so he solemnly, with the “hearty” knowledge of Being (as φρην), declares, “Time to finish this” (Conrad 1996, 244). It is not Jim’s death per se that is of supreme interest but, rather, der Augenblick, the “right time,” or time of Being’s historical presencing and appropriation (Ereignis), when Jim takes up the δεινον prior to ever standing before Doramin and uttering his final words, “I am come ready and unarmed” (245). In this moment (der Augenblick) Jim becomes because he already is, what is poetized, the story, the telling, the saying (muthos), namely, the supreme unhomely One (to deinotaton), which for Heidegger indicates that he is “nothing other than becoming homely in being unhomely,” and in the poetic telling, it must be understood, and this is what sets the telling off from a saying associated with works of “free inventing [Erfinden] in the sense of will imagining by authors and poets (120), that the telling “always remains only as a potential for being that pertains to risk—as something to be poetized and poetically decidable” (121).

Jim’s death is not a death that merely defies traditional ethics; it is also a death that shatters any sense of individuation (solus ipse). This is at once dying in a way where Jim’s being-toward-death transcends the mere earthly death of a solitary man, it is ultimately the death that takes upon itself “the necessity of down-going” in relation to the deinon [Un-heimische], as “the dying that is belonging to Being” (McNeill 2001, 183). This unhomely nature also “belongs, in an ever-equivocal manner, to the worldly dwelling of beings” (183). To conclude, what Jim understands, or thoughtfully remembers (Andenken), the historical destining of Being, is ταμηχανα “that against which nothing can avail, and which, therefore itself remains something altogether of no avail. Such is that which is destined to us, [das Zu-geschickte, das Geschickt] and its essential ground,” which, for Heidegger, is the utter lack of ground (Ab-grund) highlighting the existence of the most extreme uncanny One, the One who is deinon, or not-at-home (Un-heimische).




5. Concluding Remarks

In this chapter we have tried to read Joseph Conrad’s novel Lord Jim by paying heed to Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn. We have focused our analysis in part on the novel as a work of art and in part as a text that stages the human’s essential relation to Being through Heidegger’s understanding of Sophoclean tragedy. In the course of our reading of the novel we have attempted to provide a possibility to rethink the text in terms of Heidegger’s notion of “the other beginning,” which problematizes traditional hermeneutic interpretations of literature. We have suggested that attending to the movement (Satz) of the text, to avoid getting caught up in a focus on the content by retelling the plot, can lead us to, as readers, making the leap into a reading that addresses the preconditions and origin of art at the limit of metaphysics. Thus, we have honed in on certain key words (Fingerzeigen) that can potentially open up for such a reading. More specifically, we have focused on such keywords as the jump/leap, destining, decision, doubt, and tragedy.

Our take on Conrad’s Lord Jim, in consequence, becomes a reading, which suggests that the novel stages the very possibilities of its own origin as art. The movement of the text and its content, in concert, provide a profound reflection on the human’s relation, or lack thereof, to Being, while it at the same time functions as a reflection on the essence and origin of literature as art. As we suggest, while the text gives us the traces to pursue these questions, it nevertheless withholds its “meaning.” Instead, Conrad’s novel calls us to listen to the language of the text; it calls us to question our ingrained ways of reading and to rethink our habits of knowing. Yet, the text remains unhomely, keeping its secret in secret. Just like Marlow’s inability to come to a clear understanding of Jim, so, too, are we as readers, in the end, faced with a novel whose full meaning remains just out of reach. But we can still listen to its call and let our reading be a dwelling where we can prepare for the cision of Ereignis.



Notes

1 For the textual history of Lord Jim, see Moser (1998).

2 For an analysis of Polish and German Romanticism, and their influence on Conrad’s notion of history, see Niland (2009).

3 Much has been written on Conrad and (post)colonialism. For an informative and scholarly analysis of Conrad and his work in relation to colonialism, see Collits (2005).

4 For an analysis of Conrad’s use of the romance genre, see, for example, Baxter (2010).

5 For readings of modernism and the debate about impressionism in Conrad, see Watt (1980), Jameson (1983), and Peters (2001).

6 For a study focusing on the language and narrative technique in Conrad’s work, see Greaney (2002).

7 See, for example, Watt (1980) and Sherry (1966).

8 Reginald Lilly (1991) provides an informative discussion of the word Geschick as it relates to Heidegger’s The Principle of Reason in his “Translator’s Introduction.”

9 Richardson (1974) proposes the word mittence as one of the possible synonyms for Geschick. He comes to the word by way of the Latin emittere which means hurl, let go, utter; and Medieval Latin mittere meaning to send, throw, hurl. He also comments on history and the movement of concealment-unconcealment of the Geschick of Being.

10 In this chapter we limit ourselves to attend to Conrad’s preface to The Nigger of the Narcissus and, to our main interest, Lord Jim. For a different take on what could be called the secret in Conrad’s work and how his texts often seem to upset the attempt to hermeneutically unravel them, see, for example, Schwieler (2013 ).

11 On Conrad and Impressionism, see footnote 5.

12 This is something that Greaney (2002) highlights in Chapter 5, “The scandals of Lord Jim,” in in his book Conrad, Language, and Narrative: “The stubborn longevity of the Patna scandal makes it all the more urgent for Marlow to produce a definite version of Jim, a kind of variorum edition with apocrypha and corruptions properly subordinated. But Marlow’s tale hesitates continually on the brink of uttering the ‘last word’ of Jim” (2002, 82), and a little later Greaney states, regarding Conrad’s own procrastination to finish his tale: “The discrete of the narrative are determined to resist being integrated into some over-arching teleological superstructure. The primary anecdote breeds subsidiary anecdotes, subsidiary enigmas—stories that might have been told, that have been excised from some imaginary, comprehensive ur-text” (84).

13 The four works in which Conrad uses Marlow as a narrator are Youth, Heart of Darkness, Lord Jim and Chance. Much has been written about the significance of Marlow in Conrad’s works. To give two fairly recent examples, see Wake (2007) and Paris (2005). Harold Bloom has also edited a volume of essays on Marlow in Conrad’s work, see Bloom (1992).

14 All references to Lord Jim are from the Norton Critical Edition (1996) of the novel. This edition is based on the periodical (Blackwood), the first, and the third English editions of Lord Jim.

15 The German word Spielraum implies that something or someone is given the space to maneuver and given space for action, although within certain limits. If translated as “play-space” (as in the English translation of The Principle of Reason) these nuances would be lost.

16 See, for example, the section on Jim’s jump in Watts (1993).

17 When it comes to a possible”beyond” of metaphysics, Heidegger (1999) states the following in Contributions: “This indication that the current concepts of ‘truth’ and the current failure to differentiate ‘being’ and ‘beings’ lead to a mis-interpretation of the truth of be-ing and above all always already presuppose this truth—this very indication can still deteriorate into a mistake if it accepts the conclusion that what counts is to state the unstated ‘presuppositions’, as if pre-suppositions could be graspable without what is posited as such having already been grasped. Within beings and the interpretation of beings unto their beingness in the sense of representedness (and already of ιδεα), it makes sense and is correct to go back to ‘presuppositions’ and ‘conditions’. Such a return, therefore, has become the basic form of ‘metaphysical’ thinking in manifold modifications, to such a degree that even the overcoming of ‘metaphysics’ toward an inceptual understanding cannot do without this way of thinking (cf. Being and Time and Vom Wesen des Grundes, here the attempt at a leap into be-ing)” (64).
Any attempt to venture beyond metaphysics must, Heidegger indicates, take its departure from within metaphysics. Moreover, a language outside metaphysics is not possible. Rather, to listen to how language speaks within metaphysics is necessary, in order to transform language. In Contributions, Heidegger (1999) suggests that “[t]he truth of be-ing cannot be said with the ordinary language that today is ever more widely misused and destroyed by incessant talking. Can this truth ever be said directly, if all language is still the language of beings? Or can a new language for be-ing be invented? No. And even if this could be accomplished—and even without artificial word-formation—such a language would not be a saying language. All saying has to let the ability to hear arise with it. Both must have the same origin. Thus only one thing counts: to say the most nobly formed language in its simplicity and essential force, to say the language of beings as the language of be-ing. This transformation of language pushes forth into domains that are still dosed off to us, because we do not know the truth of be-ing. Thus speaking of ‘refusal of follow-through’, ‘clearing of sheltering’, ‘en-owning’, ‘Da-sein’, is not picking truths out of the words but rather opening up the truth of be-ing in such a transformed saying (cf. Preview, 38: Reticence in Silence)” (54).
McNeill (2001) touches on the question of a”beyond” of metaphysics when he states the following regarding Heidegger’s notion of Ereignis and Augenblick in Contributions to Philosophy: “The question concerning the truth of the happening of being, as Ereignis, itself occurs as the Augenblick of a historical transition to another thinking of being, a thinking whose time is that of its own enactment, of its coming into its own being, of its being ‘enowned’. The ‘singular simplicity’ of this transition, Heidegger goes on to say, can never be grasped historiographically or by our ordinary concept of history—since these merely represent objectively what has already occurred and lies present. They belong to metaphysical thinking. The transitional thinking of Contributions, by contrast, belongs to a time that can never be present as such, to what Heidegger calls ‘the concealed moments [Augenblicke] of the history of being’. […] The Augenblick of this thinking, which first ‘sets’ or establishes (setzt) the time of Ereignis, is also the Augenblick of this thinking’s being established within being, that is, becoming a work that itself henceforth is and remains to be read—a work whose time has always yet to come” (140). McNeill’s rendition of the mo(ve)ment beyond metaphysics is similar to the one we suggest in our reading in this chapter.

18 For an analysis of the notion of decision in Heidegger, see, for example, Raffoul (2010, 236–239).

19 We give the passage in both English and German to highlight some of the keywords that Heidegger makes use of and that are of relevance for understanding the importance of Heidegger’s choice of words. These key words include Heidegger’s use of Seyn for Sein (Being), Umkehrung (reversal) as it is related to Kehre (turn), and Entscheidung (decision), which Heidegger renders as Entscheidung (de-cision) to implicate the whole register of meanings of the word Scheidung.

20 The de-cision is thus precisely the impasse or aporia of the ontological difference, which we have referred to on several occasions. Hamacher (1997) gives the following explanation of what Heidegger means by de-cision: “This de-cision is, as Heidegger defines it, simultaneously the outline of ontological difference and the release of what is undecided and always undecidable in it, the release of Being; it is the decision of the undecidable and out of it, the disclosedness [Erschlossenheit] of what is closed itself in its openness and therefore which is held-open non-decision. […] In the de-cision—that is to say, in the open of the opening decision and un-decision stand together, a system before every possible systematization of conceptual units, in inconceivable ‘system’, not an open system, but the system of the Open, or, in Heidegger’s frequently used ambiguous and anasemic term, the jointure [Fuge]. The de-cision—no longer understood in a moral or anthropological-existential way—is thus the making-its-own of Being as that which is in fact and in the act inappropriable, and in fact the undoable. De-cision means a system of the Open and means: the gathering into ungatherable apartness” (56).

21 See Heidegger’s (1999) Contrubutions (38–42). The first and the other beginning can be compared to what Heidegger means by Geschick in The Principle of Reason. These two beginnings imply a careful reading of the history of metaphysics (ontology, heremneutics), which is the first beginning, in order to make a reading possible that attends to the unthought of ontology and metaphysics, which thus becomes the other beginning.

22 See Heidegger’s (2003) Four Seminars, where he, in the seminar in Le Thor of September 5, 1968, deals with the problem of the ontological difference (24–26).

23 As Heidegger (1999) says of the “other beginning” in Contributions: “In the domain of the other beginning there is neither ‘ontology’ nor anything at all like ‘metaphysics’. No ‘ontology’, because the guiding question no longer sets the standard or determines the range. No ‘metaphysics’, because one does not proceed at all from beings as extant or from object as known (Idealism), in order then to step over to something else (cf. Playing-Forth). Both of these are merely transitional names for initiating an understanding at all” (41–42).

24 Tragedy and ethics are common themes for analysis in Lord Jim. However, in our reading of the novel we want to propose a reading of these two themes that relates to Heidegger’s specific thinking of tragedy and ethics in his thinking after the Turn. For examples of scholarly essays that broach the themes of tragedy and ethics in Lord Jim, see Epstein H. S. (1973), Panichas (2000), and Packer (2006).

25 “One of us” is a phrase repeated nine times throughout the novel and are echoed by Conrad in his famous 1917 “Author’s Note” to Lord Jim: “One sunny morning, in the commonplace surroundings of an Eastern roadstead, I saw his form pass by—appealing—significant—under a cloud—perfectly silent. Which is as it should be. It was for me, with all the sympathy of which I was capable, to seek fit words for his meaning. He was ‘one of us’” (6). Of significance to our reading here is also the intertextual Biblical reference that the phrase infer: “Behold the man is become as one of us, to know good and evil” (Genesis 3.22). The phrase is repeated for the last time at the very end of the novel: “He is one of us—and have I not stood up once, like an evoked ghost, to answer for his eternal constancy? Was I so very wrong after all? Now, he is no more, there are days when the reality of his existence comes to me with an immense, with an overwhelming force; and yet upon my honour there are moments too when he passes from my eyes like a disembodied spirit astray amongst the passions of this earth, ready to surrender himself faithfully to the claim of his own world of shades” (246).

26 One should keep in mind, here, the German meaning of schicken, to send, which gives Heidegger’s statement the notion of”the fate that has been sent,” along with all other possible meanings at work in the ambiguous play of the words Geschick-schicken.

27 For a study on the theme of homecoming in Heidegger, see Mugerauer (2008).
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6
Rethinking Gelassenheit in Heidegger’s Turn

Releasing Ourselves to the Original Event of Learning


Introduction

For the most part, the field of Heidegger scholarship related to education since the 1970s1 continues to focus on Being and Time and works that sit roughly within a decade of that publication; for example, in the latest surge of interest in Heidegger for education we find contributions from such scholars as Dall’ Alba (2009), Brook (2009), and Ehrmantraut (2010). It is uncommon to encounter scholars interested in Heidegger’s potential relation to contemporary education delving into the later works of Heideg ger, such as the lecture courses from the mid-1930s and early 1940s on Höldelrlin and the essence of poetry.2 Still more rare in educational studies are works that attempt to plumb the depths of Heidegger’s later corpus from the mid-1930s through the late 1950s. However, it must be noted that Babich (2017), Peters (2002, 2009), Thomson (2005), and Bonnett (1984) engage later Heidegger, indeed, Bonnett holds the distinction of being the first philosopher of education to seriously and insightfully approach Heideg ger’s philosophy of the Turn. The later essays and lectures by Heidegger, as we have indicated, increasingly attentive to remaining open to the address of language, become more and more poetic. It is possible to state that Heidegger’s later writing takes on a mystical quality, separating it off drastically from the earlier work, which adopts an academic tone with a structure that allows the reader to follow, in a discursive fashion, the unfolding of the ideas with which Heidegger grapples. As stated, this is not the case with the later works of the Turn (Kehre), and this makes it exceeding difficult to explicate and understand the precise meanings that Heidegger might have intended, and this is essential, according to philosophers of education, if the ideas are to hold the potential for inspiring new thinking on education in order to unlock the potential for Heidegger’s thought to enhance educational practices. When reading the later works we also encounter the difficulty that becomes almost central to Heidegger’s thinking: The problem of how to think and speak about Being without turning it into an object of thought, without bringing it before consciousness in terms of an eidetic re-presentation, hence bastardizing its essence and impeding efforts to communicate it in language.

In an attempt to remain true, or at the very least, respectful, to Heidegger we have approached things in a way that is unique to philosophizing Heidegger-and-education. This chapter focused on “education” represents an example of philosophical thinking more than it does an attempt at a “philosophy of education” grounded in Heidegger. We have for the most part remained “silent” about education; we refrain from explicating or objectifying it. However, it is our hope that its living “address” can be heard speaking and felt resonating from this interpretation emerging from and inspired by the profound depths of Heidegger’s later works. We are well aware that Heidegger’s incorporation of descriptive, interpretive, highly poetic, and at the same time, aporetic language, poses extreme difficulties when searching for what might be termed an “appropriate understanding” of the issues philosophized during the Turn. Thus, we ask the educators and practitioners reading this to release themselves to become open to Heidegger’s creative use of language and allow for the redefinition of customary terms in order to potentially evoke a transformation to their thinking, to provoke changes in the way that they commonly conceive of education in relation to the ideas we present and then to reflect on the potential meaning they might have for their own educational philosophy and pedagogy. Leblanc (2014) echoes our suggestion that the reader give himself or herself over to Heidegger’s poetic prose of the Turn in order to “travel from one semantic place to another,” enlarging and expanding “his or her space of references” (163). When reading later Heidegger, we must keep in mind that he is seeking to create poietically a “vaster semantic world, a new amplitude” (163) that is capable of and adequate to the task of expressing his message regarding the truth of Being and, as related to us as readers, it must be noted that Heidegger’s



vaster world has to find room in our perception, and not only to find room, but also to find a grasp. We have to prepare or exercise our mind to grasp words the way they mean into our linguistic expectation and to give them the proper place in our semantic landscape.

(163)




The situation we find ourselves in as readers, as education practitioners, as philosophers of education, can perhaps best be summed up by Heidegger (1993), here in Basic Concepts, a text that provides the “ground” for our reading: “It is rather a question of extending our thinking toward the manner in which the ground includes us in its essence, not the manner in which we take the ground to be merely an ‘object’ and use it for an ‘explanation of the world’” (16). We claim that in order to extend our thinking in an authentic manner we must first extend our thought, and not only as related to education, to include thinking the ground and truth of Being.

Thinking about Gelassenheit involves returning to the beginning of what can be thought by reflecting on what is thought-worthy or most “question-worthy,” and so come closer to thinking authentically, in the sense Heidegger makes of Heracleitus’s Fragment 122, άγχιβασίη, which Heidegger translates as “moving-into-nearness,” in the conversation between the scholar, scientist, and teacher in Discourse on Thinking.3 What is at stake for us, in this reading, is to get closer to thinking about education authentically; we want to come closer to Heidegger’s thought in relation to education by moving-into-nearness, by reflecting on the word Gelassenheit, in an attempt to provide an alternative way to think about education, which has, in nearly all instances, from primary through secondary levels to the institutions of higher learning, been reduced to a highly limiting “technical” (Technik) model of social efficiency and instrumentalism. This disingenuous and reductive view of education has crucial implications for not only the way we envision and understand “learning”; even more important, it has devastating effects on the way we conceive and interact with human beings. This is Heidegger’s (1977) grave concern, for attuned by das Ge-stell, the enframing effect of technology, the human being is reduced to either a controllable behavioral subject or predictable cognitive processing unit, or, in the midst of the corporatization of the universities, to a product, or, better, a consumer-and-product, which indicates that humans are “resources,” and much like all resources we heedlessly exploit for our own purposes, when their use-value has been depleted, we discard them. We want to develop an alternative view of the human being and learning, so by thinking about Gelassenheit in relation to education we offer a reconceived view of the human that technology has obscured, that education has forgotten, and that such thinking will lead us to the same impasse or aporia that Heidegger exposes when thinking about Being and the essence of the human being in Basic Concepts. As we show, it is possible to relate the “essence of the human being” to original meditative thinking, which thinks Being as such and the nature, or truth, of Being, as we find intimated in Heidegger’s Discourse on Thinking (see Chapter 1 §3). The relationship, as we have emphasized throughout, has been lost or covered over by metaphysics (the abandonment of Being), as related to education, through the reliance on and privileging of scientific-technological modes of “calculative” thinking (rechnendes Denken) and “quantitative” research. The following quote from Heidegger’s (1993) Basic Concepts will guide our interpretation:



In view of this situation where there is no way out, where, on the one hand, being cannot be avoided, and, on the other hand, investigating being immediately makes it into a “being” and thus destroys its essence, one gives up the question of being altogether and declares it to be a pseudoquestion. Or else one decides to acknowledge the now exposed impasse (“aporia”).… Therefore, let us take the impasse as the predicate with whose help the decisive assertion about being can be won. It states: Being is every time, with every attempt to think it, converted into a being and thus destroyed in its essence; and yet being, as distinguished from all beings, cannot be denied. Being itself has just this kind of essence: it brings human thinking into an impasse. When we know that, we already know something essential about being.

(89)




In this final chapter, in Heidegger’s words, we “take the impasse as the predicate” for our interpretation. Thus, the problem we are faced with is how we can continue to (re)think this impasse and how we can begin to think the impasse in relation to education. And, for us to be able to do that, we propose a reading that takes into consideration how education relates to such concepts in Heidegger’s later thought as Gelassenheit (releasement), Inständigkeit (in-dwelling), and Bodenständikeit (autochthony/rootedness), in order to offer an alternative to the scientific research and calculative thinking regimes that govern education on all levels today. The chapter, primarily focused on a close reading of Heidegger’s later works, is presented in four interrelated sections: First, we introduce Heidegger’s various uses and meanings of Ge-stell as found in “The Question Concerning Technology” and the “Origin,” respectively. We show how the former use of Ge-stell relates to contemporary standardized education. Second, we move to consider what Heidegger says about “reflective thought” in “The Age of the World Picture,” and this notion of “reflection” leads us to consider, third, the ideas we find in Basic Concepts and Discourse on Thinking as related to “meditative” thinking and the human’s relationship to Being as an educational phenomenon, as a form of inquiry that finds its home, that is, ground and foundation (Grund und Boden) in the unfolding of the nature or truth of Being, in the counter-striving phenomenon of concealement and unconcealment, which calls for our releasement (Gelassenheit) and openness to the mystery (Offenheit für das Geheimnis) of all things. Finally, we conclude by offering the potential implications of Heidegger’s approach to meditative inquiry for a reconceived understanding of “learning” that lives beyond the technical constraints of instrumentalism in standardized education. This form of inquiry, as we conclude, is found in the notion of the neologism Ge-schehen-lassenheit—that is, the willed-and-unwilled participation in the sway and oscillation (Schwingungsgefüge) of Being’s unfolding, which always involves a decision and stance amid Being’s unfolding that is never determinative or “decisive” in advance, for this would betray the essence of the elusive and recalcitrant nature of the most “thought-worthy” and “question-worthy” aspects of our lives.




1. Reading the Ge-stell in Heidegger’s Thought: Technology, Art, and Education

In order to analyze Heidegger’s use of the word Ge-stell in relation to technology and by extension standardized education, it is first necessary to examine how he uses the term in the “Origin,” since the different uses of Ge-stell have important implications for our interpretation. In the addendum to the “Origin,” Heidegger (1993a) identifies what he calls “an essential difficulty in the preceding essay” (207). As Heidegger acknowledges, his remarks about the “‘fixing in place of truth’ [Feststellen der Warheit] and the ‘letting happen of the advent of truth’ [Geschehenlassen der Ankunft von Warheit],” could never be reconciled. For “‘fixing in place’ implies a willing that blocks and thus prevents the advent of truth,” however, in “letting-happen on the other hand, there is manifested a compliance and thus, as it were, a nonwilling, that clears the way for the advent of truth” (207). Heidegger then goes on to explain this apparent discord between letting happen and fixing in place of truth. As Heidegger states,



[t]hus the “fixing in place” of truth, rightly understood, can never run counter to the “letting happen.” For one thing, this ‘letting’ is nothing passive but a doing in the highest degree… in the sense of thesis, a “working” and “willing” that in the present essay [i.e., the “Origin”] is characterized as the “existing human being’s ecstatic entry into the unconcealment of Being.” For another thing, the “happen” in the letting happen of truth is the movement that prevails in the clearing and concealing, or more precisely in their union, that is to say, the movement of the clearing of self-concealment as such, from which in turn all self-clearing stems.

(208–209)




In relation to this, we develop for our purposes a concept that will be unpacked for the reader and expressed through coining the following term “Ge-schehen-lassenheit,” that is, a conversion into each other of Geschehenlassen (letting happen) and Gelassenheit (letting be)—giving us the movement of unconcealment in “letting be,” with the self-concealment of the clearing in “letting happen,” as something other than passivity. Ge-schehen-lassenheit always already implies a doing, a bringing forth of the conversion of concealment into un-concealment that occurs through “conversation,” which relates directly to the “nature” of Being (that-which-regions/regioning) in its intimate irreducible relationship to thinking, which “must not be viewed statically,” rather it must be “comprehended as an intricate movement weaving the given and veiled aspect of the-which-regions into its unveiled and articulated aspect—the whole of this movement is Being” (209). What Heidegger identifies as the discord or even impasse in the addendum between “fixing in place” and “letting happen,” will be reinterpreted, as we move through Heidegger’s later essays such as Basic Concepts and Discourse, in relation to the neologism we have introduced as Ge-schehen-lassenheit, as intimating the movement toward the essence of the truth of Being in letting be, which amounts to the letting-happen as Ereignis. This decisive happening, or Ereignis, is what is en-framed in a work of art in the sense Heidegger gives Ge-stell in the “Origin” And to return to the question of Ge-stell Heidegger (1993a), in the addendum, defines Ge-stell in the following way: “The gathering of the bringing-forth, of the letting-come-forth-here into the rift-design as bounding outline (peras)” (209). Heidegger then goes on to explain his definition and the nature of Ge-stell:



The Greek sense of morphē as Gestalt, which we used in later writings [e.g., “The Question Concerning Technology”] as the explicit key expression for the essence of modern technology, was indeed conceived in reference to that broader sense of Ge-stell (not in reference to such other senses as bookshelf or montage). That context is essential, because related to the destiny of Being. Enframing, as the essence of modern technology, derives from the Greek way of experiencing letting-forth, logos, from the Greek poiēsis and thesis. In setting up the frame—which now means commandeering [Herausfordern] everything into assured availability—there sounds the claim of the ration reddenda, i.e. of the logon didonai [the reasons, grounds, or accounts to be rendered], but in such a way that today this claim that is made in enframing takes control of the absolute, and the process of representation [Vor-stellen, literally, putting forth], on the basis of the Greek sense of apprehending, devotes itself to securing and fixing in place.

When we hear the words “fix in place” and “enframing” in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” we must, on the one hand, put out of mind the modern meaning of placing and enframing, and yet at the same time we must not fail to note that, and in what way, the Being that defines the modern period—Being as enframing—stems from the Western destiny of Being and has not been thought up by philosophers but rather thought to thinkers (see Vorträge und Ausätze, pp. 28 and 49).

(209–210)



Ge-stell in Heidegger’s view thus has two different meanings. On one hand, it is the authentic scene or happening (Ereignis) that is both the stage and that which stages the essence of the truth of Being in the work of art by the seemingly contradictory movement that is at the same time a fixing in place, and a letting happen: Ge-schehen-lassenheit as the possibility of the unconcealment of the truth of Being. On the other hand, Ge-stell is the pure en-framing of technology that conceals the essence of the truth of Being, and works instrumentally as calculative thinking (expressed in Chapter 1 §3 in terms of machination), that is, as the Vor-stellen of representation in and of scientific thinking, the “commandeering everything into assured availability” (209). This latter meaning of Ge-stell is what Heidegger warns us leads to the use of technology in a way in which we think we are commandeering but are, in fact, being commandeered ourselves by technology. In other words, these two meanings of Ge-stell can be used to explore the two ways of thinking that Heidegger discusses in Discourse on Thinking, namely, meditative thought and calculative thought, which will then lead us further into thinking about social efficiency and instrumentalism in standardized education and so be able to propose an alternative mode of education, or way of reconceiving “inquiry” as an educative event in an originary sense, in light of Heidegger’s thinking.

To reiterate for the reader the sense of Ge-stell as “en-framing” in Heidegger’s critique of technology in “The Question Concerning Technology,” we see that technology, for Heidegger (1977), “comes to presence in the realm where revealing and unconcealing take place” (13). As stated earlier, the Ge-stell in this sense is the pure en-framing of technology, which is an attunement linked to a restrictive mode of world dis-closure that conceals the essence of the truth of Being and is something that is “imposed” on human Dasein, because en-framing


means the gathering together of that setting-upon which sets upon man, i.e., challenges him forth, to reveal the real, in the mode of ordering, as standing-reserve. Enframing means that way of revealing which holds sway in the essence of modern technology… The word stellen [to set upon] in the name Ge-stell [Enframing] not only means challenging. At the same time it should preserve the suggestion of another Stellen from which it stems, namely, that producing and presenting [Her-und Dar-stellen] which, in the sense of poiesis, lets what presences come forth into unconcealment.

(13)




This indicates that the because Ge-stell is linked with modern technology’s attuning influence the focus is on what is produced (through a manufacturing process informed by technē) and ultimately what is brought to stand before us in terms of a product (ergon)—and hence the reference to “standing reserve.” What technology discloses, and we have addressed this in other chapters, unlike what is revealed through the founding attunement of great works of art, reduces all things to commodities and objects that are usable and disposable. As stated, under the founding attunement of the Ge-stell, or en-framing effect of technology, the entire world shows up in terms of a “standing reserve”—attuned within the Ge-stell of modern technology, we are driven to quantify our existence, including, for our purposes, educational systems, in terms of pure and unadulterated resources for our nation’s technological-economic advancement. It is under the sway of technology’s en-framing effect—given form by the Ge-stell of technology—that it is possible to understand and critique contemporary education because of its inextricable relation to technology, mathematics, and science. In fact, so complete is the rule and attunement of modern technology, as Heidegger points out in Contributions, its essence determines the totality of ways in which Being comes to presence. Since it engulfs and encompasses all modes of world dis-closure, the manner in which educators, administrators, and policy makers disclose students and envision learning operates through a “technical” form of “alienation,” leading to the estrangement of Daesin from originary ways of understanding its world through meaningful and involved interpretation. Indeed, for Heidegger (1993a), as related to our concern, this represents not only the end of authentic thought, but also of the potential of “philosophy,” for in the grip of das Ge-stell,



when thinking comes to an end by slipping out of its element it replaces the loss by procuring a validity for itself as technē, as an instrument of education and therefore as a classroom matter and later a cultural concern. By and by philosophy becomes a technique for explaining from highest causes. One no longer thinks; one occupies oneself with “philosophy”. In competition with one another, such occupations publicly offer themselves as “-isms” and try to offer more than the others.

(221)




As evident from this foregoing analysis, it is possible to draw crucial implications for understanding the contemporary state of standardized learning at all levels of formalized education by attending to Heidegger’s critique of technology in “The Question Concerning Technology” and “The Age of the World Picture,” which reveals two specific problems emerging from the Ge-stell of technology: (1) Contemporary education is primarily concerned with calculative thinking, which is related to cognitive knowledge (Erkennen), and (2) its privileged mode of research is grounded in the “learning sciences,” indicating that educational research takes as its model the natural sciences—and hence, it seeks to describe, explain, and ultimately predict educational outcomes—which indicates that research is bound up with the opening up of a realm or “object region” in a particular way through a projection of a view of things that is antecedent to methods and methodologies, which, in a counterproductive manner, precludes an authentic sense of “discovery” in research. Procedure in educational research represents the antecedent projection of Being and beings that limits the scope of the investigation because the initial projection is grounded in a view of the world already determined by the metaphysics of presence.4 Although we can label this a crisis in contemporary education, there is a larger and more fundamental problem of which this is but one, albeit devastating, symptom: the loss of Being, the loss of authentic thinking, which we later link to meditative thought, a bleak situation created and perpetuated by technology’s en-framing effect, which includes the loss of art as “truth-founding” historical event (Ereignis), culminating in a nihilistic historical age. Although Heidegger presents five key phenomena that define the modern age in “The Age of the World Picture,” the problem is reducible without distortion to the problem raised earlier, that is, the forgetfulness of Being, a problem that continues to haunt Heideg ger’s work even into the later years.




2. Reflection as Potential Mode of In-Dwelling: The Thinking on Being Education Forgot

In the 1941 lecture course Basic Concepts, Heidegger (1993) states that when education conceives of and reduces “thinking” to either critical thought or logic, it is not the type of education, or thoughtful reflection or meditation, that is up to the supreme task of thinking the essence of the truth of Being, for the “store of knowledge that today’s youth bring with them responds neither to the greatness nor seriousness of the task” (11). Since education clings to false beliefs about what authentic thinking is and how it unfolds, educators and those who train them do not have “knowledge of the essential in Western history, and that means of its future” (7). Schools and educational systems are unable to “awaken and keep awake the binding power of spirit and the bindingness of the essential, and thus no longer able to force us into reflection” (11). Thus, as Heidegger concludes, reflection here



cannot mean critical thinking, meta-cognitive techniques, or logic, for we do not learn to think originally when someone shows us how to think, in an inferior and long-since impossible manner, “about” thinking. Rather, we learn to think only when we try to attain an essential and genuine relation to what above all else is thought-worthy. And what is thought-worthy is certainly not “thinking” but what challenges thinking, what places thinking in its service and thus bestows rank and value upon it.

(15–16)




It should also be noted that Heidegger’s word for reflection is Besinnung, which not only has the sense of reflection, but also means to “come to one’s senses” (as in zur Besinnung kommen), to calm down and think again in another way. However, it is possible to understand what is thought-worthy for Heidegger by focusing on the Attic Greek phrase meleta to pan—which Heidegger translates as “taking into care beings as a whole,” indicating that we should take into account the “whole of beings” by listening for what is most essentially addressing humanity from the locus of Being. Heidegger is clear that what addresses the human being most essentially is historical in nature, for meleta to pan “puts something into words that strikes historical man in his essence… wherein historical man becomes free,” and such a phenomenon is beyond all things merely human, “for it can have its origin only within the essential itself” (5) This for Heidegger, is “thinking” on the phenomenon of the Ereignis, in terms of the human being’s historicality, not as history conceived in terms of a “causal nexus” but, rather, as the happening [Ereignis] of a decision about the essence of truth, and this is intimately bound up with attunement, disposition, and a stance poised (Ge-schehen-lassenheit) in anticipation of a new comportment in which “the whole of beings is revealed, in which man is allowed to stand in the midst of this revelation,” and in the process, man is “grounded and transformed in such a decision” (17). This “decision,” which we have already discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, as Heidegger reminds us, calls for “reflection” on the part of the human being. What does Heidegger mean when introducing thinking in terms of reflection in “The Age of the World Picture”?

As an initial rejoinder that will eventually lead to the consideration of meditative thought in its intimate relationship with Being, we turn to Heidegger’s remarks as introduced above, and the reader will do well to keep in mind our analysis of Being-historical thinking and its intimate relation to the truth of Being in Contributions, for Heidegger (1993) defines reflection in terms of a form of “thinking” that has “the courage to make the truth of our own presuppositions and the realm of our own goals into the things that most deserve to be called into question” (116). Reflection awakens us and keeps us awake to the most thought-worthy and question-worthy aspects of our existence—living as holding ourselves within the Grundfrage. Reflection is about opening the pathway into the essence of the age, its politics, economics, sciences, and institutions of education, for reflection into “the essence of the modern age puts thinking and decision into the sphere of effective working that belongs to the genuinely essential forces of this age” (137). Thus, reflection is at once a linguistic and archeological move (Destruktion) that grasps “in advance the essence of the age from out of the truth of Being holding sway,” and then it facilitates the revelation and emergence into presence of that “which is most worthy of questioning,” which “lets the transformation of man become a necessity springing forth from Being itself” (138). It is important to understand Heidegger’s Destruktion of Western metaphysics in the following manner: (1) as a way in which to reveal that which gives our traditions and historical institutions their essential ground and (2) as that which will potentially facilitate a new relation to the ground in terms of transcending that ground, which includes a renewed experience of history as the appropriation of our relationship, as a destining, with Being, inspiring a renewed and poetic dwelling upon the Earth (See Epilogue §1). However, as previously stated, this type of reflection is not only lost to contemporary education, in addition, it cannot be taught or transmitted from teacher to student, for according to Heidegger (1993), such “thinking does not belong to any ‘course of study’ at all” (9). Standardized education is obsessed with modes of thinking that are calculative and instrumental, and the type of reflection that Heidegger has in mind, which is meditative in nature, “does not yield any utility whatsoever, for it allows us to recognize that there is something that does not have to be ‘effective’ or useful in order to be” (8–9).

What is there to do? Where do the possibilities lie for rescuing thought and education from the clutches of technology, social efficiency, and instrumental reason (calculative thought)? Our rejoinder in this chapter is to rethink Heidegger’s concepts Ge-stell and Gelassenheit, and so reflect on the impasse or aporia that Heidegger identifies in Basic Concepts and which is also present in his thinking of Ge-stell in the “Origin” and the “Question Concerning Technology” respectively. In order to do so it is necessary to take into consideration our reading of the concept of Ge-stell with its double meaning in Heidegger’s thought, and the impasse of thought it constitutes. This aporia shows itself first of all in that Ge-stell as staging the scene of the Ereignis of the unconcealment of the work of art can never be related to Ge-stell as how the actual reveals itself as “standing reserve” [Bestand]. Great art can never be reduced to a standing reserve, because art as the truth of Being always reveals itself only once, its Ge-stell is temporary and in waiting, dependent on the happening [Ereignis] of the work of art. However, Ge-stell related to art (as aesthetics) and technology reveals the metaphysical character of how we think about both art and technology. Art and technology are, in consequence, metaphysical concepts, but our obligation is to rethink them in a way that lets us intimate what Heidegger hints at regarding thinking beyond metaphysics, that is, a post-philosophical way of thinking. Precisely here, lies a danger, as Heidegger (1977) warns us:



It is precisely in enframing, which threatens to sweep man away into ordering as the ostensibly sole way of revealing, and so thrusts man into the danger of the surrender of his free essence—it is precisely in this extreme danger that the innermost indestructible belongingness of man within granting may come to light, provided we, for our part, begin to pay heed to the essence of technology.

(32)



Ge-stell, enframing, poses a danger because as the essence of technology it is ambiguous. On one hand, the enframing of technology can lead to the calculative mode of thinking that gives rise to inauthentic instrumentalism; on the other hand, enframing grants human beings the possibility to think authentically, which means poetically, reflect on the revealing force of the essence of technology as technē in the original way of thinking technē as art, and this we have presented in Chapter 2 as the “saving power” that the essence of technology both harbors and obscures, offering the potential for the overcoming of the metaphysics of presence. In other words, Ge-stell taken as Heidegger thinks it in the “Origin” as well as the Hölderlin lectures and essays. Art and technology are thus two metaphysical concepts that both are in danger of being reduced by thinking into providing for the calculative use-value of a standing reserve [bestand]. But, as stated, this danger also generates the opening unto a way out of the instrumentalism that threatens both art and technology. Without facing this extreme danger, the possibility of another way, and so another way of thinking, would not exist. The “saving power” that Heidegger speaks of lies, precisely, in the ambiguity (Zweideutigkeit) of the concepts; it is the ambiguity that leads the way to the mo(ve)ment of concealing and unconcealing, in which the propriating event (Ereignis) of the essence of truth comes to pass.

In the “Origin,” Heidegger (1993a) proposes a way of thinking art as revealing the essence of the truth of Being, in which Ge-stell is the staging and the scene of this revealing propriating event [Ereignis]. In “Question Concerning Technology,” Heidegger describes the (necessary) danger that Ge-stell carries with it; that is, he describes the consequences of a thinking in which Ge-stell becomes a standing reserve. But he also suggests or at least hints at what is necessary in order to come to terms with and overcome thinking Gestell as standing reserve. Taken together the two essays show how the impasse, aporia, or ambiguity, which is the origin of concealment/unconcealment, entails a danger that it is necessary to face in order to begin thinking beyond philosophy as metaphysics. It is also clear from Heidegger’s reading of the two concepts technology and art that every metaphysical concept poses this extreme danger and so are subject to the logic of Ge-stell. This means that education too should be questioned in the same way Heidegger questions art and technology, since education is a metaphysical concept that poses the same danger that Heidegger points to when it comes to technology. We argue that one can find the same impasse, aporia, or ambiguity in the concept of education as the ambiguity that Heidegger finds in technology. Of the ambiguity in technology, Heidegger notes,



The essence of technology is in a lofty sense ambiguous. Such ambiguity points to the mystery of all revealing, i.e. of truth.

One the one hand, enframing challenges forth into the frenziedness of ordering that blocks every view into the propriative event of revealing and so radically endangers the relation to the essence of truth.

On the other hand, enframing propriates for its part the granting that lets man endure—as yet inexperienced, but perhaps more experienced in the future—that he may be the one who is needed and used for the safekeeping of the essence of truth. Thus the rising of the saving power appears.

(32)




The same “lofty” ambiguity can, we suggest, be found in education. In education rests both the danger of ordering, of enframing as standing reserve, but also the granting, the possibility of revealing in the mo(ve)ment of concealment/unconcealment, that is, Ge-stell as we find it in the “Origin.” Thus, we can say with Heidegger, but here, referring specifically to education: “The question concerning technology is the question concerning the constellation in which revealing and concealing, in which the essential unfolding of truth propriates” (34).

The question then becomes one of how to think education differently, and not as the ordering of instrumentalism, of “En-framing” as standing reserve, which we see clearly in the standardization of education today grounded in social efficiency. However, this task of thinking education differently is immensely complex and difficult, for as Heidegger observes,



The essential unfolding of technology threatens revealing, threatens it with the possibility that all revealing will be consumed in ordering and that everything will present itself in the unconcealment of standing-reserve. Human activity alone can never directly counter this danger. Human achievement alone can never banish it.

(34)



Heidegger’s answer to this threat and danger is that we must think differently, think outside philosophy and metaphysics:



Because the essence of technology is nothing technological, essential reflection upon technology and decisive confrontation with it must happen in a realm that is, on the one hand, akin to the essence of technology and, on the other, fundamentally different from it.

Such realm is art. But certainly only if reflection upon art, for its part, does not shut its eyes to the constellation of truth, concerning which we are questioning.

(34)




As Heidegger makes clear, even in the realm of art reflection can turn into an ordering and calculating view of art. That is, when we measure, count, and consume art as a commodity, and do not attempt to think it essentially. Now, our concern is not specifically with art, for as related to the preceding claim, in modernity art and technology, engulfed by and locked within the linguistic-conceptual schema of Western metaphysics, are both in danger of being reduced to modes of thinking and doing which provide for the calculative use-value of a standing reserve (bestand). Following from this, it is crucial to note, as we have presented in chapters one and two, that Heidegger (1996) loses faith in art in the modern epoch, for art no longer has the ability to bring Being to presence in terms of a world-historical founding of a people’s vocation or destiny, for art has, in metaphysical terms, been reduced to the realm of the “science of aesthetics” where the “superior and true are what is sensuously represented in the symbolic image” (17).

Indeed, as is consistent with our reading and the move to analyze Höldelrlin’s poetry, it must be noted that Heidegger’s (1993a) “self-critique” in the 1956 Addendum to the “Origin” makes clear his dissatisfaction with the conception of art and the latent technē- based understanding of human knowledge present in that essay:



In the rubric ‘the setting-into-work of truth,’ in which it remains undecided but decid able who does the setting or in what way it occurs, there is concealed the relation of Being and human being, a relation (based on the technē- model) that is unsuitably conceived even in this version—a distressing difficulty, which has been clear to me since Being and Time.

(211)




This indicates that even in the 1936 version of the “Origin,” Heidegger finds a technical residue clouding the interpretation of the way the human brings its world to stand through art—art can still be read on the technē- model of “Dasein setting Being into the work,” and this indicates that Dasein is “imposing form” on the artwork from, if not a metaphysical remove, a privileged position, and thus, the “lighted clearing” that is opened by the work of art might be said to still be linked to the limited “there” of Dasein and not yet given over to the “releasement” unto Being that occurs in the later Heidegger. This issue is outlined by Geiman (2001) in her reading of the Antigone strophe(s) where she observes that “[Heidegger’s] 1934–1936 retrieval of technē as setting Being into the work proves incapable of providing a genuinely nonsubjectivist orientation for human action and a nontechnological conception of historical human community, and its failure requires a new approach” (73). Likewise, in addition to art, we argue that it is necessary to think education differently, as an “essential reflection” and “decisive confrontation” with thinking education in terms of standing reserve [bestand], i.e., education as the science-of-learning, which reduces education and learning to exercises in quantitative research. As stated earlier, this calls for the reader to release herself and become open for the creative use of language and allow for the redefinition of customary terms in order to potentially invoke a transformation to her thinking on education, to provoke a change in the way she commonly thinks about the ideas we present and then to reflect on the potential meaning they might have for her as educator and learner in ways that might inspire a conversion in thought, language, and praxis.




3. Meditative Thought as Inquiry and Educative Event: The Potential Implications of Rethinking Gelassenheit for Education

Our task of philosophically rethinking education becomes quite complex when approaching Heidegger’s later thinking because a renewed relationship with/to Being, which is called for if we are to reconceive standardized education, neither indicates a return to the “start” (Beginn) of Western metaphysics nor a turn to a new form of “philosophy,” because if we take Heidegger’s (1993a) remarks seriously in “The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking” (1969)—philosophy as metaphysics has fulfilled its conception and is dissolved into the sciences:



The development of philosophy into the independent sciences… is the legitimate completion of philosophy… It has found its place in the scientific attitude of socially active humanity… the fundamental characteristic of this scientific attitude is its… technological character.

(32)




Since we are reading standardized education in terms of social efficiency, instrumentalism, and the science-of-learning, then simply attempting to be “philosophical” would be meaningless in Heideggerian terms, because in such a milieu there is no authentic sense of philosophy. We now find ourselves at an impasse and must ask, How is it possible to authentically pursue a “philosophy of education,” or, more appropriately, an education-philosophy in any of its various permutations based on the foregoing understanding of Heidegger? In response we suggest that if thinking the impasse in search of an understanding of Being, thinking beyond metaphysics and the attuning en-framing effect of technology, is to be authentically philosophical, paradoxically it must be a postphilosophical or nonphilosophical form of thinking, that is, meditative thought that is a return to a more original form of thinking-dwelling in the world as described by Heidegger in Discourse on Thinking, an in-dwelling (Inständigkeit) that is prior to the inception of metaphysics, which harkens and draws inspiration from the origins and inception (Anfang) of metaphysics found in some manifestations of pre-Socratic thought, which Heidegger refers to as the “first inception.” It is also a form of thinking-dwelling (Denken an/Andenken) that is related to the poet of poets Hölderlin, and so it is necessary for our present endeavor to once again, as already discussed in Chapter 2, approach Höldelrlin’s poetry in terms of a non-metaphysical, nonaesthetic, and nonphilosophical way of thinking, naming, and dwelling.

Based on what we introduced earlier regarding the danger of art succumbing to the en-framing effects of the Ge-stell of technology, it is Heidegger’s (1996) reading of Hölderlin that allows us to legitimately rethink “art” in the sense that Hölderlin’s poetry “poetizes more mysteriously” than other poets (18). We begin with Heidegger’s (1993a) claim (introduced in Chapter 1 §2) that the essence of the work of art, its ability to facilitate “truth-happening,” is Dichtung (poetry in the essential sense). As Dichtung, art breaks open the lighted clearing within which everything takes on a new look, becomes other than the usual everyday ways of presencing, and as shown in Chapter two, it is Hölderlin’s poetry that “poetizes” the essence of poetry as Dichtung. To return to and further expand on the ideas presented in Chapter four, Heidegger (1996) informs us that art in modernity is already metaphysical, locked in the “distinction between the sensuous [aistheton] and nonsensuous [noeton] … in all metaphysics, art in this view, image [Bild] stands for what we perceive sensuously, and in the ‘symbolic sense’ [Sinn], it is the nonsensuous [das Nicht Sinnliche],” and ideas and values are expressed in an ideational manner as “represented in the symbol image,” and the symbol image points beyond itself to access a realm of truth that is removed from but related “symbolically” to the work of art/poetry (17–18). Hölderlin’s poetic images, however, are not symbolic in nature and thus he poetizes “entirely outside of metaphysics, and thus outside the essential realm of Western art… from the metaphysical doctrine of art, that is, from aesthetics” (18–19). Heidegger insists that Hölderlin’s poetry is a “naming” in the sense that “naming first elevates and poetizes what is named into its essence,” and is “not concerned with symbol images” (26). A crucial consequence of Heidegger’s reasoning is as follows, and this intimates the path that our task of rethinking education must take: If Hölderlin’s poetry is no longer metaphysical, it is no longer art (aesthetics). In addition, if Hölderlin’s poetry is no longer metaphysical it is no longer philosophy, for “since Plato, the thinking that has been called ‘philosophy’ is metaphysics” (26). To further complicate matters, with the aforementioned comments regarding the “end of philosophy,” in the modern epoch, philosophy (as metaphysics) has been dissolved into the sciences. Thus, we must ask, “If Höldelrin’s poetry is neither art nor philosophy, how is it possible to understand this unique form of poetry as instantiating the authentic ‘saving power’ to outstrip the Ge-stell and the en-framing effect of technology?”

As related to the need for a postphilosophical mode of attuned comportment in the attempt to rethink education, our response to the above query is already familiar to the reader, namely, that Hölderlin’s poetry is in essence a unique form of “thinking” that both remembers and prophesizes (Andenken), foretells what is yet to be by looking back and thinking origins and originary beginnings (Anfang) or inceptions with an eye toward the approach of Being and our historical possibilities from out of the indeterminate future. This relates for Heidegger, to the original inception of pre-Socratic thought, and as we have already detailed in Chapter one, attention must be paid to the understanding of the word beginning, because, as McNeill (2006) importantly reminds us, there is a clear distinction between the German Anfang (as “beginning”) and Beginn (as “start”):



Anfang or “beginning” is equated with Ursprung or “origin,” and is distinguished from Beginn as the start of something or the onset of an event… Anfang or “beginning” does not imply a determinate point of onset in either a spatial or temporal sense, but has the sense of a more remote, more indeterminate gathering that leads to the emergence of an action or of an historical epoch.

(118–119)




For example, if we talk about the “start” of Western metaphysics as traceable to Plato, we get the sense of the beginning (Ursprung/Anfang) of philosophy in all that was antecedent to Plato but was not completely lost in Plato or within the subsequent development of Western philosophy, and here lies the “concealed power of a beginning” (121), which enacts an influence upon our potential and possibilities for being, which conceal and carry the futural and as of yet indeterminate grounds for our new historical beginning (Ursprung). The original beginning of pre-Socratic philosophy, as Guignon (2001) observes, “which intimated the concern with Being qua Being but never fully articulated it, “had slipped into oblivion by the time of Plato and Aristotle and it has remained forgotten to this day” (37). However, by thinking, or “poetizing,” in terms of Andenken, beginnings as origins we imagine what it was like “before there was metaphysics and also about how metaphysics can be overcome by an ‘other inception’ that retrieves what was only implicit in the first inception,” namely, the “question of Being as such,” which has been long forgotten (37).

This is precisely the form of thinking of the impasse and the “remembering of the first inception,” which locates us in the originary presencing of Being that is at once the “grasping” of its ground and participating in its “sway,” that we encounter in Basic Concepts. For Heidegger (1993) states, “[r]eflection upon being is remembrance [Andenken] into the first inception of Western thinking. Remembrance into the first inception is a fore-thinking into the more incipient inception” (78). Authentic thinking places us into the midst of Being itself, or better, awakens us to the “forgotten” awareness that we are always already dwelling in Being: “Hence it is not first a matter of being placed into being, it is a matter of becoming aware of our essential abode in being [in-dwelling—Inständigkeit], and becoming generally aware of being beforehand” (78). Thinking of, which will be related to meditative thinking, is never about bringing Being to consciousness in terms of re-presentational thought; rather, it is about “grasping” our relation to Being while at once being immersed in the unfolding of Being, which means the “grasping” of essence or ground, and in this way “grasping [Begreifen] means being-included [inbegriffen werden] in being by being (78).”

Specifically, as related to Discourse, Heidegger, in turning to Heracleitus’ 122nd Fragment composed of the single term άγχιβασίη (angchibasie), gives us a sense of what this relationship between meditative thinking and the nature of Being, or what we have referred to throughout as the truth of Being might be like, which Heidegger (1966) describes as a process of our moving-into-nearness while at once being maintained-at-a-distance—“the nearness of distance, and the distance of nearness” (86), and this we are told is the essence of meditative thought in its intimate relationship to Being (see Chapter 1 §3). It must be noted for the reader that in Discourse, Being remains an unnamed and unrecognized primordial power that facilitates, according to Heidegger (1966), the “open expanse,” or region, which Heideg ger identifies as “that-which-regions,” and through its dynamic activity, its regioning; it “gathers, as if nothing were happening, each to each and each to all into an abiding, while resting in itself” (66); in short, it reveals and facilitates meaning and the sense of Dasein’s meaningfulness in relation to the truth of Being.5 We now follow the path toward this attuned form of thought that entails a transformation of thought, a conversion-through-conversation with Being, which is both willed-and-unwilled, open to the wonder of the presencing of Being (Ge-schehen-lassenheit), which might break the hold of technology as “scientism” on our lives—on our various practices, such as education, which, as argued earlier, is largely reducible to the field of quantitative “research,” is primarily “calculative” in nature (Technik). For “grasping,” as Heidegger (1993) informs us, is a relationship with Being, which we will interpret as a form of “inquiry” or “confrontation” (Auseinandersetzung) with Being that opens and releases the “saving power” harboring the potential change to or conversion of our Being-inthe-world—i.e., the “transformation of humanity from out of its essential relation to being” (78).

The heart of the matter, then, is how the aporia of Being relates to education. To return to what was stated at the outset, we focus on Heidegger’s suggestion, in Basic Concepts, to take the impasse that arises when thinking Being as a predicate for thinking:



Therefore, let us take the impasse as the predicate with whose help the decisive assertion about being can be won. It states: Being is every time, with every attempt to think it, converted into a being and thus destroyed in its essence; and yet being, as distinguished from all beings, cannot be denied. Being itself has just this kind of essence: it brings human thinking into an impasse. When we know that, we already know something essential about being.

(69)




To extend Heidegger’s thoughts here it is possible to state that when we let the impasse of thinking Being be (in line with thinking as Gelassenheit), we know not only something essential about Being but also something about education. Just as with Being, the essence of education is the mo(ve)ment, or rather verkheren (conversion), within the counter-striving “sway” of primordial concealment and unconcealment. The essence of Being, and so of education, is thus an impasse, and this impasse implies a conversion. Heidegger’s word for conversion is, as stated, verkehren. As we can see there is within the German word the sense of turning that Heidegger identifies also taking place in his thinking as Kehre, separating his early and later thinking. Now, verkehren in German can take on several meanings depending on context, for example, it can indicate to frequent, to run a route from A to B, to reverse, to consort, to associate with someone, and to turn something into its opposite, as in “in sein Gegenteil verkehren.” What becomes clear from these different meanings of verkehren is that the word implies a close relationship of some sort that is also a sign of difference, even of opposition. The word implies a turning from one to the other, and when turning the one conceals the other as unconcealment, while revealing what it, in turn, conceals. To put it directly, we are faced with a double bind, an aporia, an impasse, even within the single word verkehren itself.

When it comes to concealment Heidegger identifies two different modes: concealment as refusal and concealment as dissembling. In the “Origin” he states the following regarding concealment as refusal:



Beings refuse themselves to us down to that one and seemingly least feature which we touch upon most readily when we can say no more of beings than that they are. Concealment as refusal is not simply and only the limit of knowledge in any given circumstance, but the beginning of the clearing of what is cleared.

(179)



And about concealment as dissembling Heidegger (1993a) notes,



One being places itself in front of another being, the one helps to hide the other, the former obscures the latter, a few obstruct many, one denies all. Here concealment is not simple refusal. Rather, a being appears, but presents itself as other than it is.

(179)




Based on these passages, we can recognize the way concealment works in our reading of verkehren and how the translation of Heidegger’s word conceals its meaning while at the same time providing a clearing for it; that is, we get a deeper understanding of the word, but, at the same time, part of its meaning is denied to us. But it is exactly in this double-conversion [verkehren] of concealment that the propriating event [Ereignis] of the clearing is staged. As Heidegger puts it,



[t] his denial, in the form of a double concealment, belongs to the essence of truth as unconcealment. Truth, in its essence, is un-truth. We put the matter this way in order to serve notice, with possibly surprising trenchancy, that denial in the manner of concealment belongs to unconcealment as clearing.

(178–180)




It is thus in the impasse inherent in the conversion (verkehren) that, with Heidegger’s word, the strife between concealment and unconcealment as clearing, which is the impasse of the thinking of Being and education, takes place. As Heidegger says about this conversion, “[i]t is the opposition of the original strife [Es ist das Gegeneinander des ursprünglichen Streite]” (180). With the impasse comes the strife of conversion, which in turn provokes a decision. The decision always takes place in uncertainty and indeterminacy, or as Heidegger puts it, “[e]very decision… bases itself on something not mastered, something concealed, confusing; else it would never be a decision” (180). The decision creates a world, after the decision comes meaning; “the world is the clearing of the paths of the essential guiding directions with which all decision complies” (180). The movement of thinking through the impasse and coming to a decision leads us to reflect (i.e., reflection as Besinnung) on how Gelassenheit as meditative thinking can become the beginning of thinking education again, as a re-turn to thinking education essentially and as inquiry.

If we attend to Fried’s (2001) analysis of Gelassenheit, moving through the later works,6 we find that Heidegger, just as we have suggested, is recasting the notion of “truth-happening” in terms of a “confrontation,” now not in terms of world and Earth as related to the Ge-stell of the work of art (the “Origin”) but, rather, in terms of the counter-striving activity of Dasein and Being, or better, the confrontation between the (meditative) originary thinking grounded in the nature of Being—the unfolding of which facilitates the opening, the lighted clearing of Being, or the region—and the attempt to think Being in terms of nonrepresentational thought, to understand and speak Being in terms that resist substantizing its essence, as we find in Basic Concepts, “What Calls for Thinking?,” and Discourse on Thinking. Fried provides valuable insight into this notion when writing of a mode of inquiry, through which Dasein comes to better understand (i.e., learn something new about) its world and others in terms of the “polemos” (confrontation as opposed to “war”) between Dasein and the nature of Being, wherein the world is both “established and confronted: thesis is the Setzung of the Aus-einander-setzung of Dasein and Being” (85). Fried goes on to state that in order for “Being to emerge into unconcealment, and for Dasein to let beings be, Dasein cannot remain passive; it must confront the given interpretation of the world” (85). However, Dasein’s confrontation with Being is not cast in terms of “doing violence” to physis through the machinations of technē as in Heidegger’s lecture course, Introduction to Metaphysics, for it is not willing in terms of the imposing the subject’s will to power to control the world but, rather, as related to Gelassenheit, “the resolutely active, reinterpretative encounter of Dasein with the world as it has been given by a history that Dasein can never leap out of and control” (85), and this “reinterpretive encounter,” which is at once a willing and nonwilling on the part of Dasein, we have named Ge-schehen-lassenheit. It is for this reason that the decision and stance amid Being’s unfolding, which emerges in and through a process of “learning,” is always precarious, always incomplete, always grounded in an interpretation of things highlighted by the radical finitude at the core of Dasein.

As related to Discourse on Thinking, it is possible to envision in-dwelling (Inständigkeit) in terms of the “educative” event of Dasein’s inquiring into its existence through inquiring into Being as such and the nature or truth of Being, and this might be understood as Dasein’s conversion-through-conversation, which always involves Dasein making a “decision” and taking a stance amid the unfolding of Being as it attempts to open and found its world anew. Authentic learning is not only related to the impasse we find in verkehren, or conversion, beyond this, its potential lives only in terms of an inquiry that unfolds as the strife between “truth” and “untruth.” This calls for meditative thought that, as already stated, is a form of thought attuned in advance to the intimate relationship between thought and the truth of Being—and this indicates Dasein’s “openness” to such a relationship in terms of Gelassenheit (releasement), which includes the “resolve for truth,” which is at once the openness to the mystery of Being, in that the unfolding of Being occurs within the “context” marked out by the counter-striving movement (“draft”), or strife, between unconcealment and originary concealment, which in Heidegger’s later works represents the event of “truth-happening” and appropriation that is Ereignis. This “educative” event, or originary way of Being-educated, culled from Heidegger’s writings of the “turn,” is really the unfolding of thought in its counter-striving relationship with Being; the unique characteristics of meditative thought are elucidated in the following: Meditative thought is



	a form of nonphilosophical thinking, or meditative thinking (besinnliches Denken), the inner nature of which, much like Heidegger’s description and interpretation of Höldelrlin’s Andenken, thinks “poetically” both origins and beginnings (Anfang) with the concomitant concern for the indeterminate future, all the while attuned, through the process of Destruktion, to the epochal phenomenon of the loss of Being and ground in contemporary thought/education;

	a form of releasement (Gelassenheit) that attunes meditative thinking (besinnliches Denken), that unfolds through the willed-and-unwilled participation (Ge-schehen-lassenheit) in the context (“draft”) of inquiry with all that is “thought-worthy” and “question-worthy,” and that finds its ground in Being (“grasping” the nature of Being’s activity of facilitating the region or “open expanse”;

	a renewed form of thinking that thinks the impasse and indeed finds its home, that is, ground and foundation (Grund und Boden) in the impasse in the “not-at-home” (Unheimlich) bound up with thinking Being in its most primordial mode of facilitating presencing in terms of “concealment” or its recession into finitude, which presupposes Dasein’s openness to the mystery (Offenheit für das Geheimnis); and

	a radical thinking which represents, in the most essential way, Dasein’s “in-dwelling” (Inständigkeit) as a “released” (Gelassenheit) mode of “autochthony-rootedness” (Bodenständikeit), which, in and through thinking the originary relation to Being and the nature of that-which-regions (the region or “open expanse”), facilitates, through the necessity of an informed and learned “decision,” a “poetic” return to the Earth.




In “What Calls for Thinking?” (1951–52) Heidegger presents inquiry in terms of what we have outlined above, which is not to be read as a model, theory, or method that might be applied in a formal educational setting, for example, in terms of a new form of meta-cognition or critical thinking. Inquiry thus understood is neither reducible to an applicable method or technique for thinking nor is it a formal “epistemological” theory of truth: Rather, “inquiry” is concerned with the essence of truth and is conceived and enacted through meditative thought in its original relationship to Being as such along with and inseparable from the nature of its unfolding and facilitation of the region as depicted or poetized in Discourse on Thinking. It is possible to understand originary “learning” in and through the human releasing itself over for the decision, which is at once an educative event occurring as it held fast within in the “draft,” or counter-striving movement between concealement and unconcealment—that is, (1) draft related to the “context” that facilitates, shelters, and marks out the “confrontation” (Auseinandersetzung) between man and the nature of Being as inquiry and (2) draft as force, current, or oscillating sway (Schwingungsgefüge) of the discourse unfolding within the openness of the expanse of that-which-regions as the human is drawn toward that which recedes from the understanding, and the reader will recall that these concepts were introduced in our reading of Contributions (Chapter 1 §3). It is here that we find the authentic “transformation” (originary learning) through enlightenment (conversion-through-conversation), which is a form of understanding (knowing-and-learning) that is always shadowed by uncertainty, dissembling, and errancy,7 grounded in primordial unconcealement.

If we attend to Gefüge in its relation to Schwingungsgefüge, which relates directly to what we have called the “sway and oscillation” of the confrontation between the human and the nature of Being in inquiry, we find that Gefüge references a structure, outline, horizon, or context that is not set in stone but, rather, as McNeill (2006) brings to our attention, is representative of “a gathered articulation or configuration… like an overarching resonance that attunes in advance” (207). To think authentically, which is meditative in nature, is to allow oneself in an attuned manner—Gelassenheit (releasement)—to be placed and at once will one’s placement or assume one’s stance within the context of the discourse (Ge-schehen-lassenheit), which is nothing other than placing oneself “into this draft” or context of inquiry and allowing oneself to be held within it. This, we suggest, is the marking out of a “context of learning”—although certainly not in terms of a structured or predetermined curriculum, or, worse, learning environment—highlighted by an originary form of discourse or inquiry, unfolding in terms of a meditative thinking-and-saying, that “points” toward or intimates Being’s presence in and through its absence or recession into mystery, without ever attempting to either wrest it fully from unconcealment or objectify it.

In line with this interpretation, bringing this analysis to a close, we suggest that authentic learning takes place as the strife of the conversion of concealment and unconcealment, that is, as the strife of the impasse. In order to learn authentically one has to think through the impasse (in both senses of this phrase). Only then can a decision come to pass, a decision that can never be an “informed” decision, since it is always made in and as a learning experience. The ruse of calculative thinking is that it assumes that the decision is based on exact figures, but as we have seen the original decision is always intrinsically part of the impasse, in which the two modes of concealment converge. Calculative thinking is only possible because of and after a decision, and what counts as a decision in calculative thinking is in truth only a choice, result, conclusion, verdict, pronouncement, judgment, or assessment. Thinking through the impasse is not an exact science, reducible to a method or technique for application, for nothing can be measured, nothing can be meted out here; in this way thinking the impasse is the impossible par excellence, for it is in and through all that is immeasurable that Dasein first receives the authentic measure for its thoughtful and poetic dwelling (see Chapter 2 §2). Thus, an education (or technology) that takes its measure only on the basis of calculative thinking will not be an essential education; this is because the “essence” of education cannot be thought essentially other than through the impasse in which the propriating event [Ereignis] of the “decision” comes to pass. But how, then, can we think through the impasse? We can think the impasse only by rethinking it, which amounts to thinking by letting be (Gelassenheit) as Ge-schehen-lassenheit or, to use Heidegger’s reading of Heracleitus’s Fragment 122, by “moving-into-nearness” and letting the decision come by letting be.

By thinking through the impasse we let learning take its time, and we recognize the immeasurable richness of not knowing, which in essence is the originary source of authentic learning—an idea so foreign to contemporary educational researchers. Authentic learning does not seek to have or possess in order to construct or “build” an edifice of knowledge; learning inspired by Heidegger’s work reveals its essence in terms of privation. Instead of leaping out of or “leaping ahead of” thinking through the impasse, we should step back and let the aporia of Being be. This is something very different from calculative thinking, of which Heidegger (1968) says in Discourse:



Its peculiarity consists in the fact that whenever we plan, research, and organize, we always recon with conditions that are given. We take them into account with the calculated intention of their serving specific purposes. Thus we can count on definite results. This calculation is the mark of all thinking that plans and investigates.

(46)




And this “leaping ahead of” comes to expression in the fact that “[c]alculative thinking never stops, never collects itself. Calculative thinking is not meditative thinking, not thinking which contemplates the meaning which reigns in everything that is” (46). It is because this kind of thinking dominates education that instrumentalism and social efficiency rule the day, both when it comes to teachers teaching and students/pupils learning. As Heideg ger points out, calculative thinking has its place even in education, and can produce valuable things, but first we have to think through the impasse of what education in essence “is.” We cannot let calculative thinking as the foundation for education, reduce us and the earth to a standing reserve within a metaphysics of calculation. To begin on the path toward authentic learning and to think education in its essence we must keep the conversation of the impasse alive; that is, we must rethink the conversion (verkehren)-through-conversation as learning, which might inspire a move, today and in the future, to make it the foundation of education.




4. Heidegger, the Turn, and a Reconceptualized View of Learning: Heideggerian Gestures and Intimations

In relation to our analysis of the Turn, we conclude this chapter by briefly examining an often-cited passage on teaching, learning, and education from Heidegger’s lecture “What Is Called Thinking?” We do this because here Heidegger is focused on the type of thinking, or more accurately, the utter lack of thinking, that pervades the “destitute age,” for as Heidegger (1968a) observes, what is most shocking in a thoroughly “thought-provoking” age is that “we are still not thinking” (4). In order to “speak,” as we have shown, in relation to Hölderlin and language, Dasein must first “listen” for the reticent call of language, so, too, with thinking, if we hope to think in an authentic and meditative manner, “we must be ready and willing to listen” (13). As Heidegger (1993a) states, “[t]hinking must first learn what remains reserved and in store for it,” and in this learning that draws thinking into its involvement with the things of its concern, it is at once preparing “its own transformation” (436). In line with our reading of the Turn, however, it is not enough to simply think “about” education; instead, Heidegger claims we must first, perhaps, think “aletheia,” which Heidegger reminds us, as consistent with his thoughts in Discourse and Contributions, is the “clearing that first grants Being and thinking and their presencing to and for each other” (445). It is within this clearing, or “place of stillness,” and from out of it that authentic thinking emerges, which, as Heidegger stresses, is the originary context of the “belonging together of Being and thinking” (445).

Does education think? Educational research claims to “think” and to even think deeply. However, based on our critique, and we must recall what Heidegger (1968a) observes about authentic “reflection” in education in Basic Concepts as presented in §2, despite the thought-provoking issues that emerge in the field of education and curriculum research, we must answer in the negative—education does not yet think in a Heideggerian manner. For example, as we have argued, quantitative research in education belongs in the “realm of the essence of modern technology,” and so “scientific research” is still enveloped in the “fog” that “surrounds the essence of modern science” (14). Just as we must learn thinking, we must also “learn learning,” and learning in an essential way “means to make everything we do answer to whatever essentials address themselves to us at a given time” (14). This indicates, importantly, that educators must listen not only to the address of their students; they must also listen in anticipation for the call of education itself, emanating from the originary source of what Heidegger (1993a) calls “the quiet heart of the clearing” (445), which we have linked with meditative thought/inquiry. This attuned mode of “listening” in advance for both the call of students and education, which calls for “releasement,” is an illuminating way to understand the teacher and the art of teaching, but as Heidegger reminds us, “teaching is even more difficult than learning” (15). Heidegger tells us that teaching is more difficult than learning because the essence of teaching is “to let learn,” and here again we encounter the notion of the “releasement” (Gelassenheit) toward letting learning happen, which educators must embrace as analyzed throughout this chapter.

But when Heidegger claims that the “real teacher, in fact, lets nothing else be learned than—learning” (15), what does he mean? Learning in this instance cannot be the rote accumulation of the days’ lessons, to be rehearsed on exams that calculate and assess the “proficiency” level of the student in memorizing or grasping the lessons; this is not “learning” for Heidegger. In addition, the teacher for Heidegger can never be the “know-it-all” or assume the role of “authoritarian,” because such views of the teacher belie the fact that an authentic educator has much more to learn that those that he or she teaches, for the “teacher is far less sure of his ground than those who learn are of theirs” (15). Learning, if it is authentic, which is a relationship between “teacher and taught”—set within, as we have shown, the overar-ching relationship of the human being and thought to the truth of Being in its unfolding—is conceived in terms of the awareness that the learning is a unique, precarious, individual phenomenon that lacks a firm grounding; authentic education or learning transpires on shifting ground, and dare we say, it is a groundless and abyssal endeavor locked within the ever-renewed process of seeking to establish and reestablish the ground anew. This occurs only when, in line with this chapter’s theme, the educator is released over to the students/learners in advance of the processes of learning, which indicates the “teacher must be capable of being far more teachable than the apprentices” (15). It is here that we are in the presence of such themes as, in addition to Gelassenheit, the attunement of the educator in the context of teaching and learning, the “listening” in advance of the student, of what it is to be learned that is on the approach and anticipated in the very manner of learning’s unfolding, and the understanding that when education is conceived and enacted authentically it lives beyond the mere “procurement of useful information” (15), for example, whether or not that information is related to securing a stable and lucrative livelihood. To “let learn” is to give oneself over to learning itself and to shelter learning along with the potential-for-Being of those taught, those who educators let learn.

In the preceding sections we have attempted a rethinking or reconceptualization of the processes of education and learning in light of Heideg ger’s thought, and have purposefully refrained from suggesting anything resembling a definitive template for teaching or curriculum, and beyond this, we have avoided the issue of education reform, for to imagine educational reform in light of Heidegger’s philosophy is a daunting if not impossible task. For one reason, as Crowell (2016) observes, once philosophy is relegated to an inconsequential status in the university, would-be reformers are left with “platitudes about ‘critical thinking,’” along with “‘best practices’ drawn for the corporate world, students-as-consumers, and the hegemony of what Heidegger calls Machenshaft, in which humanistic learning has no place—indeed, is no longer understood at all” (36). The approach to education emerging from our interpretation of Heidegger’s later writings remains complex and difficult, despite our efforts to clarify the issues for the reader. However, as is now evident, we believe that Heidegger’s writings of the Turn do have a contribution to make to the reconceptualization of education; Heidegger’s later writings are rife with potential for informing the future of, if not the philosophy of education, the thinking on education. To plumb the depths of the Turn, as our book hopefully illustrates, is a highly worthwhile endeavor and so we conclude with what we term “gestures and intimations” of a Heideggerian “education,” which includes the understanding gleaned from not only our analysis within this chapter but also the insights that have emerged through our attempt to chart the path of thinking through our overall reading of Heidegger During the Turn:



	Heidegger inspires thinking on education that avoids what we regularly observe about contemporary philosophical approaches to education, where education is subjugated under the aegis of philosophy and becomes the “object” of philosophical study. Thus, education, as “object” of study, assumes a subservient role to the philosophical categories to which it now must conform, and as we have seen, this for Heidegger amounts the “technologizing of education.” In addition, what is typical in the field of education research is the attempt to apply philosophical findings or theories to education, and Heidegger reminds us that philosophy does not function in terms of this type of instrumentalism grounded in the theoria-praxis divide. This, as we have shown, are approaches that Heidegger vehemently resists. Rather, following Heidegger, based on our interpretation, educators should learn to release themselves over to the education of their students in order to allow the truth of what might be learned, in terms of its relationship to meditative thought, speak in its own unique voice, to presence in its own manner of self-showing and, in doing so, break open the “original” space of its appearance within the event of learning, guiding our inquiries by drawing us into the co-participatory event of the “mystery” and unpredictability of its unfolding. Such an original process defies thought and its expression in the language of assertions, in terms that “objectify” the phenomena of learning.

	Heidegger also helps us to recognize the importance of the ways in which we view, talk, understand, and interpret both learning and the human being’s relation to this original phenomenon, which is not an activity that is merely added on to our existence but, rather, is inseparable from the most basic and originary ways that we dwell within and disclose the world for our “meaningful” appropriation. Heidegger points in the direction of reclaiming and instantiating a mode of Being-inthe-world highlighted by a rootedness (Bodenständikeit) as in-dwelling (Inständigkeit), which has been covered over by technology and its essential mode of attunement das Ge-stell, in what might be labeled a posthuman era. As stated, education in the age of standardization, is reliant on percentages and statistics for the establishment of categories and classifications for what teachers need to know to be effective teachers, what students need to learn in order to be contributing members of the democratic society, and what an “efficient” performance and levels of “achievement” entail for both educators and students—all of these categorizations are “cognitive” and “calculable” and thus demonstrable in terms of numbers. Making such things our primary concern in education, which is commensurate with the privileging of calculative thought in all areas of our lives, exhibits the tendency to obscure the human, or humane, element not only in education but also in our everyday modes of navigating the world with others. Heidegger intimates a rich understanding of phenomenological self-hood, indicating that the human being cannot be explained in terms of static categories because it resists being “leveled down” or flattened out in order to be cast into the “one-size-fits-all” die of standardized curriculum. Heidegger presents us with a vision of the human being, who, through finite human transcendence—learning as we inquire into the most question-worthy aspects of our existence—continues to become other to itself in learning and is irreducible to a hypostatic essence, a single way of knowing, a single way of Being and being known. We learn and authentically deepen our understanding when thinking is meditative and inseparable from the truth (a-letheia) of the self-presencing of the phenomena of our deepest concerns, and following Heidegger, we find this notion in the original thought of pre-Socratic thinkers such as Heracleitus and Parmenides, who embraced this view in a nascent form, a view that has since been forgotten or obscured, expressed in the epigram: “Γαρ αυτο νοειν εστιν τε και ειναι” (Gar auto noein estin te kai einai)—that is, “Thinking and Being are one and the same”.

	Since Heidegger’s view of meditative thought shares intimate characteristics with Höldelrlin’s Andenken, it is a form of authentic thought that eschews the linear conception of time, educators and those who design, implement, and evaluate curriculum might come to see that the past should never be lionized and brought into the present in terms of the reified collection of social and cultural achievements to be aped or reproduced. Nor should the future be privileged in terms of envisioning goals and ends of learning in advance of the processes of education’s unfolding (e.g., the Tyler Rationale). Heidegger might also assist educators in thinking beyond the constraints of “neoliberalism” in education, which, as Grimmett and Young (2012) argue, “creates the environment in which people tend to defer to fate and accept their current circumstances as the upper limit of possibility” (51), which is linked with the view and practice of education that is ineluctably trapped within the (permanent) “present”—presentism—frozen and unable to look either ahead or back. Heidegger indicates that when we look to the future we should do so with our past not only in mind but also already projected out ahead of us in order to open the possibility—which might be thought of in terms of our authentic possibilities for learning—of the present to reveal a new way of Being-in-the-world where the authentic presence of learning reveals itself. This calls for educators to reconcpetualize the “context” or “situation” of learning in the classroom in terms of a context where all involved bring with them an understanding of things, which uniquely contributes to the processes of learning, wherein, much like the notion of discourse, or, specifically, “conversation,” as we have related it to learning as an event, as a change in our attunement that influences intimately our way-of-being (conversion), the learning is fluid, dynamic, and ever-changing—it is ever renewed in ways that defy absolutist conclusions or solutions. Although this notion of conversation carries with it the “unquiet” and disturbing presence of “danger,” for this form of learning often leads us down confusing, and dimly lit pathways (Holzwege), it is necessary that our inquiries and conversations hold the potential to continually disrupt (Destruktion) the structures of thought that have congealed and hardened. Heidegger presents us with an authentic form of conversation that embraces the unpredictable and unsettled nature of human life in all of its ambiguity. In doing so, this conversation demonstrates a sense of guardianship for the preservation of the primal mystery inherent in all things.

	Focusing on Heidegger’s novel use of poietic language, as stated, the texts we have analyzed represent the unfolding of thinking as a conversation wherein thought is situated within its originary relationship with Being wherein thinking and its linguistic expression is a “poetizing activity.” The language is poetic—or poietic—in that it is at once creative (an “inspired making”) and revelatory (“showing-forth”) in the original Attic Greek sense of the term and it avoids the mere re-presentation of the issues of its concern; that is, it is a voice that intimates the world through the incantative gestures of language rather than objectifying it through assertions that re-present the world to consciousness. The poietic language of Heidegger lives beyond the limited and restricted potential of the locutions of propositional discourse to communicate the immense diversity of the human experience. Indeed, as argued in Chapter three, poetic language lives beyond even the existential-hermenutical “as” of interpretation, for poietic language is affective in nature and it brings to light the difference between propositional language (Aussage) and saying (Sage) or naming (Nennen), which is original and inceptive in nature. As shown, language in this view is not a “possession” of the human being; rather, it is a gift or bestowal; it is an originary response to Being’s primordial call; that is, we are moved by the address of the world and are drawn out of the “silence,” for poetizing does not begin or originate with speech but, rather, from out of the silence that resides in the depths of the Abgrund of Being, which gives voice to, as the sounding of, the truth of Being in its relation to thought. As we have suggested, in relation to meditative thought, phenomenological language is perfectly suited to communicate the fluid, dynamic, and uncertain nature of the unfolding of our life-in-praxis all the while preserving and sheltering the intangible, the mysterious aspects of our existence relating to human presence, temporality, historical transcendence, and finitude. Language, as a poietic phenomenon, allows us to not only reconceive the world it also offers the potential for us to appropriate the world in new and changed ways—that is, to live and, as has been our focus, learn differently.







Notes

1 See Denton, D. (1974). Existentialism and phenomenology in education: Collected essays. New York: Teachers College.

2 For an instance where Höldelrlin and Rilke are briefly and effectively interwoven into an educational analysis focused on the “poetic” and “unsaid” in Heidegger, see Standish, P. (2002). Essential Heidegger: Poetics of the unsaid. In: M. Peters (Ed.). Heidegger, education and modernity. New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 151–170.

3 The Heracleitus Fragment 122 contains the single word άγχιβασίη (angchibasie), which is traditionally translated as “approximation,” as in Freeman (1996), and is related to Angchibathos (angchi, bathus) indicating a close approximation to or distance from the seashore. Heidegger, however, interprets the word in terms of the grammatical mode of the infinitival, which he relates ultimately to Dasein’s relation to truth and Being—a “moving-into-nearness” that is always highlighted by and grounded in the “distance” from Being and truth that can never be traversed or overcome by human Dasein.

4 In contemporary education, referencing neo-taxonomies of researchers, it is possible to state, that cognitive knowledge is the primary mode of world disclosure with which contemporary education is concerned. In addition, we find a technical-scietific view of research substantiated within the Three-Year Integrated Competency-Based Model (ICBM) for higher education proposed in 2013 by Bradley, Seidman, and Painchaud. All the ways that the authors suggest are advantageous for authentic “learning” resemble behavioral and neurological models for storage, process, and effective retrieval. The research underlying the ICBM adopts an original “projected” view of learning in terms of the “transfer” of information, where students are defined in terms of demonstrating a host of predetermined behavioral-cognitive skill sets and competencies. The projected view of leanring as the transfer of information also manifests in contemporary research linking neuroscience and education (e.g., M. Thomas, 2014; E. Dommett, I. Devinshire, E. Sewter, and S. Greenfield, 2014; C. Lewis, 2014; J. Jennings and J. M. Bearek, 2014). Ivan Snook (2012) is highly critical of this burgeoning trend in educational research, stating that neuroscience in education can be understood in at least three critical ways: (1) Its findings are true and relevant for education but are tautological in nature or commonsensical; for example, studies that indicate eating a nutritious breakfast improves the student’s cognitive efficiency. (2) Its findings may be true but have no bearing on education. (3) Those expressing a faith in neuroscience without being able to provide substantial evidence to back their aforementioned faith in the discipline (446). We note that it is possible, in light of these comments and critiques, to level a similar if not identical charge against Heidegger—most specifically as he outlines his educational philosophy and plan for state sponsored educational reform in the 1933 Rectorial Address: “The self-assertion of the German university”—that he also embraces a highly “technical” and what might be read in terms of a totalizing and highly dubious view of philosophy’s potential to inform and direct educational praxis, and beyond, to radically reform the university system in and social-political order of Germany and Western Europe (see Epilogue, §2).

5 The terminology that Heidegger incorporates in Discourse is far more poetic that anything resembling a “technical” form of philosophical nomenclature, and so interpretations of this essay remain at a “speculative level”; despite this, we argue that speculative readings do hold the potential to be enlightening. In Discourse Heidegger incorporates three key terms that might, at first blush, be understood in the following manner: (1) region references the “lighted clearing” of Being’s opening; (2) regioning refers to the active Being-event, or the truth of Being in its unfolding; and (3) that-which-regions is Being itself as an event. We agree in part with (1) and (2) but argue against (3) and claim that it is a questionable move to equate that-which-regions with Being itself, for Being in Discourse, as we stated, while present, and indeed, ever-present, is never explicitly named. That-which-regions is perhaps best understood in terms of another manifestation of Being’s activity, which facilitates the region or “open expanse” (and is thus inseparable from the region). Importantly, the region must not be conceived in terms of a space bounded and delimited by horizons, in Cartesian terms, as a space, place, or thing. For the region first brings to light the possibility of horizons manifesting, of being encountered. The region must also not be thought of as the “causal” result or final end (ergon) of a process and rather understood in terms of being immanent within a dynamic and ongoing activity, which is to say the region, for Heidegger, is that-which-regions, as opened by Being’s unfolding as event, as the event that is ever in the process of regioning. Technically, if one refers to Being as “that-which-regions,” one runs the risk of objectifying Being, reducing it to an object of both cognition and discourse; that is, Being is understood as “that” which is x (that x is the case), and this is a move, as we have stressed throughout, of which Heidegger is hypercritical.

6 Although we focus on the later Heidegger, Krell (1989) contends that Gelassenheit is “already at work in the analysis of anxious Dasein in Being and Time written in 1927, and that even in later Heidegger, “anxiety in the face of death remains central to Gelassenheit and to the thoughtful-poetical life” (155). Krell contends that the form of “releasement” (Gelassenheit) required by Dasein toward its authentic death is, as related to our analysis in Chapter 1, a releasement over to finitude, the truth of Being in its recessive mode and, also, as connected to our attempts to say and communicate Heidegger’s poetic thought of the Turn, Gelassenheit contributes uniquely to “the hermeneutical project of achieving a mode of thought and language beyond any sort of representational, valuative, or manipulative consciousness, all of which in their will to power obscure that dimension in which the finitude of Dasin plays” (155–156). The reader will recall that we suggest this precise form of “releasement” over to Heidegger’s thoughts, words, and to our interpretive efforts in order to potentially come to terms with the unique mode of “poietic” expression he adopts in Discourse at the outset of the chapter.

7 Errancy is described by Heidegger (1993a) as a phenomenon linked to “untruth” and can be understood as Dasein’s “flight from the mystery [primordial concealment] toward what is readily available [as present-at-hand]” (133). That this phenomenon is bound up with the essence of truth in contemporary social efficiency is plainly visible in that educational researchers believe that science and quantitative studies accurately capture the phenomena of learning and education and so those aspects of learning and education that remain concealed are (1) never contemplated or examined because they remain concealed from view or (2) never included into the so-called scientific view of education because certain aspects of learning and education do not conform with the “object-realm” projected by the learning sciences. Hence, those aspects of education that defy the scientific paradigm cannot be important because they are not properly “real.” As related to errancy, quantitative research is the prominent mode of research in the “technocratic” democratic context of education in the United States, which embraces a distinctive form of neopositivism that draws the inspiration for methods of and approaches to research from the “hypothesis-experimentation” model of the natural sciences. Indeed, the practice of privileging empirical research above all other forms of research, as the “new scientific orthodoxy,” is reinforced in the United States within the American Educational Research Association’s Standards for Reporting on Empirical Social Science Research.
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Epilogue

In-Between Origins and Futural Implications: Looking Back and Thinking Ahead With Heidegger


Opening Words

In the chapters making up this book we have tried to stay as close and true as possible to Heidegger’s philosophy as it takes shape after the Turn. At the same time, we have not wanted our readings to be a history of Heidegger’s thinking, nor have we wanted them to be strict retellings of his philosophy or potential explanations of what Heidegger might have intended us to think when reading his texts. We have tried to follow his advice to find the movement or rhythm of his texts and to let this movement or rhythm guide our writing. In this way, we hope that we have been able to develop some of the ideas that we have brought to the fore, from our engagement not only with Heidegger’s thinking but also with the work of the authors and thinkers whose texts we have read together with Heidegger.

However, we find it necessary to end our encounter with Heidegger by taking a step back and give our view of the fact that to approach Heidegger always comes with the responsibility to acknowledge and critically think through his Nazi involvement. This involvement cannot be forgotten. Having said that, we also acknowledge that his philosophy in itself still has value for thinking within all the subjects we approach in the book, that is, literature and poetry, education, and, of course, philosophy. This is also the reason why we begin the epilogue with an attempt to contextualize Heidegger’s philosophy, as well as our readings, within some of the interpretative traditions that have, in one way or another, related to Heidegger’s philosophy, before we address Heidegger’s involvement with Nazism. We end the epilogue with a reflection on the paths of thinking he has opened up that form our readings and on what is arguably the most important word in Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn, namely, the word “Ereignis.”




1. Interpretive Encounters with Heidegger: Beyond Postmodernism, Deconstruction, Traditionalism, and Modernism

Readings of Heidegger that move toward a renewed interpretation of literature and poetry must take into account that in the humanities, which includes studies in comparative literature, the fundamental concepts and interpretive frameworks adopted emerge primarily from critical theory, and so postmodernism and deconstruction play crucial roles in such forms of interpretation where both language and meaning are irreducible to the “myth of the given”; that is, they transcend both traditionalism and modernism. Fried (2001) argues that “Heidegger must be counted as one of the greatest influences on postmodernist thought” and, beyond, “one of its chief ‘founders’” (186). Elucidating this claim, Fried (2006) reasons that both “postmodernism and its attendant phenomenon of deconstruction” (157) owe debts to Heidegger’s “doctrinal” reading of Plato (“Plato’s Doctrine [Lerhe] of Truth”)—that is, Platonism—that grounds much of postmodern critique. For example, both Derrida (1981) and Irigaray (1985), each for their own purpose—deconstruction and psychoanalytic feminism, respectively—embrace a Heideggerian reading of Plato that traces the nihilistic decline of the West to Plato’s cave and the doctrine of the Forms (eidoi) or Ideas, which Heidegger identifies with the “first beginning” of philosophy. This is a view consistent with Thomson’s (2011) analysis of Heidegger and art: In the “Origin” Heidegger embraces a nonmodern or “postmodern” view of human comportment where he thinks in terms of a “postmodern responsiveness to the abundance of being,” which stands opposed to our “late-modern tendency toward the kind of technological making that imposes form on matter without paying heed to its intrinsic potentialities” (103). Although a detailed analysis of Heidegger’s relation to postmodernism and deconstruction is beyond the scope of these modest closing remarks, we do want to challenge the pervasive stereotype that Heidegger might be read in terms of either a conservative traditionalist or modernist in the strict sense of these terms. With that stated, our position is that although Heidegger’s thought does indeed contain elements traceable to the origin and development of both postmodernism and deconstruction, it is irreducible to either of these conceptual interpretive frameworks. In fact, Heidegger actually defies the types of labels that are often attributed to him, which include that of both “postmodernist” and “deconstructionist.”

As related to these thoughts regarding Heidegger, postmodernism, and deconstruction, we also note that Fried (2016) interprets Heidegger as a “radical historicist” (49). This is because for Heidegger, truth is not subjectively bound to the correspondence or agreement between thought/representation and an external objective reality. Rather, and this is pushed to the extreme during the Turn, truth “is the time-bound unfolding of how the world simply is meaningful to us as historical human beings, embedded in a given time, place and tradition” (49), and along with our reading, Fried concurs that the event of historical truth (Ereignis) is not wholly under our voluntaristic control, for the event of opening and founding a meaningful historical world (Ereignis) “happens to us” (49). Related to our talk of Heidegger and labels, here, too, we must tread with caution when approaching the term historicist in relation to Heidegger’s philosophy. This is because historicists, or cultural materialists, such as Dollimore and Sinfield (1985), adopt a form of historical-cultural critique that is unlike Heidegger’s view of “history,” for their aim is to question and criticize literary and cultural texts in a way that reveal that these texts are products relating directly to and emerging from economic and institutional modes of production, in terms that smack of causal determinacy. They then question how these sociopolitical factors exercise power in the construction and determinate control of subjects. Contrarily, Heidegger is clear that Dasein’s attuned historical (ontological) response (epoch grounding rejoinder) to the primordial address of Being is ultimately responsible for the various ways in which institutions arise in the first instance and are then mediated and structured through political and economic responses. Against historicism, for Heidegger, cultural-political responses are in essence indeterminate, because they are contingent upon a far more primordial phenomenon: the unique and original historical/epochal stance Dasein assumes in the temporal-historical moment of appropriation within the Being event (Ereignis).

To our concern regarding Heidegger’s relation to traditionalism and modernism, we recognize that Heidegger’s practice of philosophizing as Destruktion (Abbau), a practice that continues throughout the Turn, breaks up lines of thought that have become hardened as they filter through historical traditions. We find two crucial manifestations of Destruktion in Heidegger’s later thought in “The Age of the World Picture” written in 1938 and “The Question Concerning Technology” from 1955). Destruktion is not meant to break with the past but, rather, to put the past in question regarding its influence on the present while at once, in a liberatory fashion, revealing and freeing new and hitherto hidden and unforeseen possibilities for Dasein’s futural appropriation. This speaks against a traditionalist or staticist view but falls far short of the modernist or a secular humanist view, which is the belief that tradition can be overcome and that world mastery via human progress is an inevitable possibility through voluntarism empowered by the continued development of science and technology. It is not against the objective world that Dasein struggles in order to exercise its “subjective” control and establish its superiority, as in modernism. Rather, as we have shown, it is in and through participating in the phenomenon of Being’s unfolding as a giving or granting, in terms of Being’s essential unfolding as appropriation (das Seyn west als das Ereignis), that resolute Dasein’s historical Being-inthe-world first becomes as possibility. It is not the task of Dasein to master this world through determinate acts of will, as Heidegger makes clear in Contributions and the Hölderlin lectures of the 1930s, but instead, Dasein attempts to found and enact its historical destiny as it is given over to the event of Being. Perhaps nowhere else is this issue more powerfully elucidated by Heidegger (1993) than in the “Origin,” where, as we have already seen in Chapter 1 §2, through participation in the work of art, Dasein’s “vocation” is revealed in terms of its historical destiny. This occurs within the lighted space (die Lichtung) of the art work’s moment of truth-happening in the Riss, or context of the counter-striving activity of World and Earth, and this, for Heidegger, highlights Dasein’s historical role as a resolute and respectful co-participant in and “preserver” of the truth revealed by the work of art—truth that includes resolute Dasein but ultimately stands beyond the power of willful Dasein.1




2. Heidegger and National Socialism: The Potential Influence of Philosophy in Politics

It is possible to engage Heidegger’s philosophy in a legitimate and productive manner without focusing on any political implications. However, Zimmerman (1990) believes that since “Heidegger’s political orientation, especially his contempt for Enlightenment values, profoundly shaped his interpretation of Western history,” Heidegger “should also be read in light of those [political/historical] implications” (38).2 Zimmerman is careful to point out that—and we mentioned this above in relation to historicism or cultural materialism—readers must avoid reducing Heidegger’s thought to an “ideological reflex” of the reigning social-historical conditions; that is, interpreters would do well to resist the postmodern tendency to view all “ideas” as determined by political/social activity. At the time of this writing, the Black Notebooks (Ponderings) 1931–1941 (Schwarze Hefte) are available in English translation, and we believe that Heidegger scholarship should continue to acknowledge and grapple with the relationship between the philosopher and his politics, which includes working through new issues emerging from the recently published Notebooks. However, as Clark (2002) astutely recognizes, beyond merely an issue about Heidegger and National Socialism, it is also “necessarily about the nature of reading, interpretation, textual meaning, authorial responsibility and the readers’ responsibility” (134). Indeed, it is the case that even the most thoughtful commentators seeking to offer ethically responsible readings, tempering judgmental tendencies in favor of an openness to rereadings, will encounter great difficulties, for each individual reader, an issue of authorship to be sure, must “confront the issue anew, as his or her circumstances best allow” (138).

To “think” Heidegger and National Socialism involves exploring the relationship between philosophy and politics and, in addition, the potential link between philosopher and philosophy, which includes thinking on the value of philosophy in relation to its ability to provide answers to the questions it raises, especially in terms of philosophy’s so-called practical efficacy. However, as Gadamer (1992) observes, philosophical knowledge in the realm of praxis is often misconstrued by the “knowledge-oriented culture of modern times,” and what is unfortunately lost is the philosophical understanding that true practical knowledge (phronesis) “requires a special gift that does not rely on merely technically acquired information” (367). Here, Gadamer indicates, and quite rightly, that judgment plays an indispensable role in practical philosophy: This opens the possibility that our deliberation and choice, our practical comportment, will be guided in a desirable manner by good judgment. It also, unfortunately, holds the unfavorable potential for the exercise of bad judgment in the practical decisions we make, and with this in mind, we turn to the issues of Heidegger, politics, philosophy, and National Socialism.

On May 27, 1933 Heidegger delivered the Rectorial Address (“The Self-Assertion of the German University”) and became Führer of Freiburg University, its purported spiritual leader and guide. At that time, Heidegger was consumed with unbridled enthusiasm; he believed that National Socialism held the potential to renew and transform the spirit (Geist) and world of the German people, and the Black Notebooks testify to this. As Kisiel (2002) observes, for Heidegger, the “university’s educational task in the new Reich would be enormous, and in fact total in its revolutionary character and service to the state” (136). Despite this fact, we must avoid the fallacy of transferring Heidegger’s fanatical and ebullient reception of National Socialism as expressed in the Rectorial Address onto his entire philosophical corpus. Such a move is impudent because it is debatable whether the works prior to or after 1933, for example, Being and Time and the “Origin,” can legitimately be labeled “political philosophy.” However, it is possible to read the Rectorial Address as a testimony to Heidegger’s personal vision of the ineluctable relationship between his philosophy and politics. For in no uncertain terms, this manuscript is “political” and, beyond, brings together with politics, philosophical ontology, and education—in service of party and state—to inform the “practical” unfolding of the envisioned “other” historical beginning that the National Socialist movement might inspire.

As Schmidt (2001) observes, Heidegger placed “great faith in the power of knowledge to lead” and believed that the political leaders must be “educated by the philosopher,” and this erroneously indicated for Heidegger, in a manner reminiscent of Plato’s fateful miscalculation, that the “political will readily subordinate itself” to the superior and controlling “force of the philosophical” (233). In the inaugural address, Heidegger concretizes themes that are taking shape and evolving post-Being and Time, which are familiar to readers from Chapter 1 §1. It is possible to understand the historical-ontological core of National Socialism as envisioned by Heideg ger by attending to the “tragic” words that Aeschylus attaches to Prometheus: “Techne d’anangkes asthenestra makro” (knowledge is far less powerful than necessity). Heidegger (1998) claims this phrase expresses the “essence of knowledge” (31); however, the weighty historical-ontological significance that Heidegger attaches to these words radically transcends such a deceptively limited understanding focused on “knowledge.” We offer the following retranslation as related to the Turn and Heidegger’s developing view of history, destiny, and the question of the truth of Being: “Technicity-machination is far less essential (originary) than the necessity of Dasein’s dawning historical destiny,” and indeed, here, we must note, Heidegger is speaking in ominous terms of a collective historical destiny of a specific community (Gemeinschaft) that takes shape as an “ethnic and national community [Volksgemeinschaft]” (35).3

Ultimately, as indicated, Germany’s potential for a renewed beginning (Ursprung) is grounded in Wissenschaft, which is not to be understood in terms of scientific knowledge but, rather, in terms of philosophical thought that finds its grounding in and takes its guidance from the Seinsfrage. The connection we addressed earlier between philosophy and politics is made explicitly in the Rectorial Address in Heidegger’s analysis of original theoria in its relationship to praxis. For the Greeks, Heidegger (1998) tells us, theoria is not detached contemplation; instead, it is a mode of questioning that is the “highest mode of man’s energeia, of man’s ‘being at work’”; this is because the Greeks did not hope to “bring practice in line with theory, but the other way around; to understand theory as the supreme realization of genuine practice” (32). Philosophy, informed by the Seinsfrage, as “knowledge service,” grounds the Volk’s dedication to the other two forms of “practical” and “political” service: labor service and military service. Although Heidegger talks of the Volk submitting to the “power of the beginning” (31), of their spiritual and physical struggle to claim their history, this is not to indicate “resolute openness” (Entschlossenheit) or “releasement” (Gelassenheit) toward their approaching destiny; rather, there is the palpable presence of voluntarism in the Rectorial Address; Heidegger advocates the willful pursuit and appropriation of Germany’s new destiny, expressed in terms of the Volk’s appointed “task” or “vocation.” In 1933 Heidegger stresses the necessity of the “struggle” of the will, for all “capacities of will and thought, all strengths of the heart, and all capabilities of the body must be developed through struggle, must be intensified in struggle, and must remain preserved as struggle” (37). Returning to Aeschylus, it is the necessity (d’anangkes) of history standing over Germany that has “already decided this,” and it is the Volk’s task to burden this fateful responsibility and will its “historical-spiritual” mission (38).

Although Heidegger envisioned concrete practical implications for his ontological vision of National Socialism, there are many reasons to question the validity of his view, not the least of which is that despite Heidegger’s personal assessment of the functionality and indeed the supposed applicability of his philosophical ideas to the practical politics of National Socialism, in terms of his ontological “blueprint” for university and social-political reform, there is an undeniable abstract and even abstruse quality to many of the concepts Heidegger employs in the address, which actually speaks to the inapplicability of these concepts to the realm of praxis. On this point, Caputo (1999) argues that far from embracing Heidegger’s thought, the Nazi Party members “were baffled by the connection that Heidegger was making between the meaning of the [National Socialist] revolution and the question of Being” (53). Ultimately, as Crowell (2016) observes, after stepping down as rector in 1934, Heidegger recognized the failure of attempting to steer the movement in the direction of an ontological understanding of Being and destiny in light of the Grundfrage and realized that his “hopes for metapolitics were doomed by the imperatives of ontic politics” (35). Prior to considering the so-called failure of Heidegger in terms of the failure of philosophy itself, we briefly examine the role that Heidegger’s character played in this failure. We admit that this is also a complex issue, for although Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism is part of his biography, which includes, of course, his deeply held beliefs and stature of character, it is a difficult matter to ascertain whether and to what degree biography is relevant to Heidegger’s philosophy, or any philosophy for that matter.

The flaws in Heidegger’s character become evident if, in addition to examining his private correspondence and journaling in the Black Notebooks, we attend to the many questionable and unethical decisions rendered as acting Rector of Freiburg University. We should not be surprised, as Gadamer (1992) points out, that despite—and indeed perhaps because of—Heidegger’s superior philosophical powers that he was susceptible to a certain blindness that caused him to “lose himself to delusions” (368). Dallmayr (1992) also recognizes this tendency toward delusional thought and beliefs and argues that Heidegger’s grandiose persona, and we might say without risking hyperbole, megalomania, drove his outlandish “ambition to guide and lead Hitler (den Fuhrer Fuhren)” (289). To further this line of thought, Fried (2016) recognizes that Heidegger’s immense ego led him to the conclusion that National Socialism would “succeed only if the German Volk, the youth, the university, even the Nazi party itself,” understood what was at stake on “his terms” (51). Fried goes on to point out that in the Black Notebooks Heidegger reveals that he never actually saw himself as a failure, for he placed the blame for the failure of National Socialism on the weakness of the German Volk and flawed state of higher education structured by the views of scientism, vocationalism, and the technologizing of knowledge; indeed, for Heidegger, the entire “revolution itself had failed to shoulder the task set for them by history” (51). In addition to Heidegger’s egregious overestimation of his potential philosophical influence, it must be noted that Heidegger demonstrated a glaringly naïve understanding of politics, and this also contributed to Heidegger’s gross misunderstanding of philosophy’s authentic relationship to the political.

To further pursue an issue from earlier, Heidegger correctly recognizes that the Nazis failed to properly understand his lofty and dense ontological ideas, and in addition, as Caputo (1999) concludes, although they relied on his political devotion, they “did not have the slightest inclination to let either Heidegger personally or his thought be a guiding force for the new Reich” (67). We must understand that the Nazi’s understanding of the German revolution was in no way radical enough for Heidegger: The Nazis were concerned with Germany’s revolution representing a “new start” (Beginn) whereas Heidegger, as we have seen, demonstrates the far loftier and ontological concern for historical “origins” (Ursprung) and “beginnings” (Anfang) that transcend the hold of the metaphysics of presence, ushering in the “other” beginning. Caputo reasons that because of Heidegger’s dense philosophical conceptions, with tenuous connections to “practical” political practice, Nazi officials were actually correct to be skeptical of Heidegger’s talk of the “questionability of Being, the groundless abyss beneath whatever we call ground,” for when attempting to persuade the Nazis that a “revolution from the ground up required a questioning of the ground,” it was unclear to them whether or not this type of ontological probing could eventually, with disastrous consequences, be “turned against the grounds of the National Socialist revolution itself” (68).

Addressing the issue of philosophy’s relationship to social-political realities, Gadamer makes two crucial observations about that the so-called Heidegger problem as related to National Socialism: First, as we have touched on previously, the problem is grounded in the limitations of Heidegger the man, the mortal, the human-all-too-human thinker-and-philosopher. Second, the problem is also traceable to the inherent limitations, or we might say danger, at the heart of philosophy as conceived and practiced by Heideg ger. Reaffirming our claim, Gadamer (1992) argues that Heidegger fell prey to his own “secret wishes for happiness and the shimmering dream of fulfillment” through philosophy’s perceived power and that, even beyond Heidegger, all those practicing philosophy must be aware of the impending “danger of misjudging” themselves and of “clinging to illusions” (367). As stated, Heidegger, as an extremely gifted philosopher—often ranked alongside Wittgenstein as one of the two greatest philosophers of the 20th century—was perhaps more predisposed to fits of delusion than other lesser thinkers, for the superiority of his powers predisposed him to be led all too easily astray by his own genius. “Whoever envisions possibilities with great clarity,” observes Gadamer, “may also see what he wants to see—which may not actually exist at all,” and Gadamer claims that Heidegger after 1933 eventually recognized this but, unfortunately, “admitted it through his later silence” (368).

The failure of Heidegger in 1933, as related to Gadamer’s insights, might also be traced to the unique essence of philosophy itself. Consider that philosophy asks questions that the sciences fail to answer, so why is it, Gadamer asks, “should it be considered especially qualified to penetrate and solve daily problems” (366), such as our social-political interrelations with others, better than other modes of inquiry? It must be noted that the “freedom” to practice philosophy “presupposes the ability to ask questions, to see, possibilities, even when they may not be able to be realized” (367). Thus, philosophy searches and seeks but never truly finds or arrives at definitive answers; it is, as Heidegger would later recognize, far more adept at formulating questions than at arriving at answers to those questions. The most and perhaps best philosophy can offer is what Gadamer terms, burrowing from Jaspers, the “clarification of existence” by means of illuminating the “boundaries of knowledge,” all the while lacking the prescient and prophetic insight to “anticipate which practical goals will be manageable and realistic” (368). Although Gadamer does not elaborate this point, his reference to Jasper’s (1962) philosophy is meant to indicate the radical difference between “fundamental” or ontological insight of Existenz and “finite knowledge” of the world, which is related to propositional truth and scientific techniques “that can be applied and repeated at will” (17). This, according to Gadamer, is unfortunately what Heidegger in 1933 seemed to remain blind to with respect to his philosophy of Being. However, it is obvious that in the 1935 lecture course, Introduction to Metaphysics, Heidegger painstakingly details the limitations of philosophy and writes in considerable depth on this issue, offering a radical reassessment of the earlier views he held in 1933 regarding philosophy’s power and value to influence or control praxis in a way that echoes Gadamer: “Philosophy,” Heidegger (2000) claims, “can never directly supply the forces and create the mechanisms and opportunities that bring about a historical state of affairs” (11).4 Thus, in 1935 Heidegger indicates in no uncertain terms that we cannot do anything with philosophy; however, this is not the end of the story. For he goes on to pose the following thought-provoking query for our consideration: “Even if we can’t do anything with it, may not philosophy in the end do something with us, provided that we engage ourselves with it” (13)? We might say, in line with Gadamer (1992), that as Heidegger moves deeper into the Turn, he becomes acutely aware of the “political incompetence of philosophy” (364).

Heidegger faced the denazification committee in 1945, and it is not an exaggeration to state that many of the French were more interested in arranging meetings for Heidegger with leading intellectuals than they were in learning the degree of his involvement with the politics of the Nazi Party and their crimes against humanity. As Safranski (1998) informs us, with the exception of Adolf Lampe, who “was outraged at the absence of any sense of guilt in Heidegger” (337), representing the one proverbial thorn in Heidegger’s side, opposing his rehabilitation and calling for Heidegger to admit of personal responsibility, the committee in August 1945 was overall congenial, arriving “at a very lenient judgment on Heidegger’s political behavior” (338). Heidegger’s fellow philosophers and former students were the hardest on him; for example, Lowith (1998) finds it impossible to divorce Heidegger’s politics from his “existential” philosophy, his abject failure from his pursuit of the question of Being—and so, to condemn Heidegger’s political affiliations is to at once condemn his philosophy in toto: For Heidegger’s questionable, and beyond, horrendous political decision cannot be grasped or judged “in isolation from the very principles of Heideggerian philosophy itself” (182). Ultimately, what they all demanded from Heidegger was his admission of guilt, expecting from him that which he never adequately provided, an explanation that served to fully justify his involvement with National Socialism and, beyond this, an apology for Auschwitz. They wanted, as Safranski (1998) observes, “a word that would finally clear Heidegger of being identified with Nazism” (428), and this “word” never came, not even in the posthumously published interview in Der Spiegel.5

Overall, our conclusions on these issues find kinship with Kockelmans (1984) and Young (1997): It is dubious to attempt to legitimately extract political theory from Heidegger’s greater overall philosophical corpus. Although a political agenda can certainly be read into and imposed upon Heidegger’s texts from the outside, there is neither a Nazi philosophy nor a “blueprint” for a political agenda that can be lifted with any sense of certainty—save for, perhaps, as presented earlier, the Rectorial Address of 1933—from major works such as Being and Time or the later writings of the Turn. However, despite this, it is necessary to take Heidegger to task on the issue of Nazism. We argue against the apologetics that Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism is wholly reducible to his political naiveté, which includes his gross overestimation of philosophy’s power to sway and influence the development of Germany’s “political” history. Heidegger’s students would perhaps agree with the following point, namely, that a naive complicity is complicity nonetheless.

So, we return to the thoughts that began this section: Is it fair to demand a consistency between the life lived and the life philosophized by the philosopher? We conclude by offering two possible responses, although there are certainly many more ways to approach this highly complex and controversial issue: Heidegger undoubtedly made some horrendously egregious moral decisions. It can be argued, in a manner reminiscent of Sartre, that in affirming the politics of Nazism, Heidegger was at once affirming every single atrocity committed in the name of Germany during World War II, leading to the Holocaust and Europe’s destruction. However, as Polt (2007; 1999) and others have cogently argued in an ethically appropriate manner, if we dismiss Heidegger’s work on the grounds of his politics and moral past, we must as well dismiss the work of all the other philosophers, and further, artists, and poets, among others, who have also behaved immorally. Although we find it unrealistic to demand that the philosopher’s life represent the embodiment of the work in its totality, there must be some relation between and subsequent responsibility for his thoughts and actions, that is, Heidegger’s “political” life, which represents his involvement with Nazism, and his “philosophical” life as the great philosopher of Being.




3. Closing Words: Paths of Thinking—Ereignis

The main theme of this book has been Heidegger’s thinking after the Turn, and the guiding word (Leitwort) for Heidegger after 1936 is a word which plays a prominent role in our readings as well, namely, the, in truth, untranslatable word Ereignis. Sometimes it is translated as enownment, sometimes as the event of appropriation or the appropriative event. As is now perhaps evident from our previous chapters, there are other variants, to be sure, but in the Epilogue we keep the German word, for reasons not of convenience but because it comes closest to what is possible to say at the limit of metaphysics. Ereignis, furthermore, is also part of the title of the book that is Heidegger’s most systematic attempt to account for the new path his thinking was taking after 1936. The book we are thinking of is, of course, Contributions to Philosophy: From enowning (Beiträge zur Philosophie: Vom Ereignis). And we want to specifically reflect on a passage taken form Contributions, which we think ties in to our view of the history of Heidegger’s thinking, as well as on the personal history of Heidegger, and also on the traditions of scholarship on Heidegger. The passage in question runs as follows:



The burden of thinking in the other beginning is different: it is enthinking that which is enowned as enowning itself; it is to bring be-ing into the truth of its essential swaying. However, because be-ing becomes enowning in the other beginning, the echo of be-ing must also be history, must pass through history by an essential shock, and must know and at the same time be able to say the moment of this history.

(75–76)






Anders ist im anderen Anfang der Philosophie die Last des Denkens: das Er-denken dessen, was sich ereignet als das Ereignis selbst, das Seyn in die Wahrheit seiner Wesung bringen. Weil aber im anderen Anfang das Seyn Ereignis wird, muß auch der Anklang des Seyns Geschichte sein, die Geschichte in einer wesentlichen Erschütterung durchmachen und den Augenblick dieser Geschichte zugleich wissen und sagen können.

(GA 65, 108)




Within a path of thinking that belongs to the other beginning the “burden of thinking” (Last des Denkens) is different from a path of thinking within, what Heidegger calls, “machination” (Machenschaft), which we have already pointed out is a precursor to Heidegger’s notion of technology, or calculative thinking, in which everything can be counted, accounted for, and measured, and which leads to the “abandonment of being in the forgottenness of being” (75). The burden of thinking within the calculative order of thinking is the burden of measuring, judging, accounting for, critiquing, and counting—it consists in a doing through manipulating before any essential making is done; that is, it is unconcealing as enframing. A thinking as the burden of machination is never still and does not hear nor feel the rhythm of the movement of essential thinking. This kind of thinking carries with it the burden of history, of the past, of what has come before and is now presented before us, making us answerable and obliging us to respond. But, this response is always in the form of a judgment, often within an ethical order that follows certain predetermined ethical rules, which decides between right or wrong, good and evil, in short, an enframed ethics. This is the burden of thinking as Machenschaft.

The burden of thinking in the “other beginning” is a burden of responsibility, in which we are able to respond to the call of the truth of Being by listening to the movement of the instantly vanishing moment of Ereignis. This is not a manipulative making as Machenschaft but a letting be as Gelassenheit; it is being still and following the path of thinking opened by the rhythm of language. In this way, the unkown can be known and said though naming as poietic saying. The burden of thinking in the other beginning is not heavy, it is a burden because it requires essential responsibility, which means that it is not a responsibility that must answer to any law of Machenschaft but is obligated by the truth of Being as Ereignis. The burden of thinking as responsibility thus appropriates as that which comes to happen as Ereignis. Instead of judging, this responsibility lets things happen by letting be, by following the path of the movement that is a recollective questioning before any tradition or tribunal of taste or law. If we judge a person because of his or her acts we judge them within the “En-framing” of a set of nomological laws or ethical rules. This cannot be overcome and is necessary to secure that life is valued and cannot be violated, but it cannot be used to judge a person’s thinking, or an artist’s artwork, or a poet’s poems in the same way, according to the same enframing which is part of the rational order of technological thinking and which reduces thinking and art to a measurable use value that can be calculated and judged. Thus, before laying down the verdict on how Heidegger’s involvement with Nazism affects his philosophy and his thinking, or hermeneutically analyzing his philosophy according a certain -ism, we should take Heidegger’s (2002) own advice in Identity and Difference “to pay attention to the path of thought rather than to its content” (23). This is when essential change comes about in thinking, and it comes, if we take Heidegger at his word, as a call, in terms of a monumental historical responsibility, from out of the truth of Being as Ereignis.



Notes

1 On a related note, in light of what we have stated regarding interpretive approaches to Heidegger, our reading takes into account Babich’s (2015) recommendation for scholars approaching Heidegger, namely, that they should consciously resist the temptation to bandy about terms such as neo or new in connection with Heidegger. For this gives the erroneous impression that scholars have somehow mastered the “old” Heidegger and can now move “beyond” him in order to confront the so-called “new Heidegger” (See also Introduction §3 and Chapter 2, “Concluding Remarks: Preparing for the Heideggerian Readings”). Babich asserts, and rightly so, that we are still just beginning the attempt to know Heidegger and to think with him, because we are certainly not yet in a position to categorically think beyond him: “Once we begin to read an author we think we know, even when we think we know, perhaps especially when we do know the author, we find ourselves in the realm of the unexplored: finding nuances, sometimes whole ranges of riches missed the first time, contexts we failed to see and points we realize may be vanishing from our grasp even as we notice them for the very first time” (178).

2 The fervent debate surrounding Heidegger and National Socialism continues to rage in academic circles. To this point, in a recent issue of Philosophy Today, Sheehan (2015) confronts Faye (2012), whose reading of Heidegger and Nazism is skewed and unsympathetic. Sheehan meticulously catalogues Faye’s countless errors, exaggerations and, what appear to be, purposefully fraudulent readings of Heidegger’s key texts, which give the impression that Faye, in a vindictive manner, is determined to construct a case against Heidegger from the start. Faye owes a debt, as do all current commentators, to Farias’s (1989) Heidegger and Nazism, a book criticized by Dallmayr (1992) for being far too “polemical,” in that is reduces Heidegger to an “adversary, an enemy ‘who is wrong’ and ‘whose very existence constitutes a threat’” (282). Farias melts truths with half-truths, “insinuations and innuendoes—all presented with the same unquestioned authority” (283). However, there are other readings that are also questionable, either those engaging uncritically in apologetics or purposefully skirting the issue of Heidegger’s involvement with National Socialism altogether.

3 Although critical of National Socialism in writings after 1933, Heidegger remained silent about the Holocaust, the single most horrific event of the 20th century. We do not embrace the position that Heidegger did indeed break his silence in the 1949 Bremen lecture when comparing the death camps and production of corpses to the mechanized food industry, which callously relegates the Holocaust to a single historical event among many tainted by the attunement of das Ge-stell (see Introduction §1). Dallmayr (2016) suggests that the in the Black Notebooks Heidegger’s talk of “World Jewry” lives at a level that is “abstract” and highly speculative, which is “not adequately supported by concrete details” (24). After clarifying that any form of anti-Semitism is dangerous, Malpas (2016) makes the case, despite Heidegger’s mention of an ethnic revolution, that Heidegger’s anti-Semitism is grounded in a “form of cultural anti-Semitism of a sort that was widespread in Germany and Europe before the Second World War” and not grounded in “natural difference” (6). Malpas recognizes that the issue is complex and that it demands not only a concern for Heidegger’s anti-Semitism, but in addition a concern for the issue Malpas refers to as the “pro-Semitic” elements of Heidegger’s thought. This concerns Heidegger’s immersion in and contribution to the traditions of “twentieth- and—twenty-first-century Jewish thinking” (9–10), which is crucial to both a deeper understanding of such thinkers as Arendt, Levinas, and Husserl, as well as Heidegger himself. Safranski (1998) demonstrates that there are undeniable strains of anti-Semitism expressed by Heidegger not only in personal letters and journal entries but also instantiated in his “official” duties as rector of Freiburg University. As Wolin (1998) observes, already in 1933, “the brutal characteristics, of totalitarian rule,” driven in part by an undeniable anti-Semitism, “were as plain as noonday” (17). And, as Fried (2016) makes explicit, as early as 1929, in “a letter of recommendation discovered in 1989” (46), Heidegger already warns of the dangers “Jewification [Verjudung]” poses to the spiritual life of Germany and its future rooted in the national ties to blood and the soil.

4 It must be noted that we are not claiming Heidegger espoused of view of philosophy antithetical to a “technologized” method only after 1933, for as Gonzalez (2009) rightly points out, in a “course from 1919/1920 entitled Fundamental Problems of Phenomenology, Heidegger characterizes philosophy as a ‘struggle for method,’” and what is distinct about philosophy in Heidegger’s view at this time is that the philosophical method resists “technologizing” (426). In this early lecture course Heidegger rails against the view that philosophy as a “mere instrument for producing results, to be discarded once the results are achieved, but rather itself contains and exhibits the truth philosophy seeks” (426); that is, the truth or essence of philosophy is inseparable from its method, and is not found in any results that reside beyond its continuous and renewed mode of questioning. Gonzalez links this view of philosophy in Heidegger with Socrates’s ever-persistent quest for truth; however, Gonzalez stops short of comparing Heidegger’s understanding of “method” in philosophy with the Socratic dialectic. Despite Heidegger’s claims in the Rectorial Address, it is clear that the “non-technologized” view of philosophy is already present to his thought prior to 1933 and reemerges, as we suggest, after 1933 when Heidegger renounces “official” party affiliation with National Socialism and moves deeper into the Turn. For example, in What Is Called Thinking? amid a rare discussion of Socrates as he might appear apart from Plato (Platonism), Heidegger (1968) describes Socrates’s philosophical thought and method of inquiry in terms that are reminiscent of Being-historical thinking from Contributions: “Socrates,” Heidegger declares, “did nothing else than place himself into [the] draft, [the] current [of Being] and maintain himself in it. This is why he is the purest thinker of the West” (182).

5 Indeed, the French poet Paul Celan, as recounted by Safranski (1998), was deeply conflicted in his feelings toward Heidegger the philosopher and man, for in the end, Celan became disenchanted after meeting and conversing with Heidegger on more than several occasions, which included a fateful visit to Todtnauberg and Heidegger’s Hutte. This is because Celan was perhaps urgently waiting for “a confession of guilt” or word from the heart, and was, along with many others, “disappointed that Heidegger did not make one” (423).
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